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Abstract 
 

Despite its historical roots and wide contemporary use, the debate over the conceptualization of social capital is very much 
alive among researchers of different academic subjects, with its main goal being the development of empirical measurement 
tools. The chief aim of this article is to demonstrate the multidimensional and consistent structure of social capital in European 
regions through an exploratory factor analysis and a subsequent confirmatory factor analysis.Throughout the paper we 
critically analyze the gap between the theoretical understandings of social capital and the ways it has been measured in most 
empirical work so far. We use data from the five European Social Survey waves (2002-2010) in European regions. We also 
approach social capital levels in these regions: diachronically between 2002 and 2010 using a time-series analysis and 
synchronically in 2010 using an analysis of variance to determine mean differences (ANOVA). Lastly, we study the effect 
several determinants have, at individual and national levels over the different dimensions of social capital so as to determine 
whether there are verifiable differences between European regions. In order to do this we used OLS regression analyses. 
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1. Introduction 
 
Over the past 20 years, the academic interest in studying the social capital met a huge growth among sociologists, 
political scientists and economists (Svendsen and Svendsen, 2009). However, there is not a single consensus definition 
of social capital, assuming this category sometimes "rain hat" or even "catch-all" (Grootaert and Bastelaer, 2000; Lin et 
al., 2001).  

The aim of this article was to identify the similarities and differences between European regions concerning the 
structure, levels and determinants of social capital. The actuality of the topic is related to the growing awareness of the 
importance of social context and intangible assets in the process of democratic institutional process. The present article 
was composed of three major sections. First, there was presented the review literature about the historical origins and 
theoretical approaches to the social capital concept, noting in particular its multidimensional nature, and its main 
components.  

The second section comprised the comparative research on the structure of social capital in the European regions, 
through the application, first to exploratory factor analysis, and then, in the confirmatory factor analysis. This 
comparative, consistent and integrated framework constitutes an important step towards to developing the comparative 
analysis across regions and countries in which social capital concerns. Based on alternative theoretical approaches, the 
components of social capital will be described alongside structural and cognitive dimensions.  

Subsequently, the individual determinants of social capital in European regions will be discussed. Political science 
is related to the notion that such a complicated concept should be studied in a wider context where social capital 
accumulates, appears and operates. Thus, although the determinants and sources of social capital are studied mainly at 
the individual level not considering national level determinants. In this analysis, we assume that “the context makes a 
difference”. 

The individual determinants of social capital can be divided into two groups. The first group includes a wide range 
of psychological and cultural and socio-economic characteristics of individuals, such as personal income and education, 
family and social status, values and personal experiences, which determine the incentive of individuals to invest in social 
capital. The second group of social capital determinants includes contextual or systemic factors at the level of the region, 
such as the overall level of development, democracy’s longevity, quality and fairness of formal institutions, human 
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development, distribution of resources and society’s communications modernization, etc.  
From our point of view, the main shortcoming of previous empirical studies lies in the fact that they include 

incomplete set of social capital dimensions (mostly, only indicators of general trust and/or membership in voluntary 
organisations are included) and a limited number of their determinants. Also, the data sources and list of regions or 
countries analysed by different authors are not similar, making comparisons and generalisation of the (often varying) 
results problematic. 
 
2. Definition and Theoretical Approaches to Social Capital 
 
Although, the concept of social capital is a concept so influential today, it is far from a new concept or even original. If it is 
true that belongs to Robert Putnam, with the publication of his work, Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern 
Italy, 1993 (with Robert Leonardi and co-authored by Raffaela Nanneti), the merit of having recovered and especially 
popularized this concept, the fact is that it dates back to the nineteenth century and has as main inspiring the French 
political thinker Alexis de Tocqueville, and one that was surely his masterpiece Democracy in America, published in two 
volumes.  

Still, on the roots of the concept of social capital, and about the fact that this is not a new concept and not all 
original, it must be said that in the twentieth century, the first and systematic development of the concept of social capital 
is owned by two sociologists, a Frenchman, Bourdieu (1984, 1985), and an American, Coleman (1986, 1990), both 
centred on individuals or small groups as the units of analysis.  

But that the capital is not a new concept, with Putnam it gained new dimensions and horizons. Following here over 
Coleman than Bourdieu, Putnam was the first theoretical way but also empirical, social capital as a “public good”, not 
limited to defining it just as such. At the individual level, social capital has been seen as a resource embedded in the 
social structure, which is useful for achieving higher reputation, power and material welfare. At the national level, social 
capital in the form of networks now constitutes a powerful information channel, while trust and norms can help to 
discourage opportunistic behaviour in the presence of risk and uncertainty. 

If we are to realize the implications of this new approach is necessary to understand the way that Robert Putnam 
in Making Democracies Work (1993) and Bowling Alone (2000) linking the ideas of social capital to the importance of 
civic associations and voluntary organizations for political participation and effective governance, and strong influence on 
him was the work of Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America. In fact, most accounts of Putnam´s social capital rely 
predominantly on the importance of social interactions and voluntary associations in the manner originally suggested by 
Tocqueville.  

In Making Democracy Work (1993), Putnam sustains that participation in political and social activities and 
collective organizations is the primary means of civic engagement. The author claims that individuals’ participation in 
social and political organizations “instils in their members habits of economic cooperation, solidarity, and public 
spiritedness” (Putnam, 1993: 89–90).  

From an economist’s point of view, cooperation and information sharing are facilitated when individuals have the 
opportunity to interact within organizations. It is obvious to Putnam that voluntary organizations are seen as creators of 
social capital because of their socialization effects on reciprocity and cooperative values and norms. Associations 
function as “learning schools for democracy.” The claim is that in areas with stronger, dense, horizontal, and more 
crosscutting social networks there is a spill over from membership in organizations to the cooperative values and norms 
that citizens develop. In areas where networks with such characteristics do not develop, there are fewer opportunities to 
learn “civic virtues” and “democratic attitudes”, resulting in a lack of trust and values and civic pride. 

It is not just a matter of faith or philosophic, since his seminal work (1993) proves it empirically, or at least so he 
judges. To study the regional differences in Italy, he and their colleagues found that large variations in the effectiveness 
of Italy's regional governments were explained not by their resources or structures, but by regional differences in social 
capital. Robert Putnam defined these as features of social life networks, norms, and trust that enable participants to act 
together more effectively to pursue shared objectives. Social capital, in short, refers to connections and the attendant 
social norms and trust (Putnam, 1995). 

About Putnam's work much more would be to say, but what interested us point out was the more distanced of the 
classics played by Robert Putnam and by contemporary authors and that allows us to distinguish social capital with a 
single attribute (micro) and the issued share capital as a collective (macro) attribute. Basically, two main approaches can 
be discerned in the analysis of social capital in terms of focus and its outcomes.  

At individual-level to social capital can be seen as the direct result of investment by actors, who have the aim of 
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receiving a return on their investment. Individuals assume deliberately to invest their time and money in social capital 
with expected future returns in the form of material (micro-level approach).. At the level of nations and regions, the main 
concern is related to the formal institutions – their trustworthiness, quality and ability to assure social cohesion (macro-
level approach). However, these opposite perspectives of social capital can be taken to be complementary rather than 
found against, each offering a different outlook of the concept, related to specific research subjects and problems which 
could be solved with the help of social capital. 

It follows another dichotomy very usual in the specialized literature that studies the social capital. If in the first 
case, it is the primacy given to the structural elements of social capital that facilitate social interaction, that is social 
networks, both formal and informal. In the second, has sought to highlight the cultural and cognitive elements of social 
capital, including different types of trust and civic norms, also referred to as trustworthiness.  
 
3. Methodology: Data Sources and Measurement Issues 
 
The following empirical analysis compares the structure, the levels, the individual, and contextual determinants of social 
capital in six European regions. The analysed regions are: 1) Northern Europe (Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden); 
2) Western and Central Europe (Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Netherlands and Switzerland); 3) Britain and 
Ireland; 4) Southern Europe (Greece, Spain and Portugal); 5) Eastern Europe (Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, 
Slovakia and Slovenia); and 6) Baltic countries (Estonia and Lithuania).  

We used data from the five European Social Survey (ESS) waves. The ESS is a biennial multi-country survey that 
covers over 30 countries. The first round was fielded in 2002/2003, the fifth in 2010/2011.  
 
4. Social capital: A multidimensional concept and its operationalization 
 
4.1 - At long last... What are the components of social capital? 
 
So far, it is consensual that social capital is a particularly complex and problematic concept due to its multidimensional 
nature (Dasgupta and Serageldin, 2000; Parts, 2009). It can be divided into two parts: the structural aspect, which 
includes participation in formal and informal networks and facilitates social interaction (Uphoff, 2000), and the cognitive 
aspect, which predisposes people to act in a socially beneficial and constructive way and refers to shared norms, values, 
trust, attitudes and beliefs (Hjøllund and Svendsen, 2000; Parts, 2009).  

If we adopted Putnam's definition of social capital (1993, 2000), we would easily identify its components and 
integrate them in structural and cognitive aspects. This is how he introduces the idea in its most extensive and complex 
form in Bowling Alone (2000) 
 

Whereas physical capital refers to physical objects and human capital refers to the properties of individuals, social 
capital refers to connections among individuals – social networks and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that 
arise from them. In that sense social capital is closely related to what some have called “civic virtue”. The difference is 
that “social capital” calls attention to the fact that civic virtue is most powerful when embedded in a sense network of 
reciprocal social relations. A society of many virtuous but isolated individuals is not necessarily rich in social capital. In 
other words, interaction enables people to build communities, to commit themselves to each other, and to knit the social 
fabric. A sense of belonging and the concrete experience of social networks (and the relationships of trust and 
tolerance that can be involved) can, it is argued, bring great benefits to people (Putnam, 2000: 19) 
 

While in Making Democracy Work (1993) he propelled the issue of social capital to the front stage of the social 
sciences, Putnam also established here, in very simple terms, what was new and original about the concept, its 
components and how to operationalize them empirically. According to Putnam (1993), social capital includes ‘the 
features of social organization, such as networks, social norms and trust, that can improve the efficiency of society by 
facilitating coordinated action’ (Putnam, 1993: 167).  

Social norms and networks ‘provide defined rules and sanctions for individual participation in organizations’ 
(Putnam, 1993: 166), and promote reciprocity and cooperation ‘founded on a lively sense of mutual value to the 
participants of such cooperation, not a general ethic of the unity of all men or an organic view of society’ (Putnam, 
1993:168). On the whole, networks and norms provide for such an internal mutual commitment a mechanism that 
‘rational individuals will transcend collective dilemmas’ (Putnam, 1993: 167).  

From here it is easy to conclude that among the structural elements of social capital we find social networks, from 
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where its cognitive and cultural elements are generated. Furthermore, and following Putnam closely, we have three 
social capital components: 1) social networks; 2) social norms (among which are reciprocity and cooperation norms); and 
3) trust. What we will do next is empirically prove the multidimensional nature of social capital. However, we will steer 
away from Putnam’s definition and operationalization a little. In order to do so, we will present social capital’s various 
components in a more deep manner. We will add some components to Putnam’s concept, in agreement with our reading 
of what social capital is in European contemporary societies and with how we will operationalize it.  
 
4.2 What does specialized literature teach us? 
 
4.2.1 Social networks individual determinants 
 
In the fifth round of the ESS (2010), the participation in informal social networks is measured by the survey questions that 
ask people ‘How often do you meet socially with friends, relatives or work colleagues?’ ‘Compared to other people of 
your age, how often would you say you take part in social activities?’ and ‘How important do you think it is to be loyal to 
your friends and devote yourself to people who are close?’ The ESS contains two survey questions that can be used to 
measure the participation in formal social networks. People are asked ‘Are you or have you ever been a member of a 
trade union or similar organization? If yes, is that currently or previously?’ and ‘during the last 12 months have you 
participate in an organization or association?  
 
4.2.2 Social and institutional trust individual determinants 
 
Trust and trustworthiness are integral elements of reciprocity. An individual who abides by the norm of reciprocity is 
trustworthy. The information regarding the trustworthiness of others is an essential input to the reciprocal decision of an 
individual whether or not to cooperate. As Putnam (2000) puts it, ‘I’ll do this for you now, without expecting anything 
immediately in return, and perhaps down the road you or someone else will return the favor (...) A society that relies on 
generalized trust is more efficient than a distrustful society, for the same reason that money is more efficient than barter’ 
(Putnam, 2000: 134-5). 

Here we also chose a different measure of generalized trust. We decided to use three survey questions from the 
ESS and build an index that allowed us to measure it: 1) Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be 
trusted, or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people? 2) Do you think that most people would try to take 
advantage of you if they got the chance, or would they try to be fair? 3) Would you say that most of the time people try to 
be helpful or that they are mostly looking out for themselves? This four-item scale can be considered reliable, with a 
Cronbach's alpha of 0.860 

Concerning institutional trust, we must make a distinction between (1) confidence in institutions on the 
representation side of the political system (parties and parliaments) and (2) confidence in institutions on the 
implementation side (government and legal system). The ESS contains questions that can be used to measure these 
national political institutions. In the questionnaire we can read: please tell me on a score of 0-10 how much you 
personally trust each of the institutions I read out.  0 means you do not trust an institution at all, and 10 means you have 
complete trust: 1) [country]’s parliament?, 2) the government; 3) the legal system; and 4) political parties. 
     
4.2.3 Civic norms and political awareness 
 
Social norms often facilitate more predictable or beneficial behaviour patterns of individuals. In fact, it is hard to imagine 
how interaction and exchange between strangers could take place without norms. According to Putnam, ‘reciprocity’ is 
clearly the underpinning norm amongst social norms, which is strongly reflected by the ethics of ‘do unto others as you 
would have them do unto you’. While the direct exchange of ‘favors’ can be seen as a form of transaction that requires no 
motivation other than narrow self-interest, the supply of generalized reciprocity is increased by making ‘expected 
behaviour’ something required by a social norm. Reciprocity is made up of a series of acts, each of which is altruistic in 
the short run (benefiting others at a cost to the altruist), but together they usually make every participant better off 
(Taylor, 1982; quoted in Putnam, 2000: 134).  

The ESS questions we found most fit to measure this component divide into two distinct blocks. The first asks 
respondents whether they consider it important ‘to do what is told and follow rules’; ‘to behave properly’; ‘to help people 
for the well-being of others’ and ‘to understand different people’. In the second block, we tried to measure the 
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respondents’ degree of perception regarding political issues, which often contribute to changing social norms that are in 
effect or, at least, their understanding by society members.  

To that purpose, we used an ordinal recurrent question in all surveys and, therefore, also in the ESS: ‘Please 
indicate your degree of interest in politics’. To this we added an index (with Cronbach’s  above .950) formed by the 
answers to the following questions: ‘On an average weekday, how much of your time watching television is spent 
watching the news or programmes about politics and current affairs?’; ‘On an average weekday, how much of your time 
listening to the radio is spent listening to the news or programmes about politics and current affairs?’ and ‘On an average 
weekday, how much time do you spend reading about politics and current affairs in the newspapers?’ 
 
4.2.4 Social cohesion and sense of community individual determinants 
 
Although Putnam (1993, 2000) does not refer to it explicitly in his work, we consider social cohesion to be a cultural 
aspect intrinsic to the concept of social capital today. We find different definitions of a multicultural society in existent 
literature on the subject. One points to the existence of distinct ethnic communities, generated by voluntary or forced 
immigration and marked by differences in terms of language and/or religion and/or customs. Therefore, even European 
societies that were seen as non-multicultural now are, due to recent massive immigration.  

The phenomenon of immigration is perhaps the greatest challenge.  Today more than five percent of the resident 
EU population is non-EU Member State nationals. Multiculturalism is present in almost all the countries of the EU. 
Therefore, since societies of today are increasingly characterized as multicultural societies (Masini, 2011; Myria, 2005) 
inclusiveness and collective action depend on how they deal with ethnocentrism.  

We used the following ESS questions to measure this last component of social capital. We also created a three-
item scale that can be considered reliable (Cronbach’s alpha equals .920). The survey questions were: 1) Would you say 
it is generally bad or good for [country]’s economy that people from other countries come to live here? 2) Would you say 
that [country]’s cultural life is generally undermined or enriched by people coming from other countries to live here? 3) Is 
[country] made a worse or better place to live by people coming from other countries to live here? 
 
5. Research Propositions and Empirical Analysis  
 
Now that we laid out the structural and cultural/cognitive components of social capital, there are still some needful 
considerations before presenting the propositions for empirical analysis. The first group of propositions will be set up to 
identify the components and structure of social capital in European regions. 

The basic assumption in this first group is that social capital is theoretically a multidimensional concept and not 
empirically a dependent variable resulting from an index or a scale but a stable and a multifaceted construct, i.e., the 
relative importance of alternative social capital components may differ by European regions with different overall 
economic and political development levels. Thus, the following proposition is exploratory in nature and suggests that: 

P1a: The components of social capital are similar and unchangeable in European regions. 
Based on empirical evidence, several scholars have pointed out that the levels of social capital in European 

regions are very different, especially amongst those that comprise transition countries, where levels are lower than in 
regions that include non-transition countries (Paldam and Svendsen, 2002). We will test this statement on the broad 
basis of social capital’s components. Therefore, it could be expected that the data from the ESS also confirm the 
following proposition: 

P1b: Although social capital structure is the same in European regions, its levels may differ both diachronically 
and synchronically. 

The second group of propositions concerns the possible similarities and differences in the micro- and macro-level 
determinants of social capital between European regions. Given that social capital consists of separate components, it 
can be suggested that its sources also differ on these components. There are also some indicators (like civic and political 
awareness and social cohesion) that were not analysed in previous empirical studies. Thus, the current analysis of the 
determinants of social capital components is largely exploratory, and no precise proposition can be put forward for all 
components separately.  

As Uslaner (2003) noted, there might be differences in social capital between European regions that are related to 
psychological, attitudinal or cultural factors, such as prior life experience and its interpretations. Based on this reasoning, 
we set up the following propositions: 

P2a: Individual-level determinants are expected to have different effects (e.g. in the direction and magnitude) on 
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social capital components in European regions.  
We will now consider the last propositions. Social capital is also influenced by macro-level or contextual factors. 

Broadening the range of possible determinants is important because individuals do not live in isolation, but are part of a 
certain culture - so it is very likely that these national cultures have an impact on individual levels of social capital, such 
as the quality of institutions, income distribution, educational system, and the welfare state (rainmaker effect hypothesis).  

Given that both micro-level and macro-level factors play a role in determining the levels of social capital, the 
question arises as to whether it is possible to list these determinants according to their relative importance. Thus, we 
arrived at the following general propositions: 

P2b: The relative importance of micro- and macro-level factors might be different in European regions, in the case 
of different social capital components. 

We used different statistical methods, applicable for cross-national datasets, to test the validity of our propositions 
in different stages of the research. In the first group, we used a factor analysis with principal components and a 
confirmatory factor analysis on pooled data in order to obtain latent factors of social capital (P1a). After, we used a 
descriptive analysis (ANOVA and t-test for mean comparisons) to compare the levels of social capital and time-series 
analysis to study measurements (equally) spaced over time (P1b).  

In the second group we used OLS regression analysis to test the validity of P2a proposition. Finally, we used a 
multilevel analysis, since the main objective is to demonstrate the influence of social context on individual attitudes. The 
theoretical and technical requirements of regression multilevel models satisfy this requirement (P2b)  

In order to test the validity of the multidimensionality of social capital, and before we move on to the statistical 
analysis, we will summarize the dimensions (or components) and their indicators. 
 
Table 1. Dimensions of the concept of social capital 

 
 
According to theoretical literature, its dimensions rather than individual variables could better characterize the concept of 
social capital. In order to capture all the information from the above 22 individual social capital indicators into smaller 
number of variables, latent variables were constructed for each selected dimension. To test the empirical validity of the 
multidimensionality of social capital, an exploratory factor analysis was used. If each of the various dimensions (or 
components) of social capital captures specific aspects of the concept, the initial indicators chosen to describe a 
particular dimension or component should load to the same factor.  

In order to test the similarities and differences of the social capital structure in European regions, the following 
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analysis is performed on pooled data (N = 38.974). The first-order exploratory factor analysis was conducted using the 
principal components method with varimax rotation (see Appendix A). To decide the number of factors, first, the Kaiser 
criterion was used: only the factors with eigenvalue greater than 1 were retained. Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity is 
significant; the KMO test statistic is .0827, which shows that the factor solution is good and stable.  

Altogether, the extracted seven factors explain 59.84% of the total variance of 22 initial indicators included in the 
analysis (see Appendix A). The results also show that the indicators of social capital clearly divided into groups 
describing the predefined first-order components of social capital and every indicator corresponds to the dimension 
expected, which this indicator was assumed to measure. The factor loadings of indicators in factors, which they were 
chosen for, range from 5.6% to 12.5%. 

The structure of social capital components would be further clarified by second-order factor analysis, using initially-
obtained individual factor scores as inputs. This approach enables the validation of the measurement model of social 
capital, showing whether empirical data confirms the theoretically-derived structure of social capital, as presented earlier 
(see Appendix A).  

The second-order exploratory factor analysis was conducted using the principal components method with varimax 
rotation with Kaiser Normalization on pooled data. Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity is significant and the KMO test statistic is 
slightly higher at .600, which shows that the factor solution is fair and relatively stable. Altogether, the extracted four 
factors explain 57.1% of the total variance. All the four factors have a similar variance explained, 14.3%, that shows the 
equilibrium in the variability the pooled data in second-order exploratory factor analysis (see Appendix A). 

in contrast to exploratory factor analysis where all loadings are free to vary, CFA allows for the explicit constraint of 
certain loadings to be zero. Therefore, to validate definitely the proposition P1a, we had conducted this type of analysis 
too. As confirmatory analysis gives the factors that can be correlated to each other, these factors are next used as input 
in the second-order confirmatory factor analysis. This enables the structure and aggregation possibilities of social capital 
indicators to be further clarified as we can see in Figure 1 on global model of confirmatory analysis. 

 
Figure 1. Confirmatory Factorial Analysis Model 
 
There is convergent validity for all dimensions: the loadings are high (M > 0.500) and significant (p <0.001); and the 
internal reliability is verified by the composite reliability (higher than 0.7), and the extracted variance is higher than 0.5 for 
most dimensions. On the other hand, it should be noted that all dimensions show significant correlations, which 
strengthens the use of first-order factors Finally, that measurements indicate a good fit, according to CFI (CFI > 0.90), 
RMSEA (RMSEA < 0.08) and NFI (NFI > 0.80), but not according to Chi-square (p < 0.05), this being value affected by 
the large sample dimension and CFI (CFI < 0.90).  
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At this point, we can conclude by the validity not only theoretical but also empirical evidence of our first proposition 
(P1a). Yes, the proposition that the concept of social capital is not uniform but multidimensional is empirically valid, and it 
is in all European regions. What is more, its components are identical in all regions of Europe, i.e., the social capital has 
a structure or composition unchanging and constant in the European regional context. 
 
6. Levels and Trends of Social Capital in European Regions  
 
If the structure of the concept of social capital is similar and invariable in these European regions, that does not mean 
each component does not hold a distinct weight and evolutionary dynamics in different regions. As confirmatory factors 
draw a clearer distinction between different dimensions of social capital, these factor scores are also a good basis for us 
to have an idea of social capital levels and trends at the regional level. On the basis of the obtained social capital factors 
we used an ANOVA statistics to find out the mean differences in social capital components between European regions 
from 2002 to 2010.  

If we take into account each component in 2010, the inter-regional differences are quite obvious: mean scores of 
social networks are higher in Northern and Western Europe and quite low in Southern and Eastern Europe. There is a 
statistically significant strengthening of social networks in the scope of civil society only in Northern Europe between 
2002 and 2010. In parallel fashion, we observe a declining trend in Western Europe and a certain stability in remaining 
regions, even if not statistically significant. 

The same pattern repeats itself regarding synchronic generalized and institutional social trust. However, 
diachronically we see a decline of this component in Northern Europe even if it is not statistically significant, unlike in 
Southern Europe (ß = -.082) and Eastern Europe (ß = -.067).  
 
Table 1. Mean Comparison of Second-Order Components of Social Capital (2010) 

 
Source: European Social Survey (2010) 
 
Regarding civic norms and political conscience, we found that average values are higher and positive in Northern and 
Western Europe, contrasting with the negative average values in Southern Europe (ß = -.012). Furthermore, there is a 
statistically significant decrease of this component (ß = -.084) between 2002 and 2010.  

Lastly, the feeling of social cohesion and community is an especially strong dimension in Northern Europe and, 
although less, in Western Europe in 2010. We see a slight decline of the component in 2002-2010, contrasting with its 
strengthening in Northern Europe, even if it is not statistically significant. However, what we observe in Southern Europe 
is quite different, since average social cohesion and community feeling values are negative and statistically significant (ß 
= -.022). The same occurs, to a smaller degree, in the region of England and Ireland (ß = -.013). Diachronically, there is 
a declining trend in Southern and Eastern Europe, even if not statistically significant.  
 

    
N Mean Std. Dev.

ANOVA
 P F (6.34078)

1.  Social Networks Nordic 6502 0.22 1.02 295.862 <0.001
  Western and Central Europe 9798 0.18 0.98
  Britain - Ireland 2422 -0.18 0.91
  Southern Europe 4035 0.02 0.96
  Eastern Europe 7101 -0.22 0.95
  Baltic 1793 -0.58 0.97
2. Social and Institutional Trust Nordic 6502 0.90 0.75 2.474.517 <0.001
  Western and Central Europe 9798 0.22 0.82
  Britain - Ireland 2422 0.13 0.82
  Southern Europe 4035 -0.42 0.82
  Eastern Europe 7101 -0.38 0.89
  Baltic 1793 0.08 0.90
3. Political and Civic Awareness Nordic 6502 0.09 1.02 72.301 <0.001
  Western and Central Europe 9798 0.07 0.98
  Britain - Ireland 2422 -0.05 1.02
  Southern Europe 4035 -0.12 0.96
  Eastern Europe 7101 -0.14 0.95
  Baltic 1793 -0.26 0.96
4. Social Cohesion Nordic 6502 0.15 0.91 129.109 <0.001
  Western and Central Europe 9798 0.10 0.95
  Britain - Ireland 2422 -0.13 1.02
  Southern Europe 4035 -0.22 0.87
  Eastern Europe 7101 -0.12 1.00
  Baltic 1793 -0.22 0.97
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Table 2. Social Network trends in European regions, 2002-2010 (standardized mean values) 

 
 
Table 3. Social and Institutional trust trends in European regions, 2002-2010(standardized mean values) 

 
  Source: European Social Survey (2002-2010) 
 
Table 4. Political and civic awareness trends in European regions, 2002-2010 (standardized mean values) 

 
 
Table 5. Social cohesion and sense of community trends in European regions, 2002-2010 (standardized mean values) 

 
Source: European Social Survey (2002-2010) 
 
7. Comparison of the determinants of social capital 
 
7.1  Individual-level determinants of social capital 
 
Throughout the analysis, the four components or dimensions of social capital – as derived from confirmatory factor 
analysis – are used as dependent variables in our OLS regression models. The selection of independent variables is 
based on theoretical considerations and on the availability of respective data in the European Social Survey. The exact 
descriptions of the selected 21 individual-level indicators used as independent variables in OLS regressions are 
presented in the Appendix D. These individual-level determinants of social capital are divided into three subsets. Firstly, 
socio-economic factors like gender, age, education, income, relationship status, size of household, employment status 
and diversity of country, ethnic minorities or discriminated groups are also included in this subset.  

Secondly, the following psychological and cultural factors are considered: religion, religiosity, and evaluative 
thought streams, such as universalism, individualism, hedonism and post-materialism, but also consumption of 
information through the old and new media. The final subset includes the evaluation that citizens make the performance 
of political institutions and the country’s state of economy. 

Full regression results of individual-level determinants of social capital go in two lines. Firstly, the effect of 
alternative influencing factors is analysed by separate social capital components, which are organised by broader 
dimensions (second-order factor). Secondly, the results are (re) presented from the viewpoint of influencing factors, 
focusing on two questions: which of them have the largest (or most widespread) effect on social capital in each European 

 
 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 

Net Change 
(2002-2010) Year Sig. 

Western Europe 0.063 0.041 0.068 0.048 0.047 -0.016 0.004 0.298 

Northern Europe 0.430 0.292 0.307 0.189 0.264 0.166** -0.017 0.088 
Eastern Europe -0.227 -0.211 -0.200 -0.217 -0.221 0.006 0.012 0.133 

Southern Europe -0.185 -0.172 0.008 -0.180 -0.012 0.173 0.031 0.309 

 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 
Net Change
(2002-2010) Year Sig. 

Western Europe 0.144 0.146 0.141 0.158 0.144 0.000 0.006 — 

Northern Europe 0.566 0.428 0.492 0.328 0.501 -0.065 -0.027 0.138 

Eastern Europe -0.305 -0.392 -0.431 -0.444 -0.372 -0.067*** -0.012 0.015 

Southern Europe -0.178 -0.222 -0.164 -0.293 -0.259 -0.082*** 0.003 0.012 
 

  2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 
Net Change
(2002-2010) Year Sig. 

Western Europe 0.023 0.000 -0.022 0.023 0.017 -0.005 0.001 0.683 

Northern Europe 0.021 0.003 0.032 0.013 0.077 0.056 0.012 0.499 

Eastern Europe -0.060 -0.113 -0.081 -0.081 -0.081 -0.021 -0.009 0.354 

Southern Europe -0.050 -0.037 -0.081 -0.040 -0.134 -0.084** -0.012 0.033 

 

 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 
Net Change
(2002-2010) Year Sig. 

Western Europe 0.118 0.051 0.026 0.099 0.047 -0.005* 0.005 0.094 
Northern Europe 0.288 0.163 0.243 0.175 0.252 0.056 0.009 0.534 
Eastern Europe -0.123 -0.162 -0.163 -0.139 -0.181 -0.021 0.006 0.287 
Southern Europe -0.228 -0.323 0.010 -0.261 -0.019 -0.084 0.018 0.501 
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region, and whether the results are in accordance with previous theoretical expectations and empirical work on this 
subject. 
 
7.2 What does the literature teach and the data show us? 
 
7.2.1 Social networks' individual determinants 
 
As regards employment status, the previous empirical findings are somewhat ambiguous. It has been proved that a 
person facing unemployment has a strong disincentive to participate in social groups, partly on account of the distrust 
he/she tends to develop towards society. It may admit that being unemployed translates into more limited access to both 
informal and formal networks, being employed has the opposite influence. The fact of being outside the labour market for 
a long time already, its explanatory capability in support of citizens to formal and informal social networks takes an 
explanatory power with a weak statistical significance in the case of Northern Europe (ß = .102) (see Appendix B).  

In Northern Europe and Western Europe, education appears as the strongest predictor and statistically positive 
with regard to the formation of social networks (ß = .041 and ß = 0.46), being still a strong and also positive predictor in 
the region which includes Britain and Ireland (ß = .034) and also in the case of Southern Europe (ß = .042). As for 
income, the level of statistical significance is strong and positive only in Eastern Europe (ß = .124), the average being in 
the Baltic countries (ß = .101) and in Britain and Ireland (ß = .034) (see Appendix B). 

On the other hand, Putnam (1993) suggests that high levels of civic engagement are found among older people. 
The age factor proves to be one of which features a stronger significance level and always in the negative sense, 
confirming that young people are the least adhere and participate in social networks, or by civic demobilization or opt for 
other forms of public intervention. Is so in Northern Europe (p = .000), Western Europe (p = .008), in Britain and Ireland 
(p = .008), but also in the Baltic countries (p = 000).  

Concerning gender, previous research has shown that women tend to have significantly lower levels of overall 
civic participation in social networks (Christoforou, 2005). The movement of women out of the home and into the paid 
labour force is probably the most portentous social change of the last half-century. But, with the exception of Northern 
Europe (B = -.176), the emergence of two-career families might still be the most important single factor to explain that 
women are less present on social networks than men, as is the case in Western and Central Europe (ß =. 147) and 
Eastern Europe (ß =. 121).  

In Western Europe the fact that being a citizen of the country positively and strongly influences the membership of 
social networks (ß =. 171), and being a member of a group discriminated against within the country strengthens much 
training and participation in social networks, notably in Northern Europe (ß =. 328) and Western Europe (ß = .168) and, 
albeit more moderately, in Eastern Europe (ß =. 171) and Southern Europe (ß =. 334)  (see Appendix B). 

Social capital has some of its roots in history and related ideology. In general, an ideology – for example, religion 
and religiosity – can create social capital by forcing its followers to act in the interests of something or someone other 
than themselves (Knack and Keefer, 1997). Religiosity or religion attendance in general has been found to have a 
positive impact on both formal and informal social networks. In our analysis, if the role of religion is statistically significant 
in the majority European regions (perhaps because it is the Catholic religion), the fact is that religiosity or religion 
attendance is a strong and positive predictor of social networks, a conclusion which is extensible to Northern Europe (ß 
=. 101), Western and Central Europe (ß =. 101), Eastern Europe (ß =. 046) and, to a lesser extent, Ireland and Britain (ß 
= .056). 

Given the influence of cultural values under the first component of capital we must underline the negative role in 
the formation of social networks, both of the individualism and hedonism, marked by the culture of the pursuit of 
individual success and well-being, as well as the culture of excess, of pleasure, of consumption in almost all European 
regions (see Appendix B). 

With regard to institutional variables, its explanatory capability in the regression model shows above all the 
importance of reconciling two types of approaches: on the one hand, the approach centred on society, on the other hand, 
the approach centred on institutions. And why? Because above all with regard to social networking, this is far from being, 
in many regions, indifferent to the state of the country’s economy and, consequently, the performance of the government 
in functions. In effect, with the exception of the Baltic States, the negative review that citizens make of their country’s 
economic situation and the government’s performance in this area of governance have a statistically strong and negative 
influence on the creation of social networks. It is curious to note that with regard to the policies of the state in the social 
redistribution expenditure, the more favourable it is evaluating citizens against a restrict social-democratic model welfare 
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state, the less the creation and support of citizens for social networks. It shows that countries/regions that have higher 
public social spending also have a lower tendency for associations or social activism (Ervasti, 2012). 
 
7.2.2 Social and institutional trust individual determinants 
 
Social and institutional trust as one of the basic components of social capital has three main positive determinants, which 
include a reasonable number of regions: people who are more trusting are more educated, make greater personal use of 
the Internet and are more satisfied with the welfare state’s performance. In addition, lower trust is associated with several 
determinants in some European regions: lower individualism (Eastern Europe and Baltic), hedonism (Western Europe, 
Eastern Europe, Baltic states, Southern Europe and Northern Europe) and lower support for post-materialist values 
(Northern, Western and Eastern Europe).  

Lower trust also has associates with citizen’s negative evaluation of the political and economical performance of 
government, a reality that extends to almost all - if not all - European regions considered here. Clear enough is also the 
negative between social and confidence in political institutions and the exposure to the old media (TV). As in the case of 
the Nordic countries (ß = -.037), in the Baltic countries (ß = -.041), and so much more moderate in Western European 
countries (ß = -.010).  

If we compare them with the positive influence the new media (Internet) has on citizen confidence especially in 
Northern Europe (ß = .023), in Western and Central Europe ß (= .027) and, in a smaller scale, in England and Ireland (ß 
= .017). These data would lead us to discuss the role of old and new media, citizen trust in institutions and political actors 
and towards the debate around the two main theses regarding political communication in existing literature. The first 
theory arose from the 'video-malaise' theory and focuses on the type of media and the tone of media coverage (Robison, 
1976) and the theory of the 'virtuous circle', the type of media and the message (Newton, 1997). 

Contemplating the institutional variables, it is evidently easy to see the negative consequences, statistically strong 
and negative, that the poor performance of government in economic and political trust has on the social and institutional 
citizens, which seems to give reason to the analysis of Pippa Norris (2011) on the determinants of the democratic deficit 
in the contemporaneous democracies reside more on the supply side than on the demand side.  
 
7.2.3 Civic norms and political awareness individual determinants 
 
In almost all European regions, older persons, men, educated and employed people are more civic and attentive to 
politics. Moreover, people who support the universal and post-materialist values (Northern and Western European 
countries among other regions are more civic than those supporting individualistic and hedonistic values) (Inglehart 1977, 
1990; Inglehart, 1997; Inglehart and Abramson, 1995; Inglehart and Norris, 2004; Inglehart and Wezel, 2005).  

If we take into account the mass media effect, both old and new have a positive statistical significance effect on 
this component, as occurs mainly in Western and Central Europe, England and Ireland, but also in Northern Europe. This 
means there is a complementarity effect in most regions, and not a substitution one (see Appendix B). In other words, 
this suggests that the Internet helps to increase existing patterns of civic and political awareness (Wellman et al, 2002).  

As institutional variables in the civic and political consciousness concerns we can observe that, in the majority of 
European regions, the negative evaluation of the performance of government both politically and economically has a 
negative and statistically strong effect in this dimension of social capital. It should also be stressed that in some 
European regions citizens' civic conscience tends to be higher, namely where they positively assess public policies 
related to the Welfare State (national health care, education, social security). This occurs, for example, in Western and 
Central Europe (ß = .034), Southern Europe (ß = .217) and Eastern Europe (ß = .147). 
 
7.2.4 Sense of social cohesion and community individual determinants 
 
Lastly, let us look at the most important determinants of social cohesion and sense of community in European regions. 
As we can see Appendix B, the national citizens with a higher level of education, post-materialist and universalistic 
values tend to have a higher sense of social cohesion and community. This allows individuals to live in a society with a 
certain consensus and social order. Besides, this trend is transverse and common to all European regions we have 
analyzed. 

It should be noted that social cohesion refers to two broader, intertwined features of society: 1) the absence of 
latent social conflict – whether in the form of inequalities in income or wealth, racial and ethnic tensions, disparities in 
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political participation, or other forms of polarization; 2) the presence of strong social bonds – measured by levels of trust 
and norms of output started at (i.e. social capital); the abundance of associations that bridge social divisions (‘civil 
society’; and the presence of institutions of conflict management (e.g. the responsive democracy, an independent 
judiciary, etc.). Social capital can therefore be seen as forming a subset of social cohesion – a cohesive society is also 
one that is richly endowed with stocks of social capital (Hooghe, 2007). 

Summing up, generalizing the above results, it can be concluded that different components of social capital have 
different sources or the same sources but that simply vary statistically direction and magnitude according to the different 
European regions, so proposition P2a is supported. More specifically, social networks and civic and political awareness 
(structural aspects of social capital), on the hand, generalized and institutional trust and sense of social cohesion, on the 
other, are mostly influenced by socio-economic and demographic factors or else by cultural and psychological (cognitive 
aspects of social capital) depending on the regions at stake. However, there is a caveat to that as follows: institutional 
variables affect statistically with the same strength and direction almost all components of the social capital in almost all 
European regions considered in our analysis. 
 
8. Individual- and macro-level determinants of social capital 
 
The previous analysis of social capital’ determinants at the level of individuals is complemented by national-level 
indicators, in order to find out whether these contextual factors affect the individual amount of social capital. Selection of 
national-level indicators is based mostly on theoretical considerations, but also on previous empirical studies in order to 
ensure the comparability of the results, and on the availability of reliable data for the countries of interest. In the following 
analysis, national-level determinants of social capital are divided into two groups. The first set of independent variables 
includes the democratic consolidation (years after the establishment of the democratic regime in the country) and the 
analysis of the Corruption Perceptions Index (proxy for institutional government quality) (see Appendix C). 

Second, indicators related to the overall development level of a country, which are measured directly at the 
national level, are included in the analysis. These indicators comprise GDP per capita (measuring the overall wealth), the 
Gini index (measuring the income inequality), human capital (including education and health sub-indices from HDI), and 
a composite factor named ‘communication’, which measures the spread of modern communication tools (telephones, 
mobiles and the Internet) and is often referred to as the globalization indicator in the literature (see Appendix C). 

When comparing the goodness of fit of the individual-level social capital models, which include different sets of 
determinants (see the values of adjusted R2), the following conclusions can be drawn about the interplay of individual 
and national determinants. Firstly, models, which consider both individual- and national-level determinants, are better 
than those including only micro-level determinants. Secondly, when comparing the models with only micro-level or only 
national-level determinants, the values of adjusted R2 are mostly higher in the case of the former, indicating the higher 
importance of individual-level factors as compared to contextual factors. 

Among measured national-level variables, the greater the income inequality, the perception of corruption and the 
difficulty of access to modern communications, the lower the tendency for the creation of social networks in some of the 
regions of Europe (see Appendix B). Regarding the public expenditure on health and education, corruption appears to be 
most influential in the formation of social networks. At the national level, it seems that state intervention enables those 
voluntary organizations to flourish that can be characterized more properly as part of civil society than as alternatives to 
government social welfare providers.  

As regards the second component of social capital, social and institutional trust, the national variables’ most 
influential statistically and positively are the State spending on health and education, the human development index and 
GDP per capita. Even in respect of cognitive capital, data show that in some regions there is a statistical inversely 
proportional relationship between the control of corruption, the inequality of income (e.g. Northern Europe) and the 
longevity of democratic regimes (Western Europe) and trust in other people and in political institutions (see Appendix C). 

Both in Western Europe and in Southern Europe, the Human Development Index is a strong national and 
statistically significant determinant, because the greater the HDI the higher the level of civic and political consciousness 
of citizens. Just one more determinant deserves equal emphasis here and it is related to the public policies of 
redistribution in social areas that appear to strengthen also the civility and attention that the citizens give to public affairs.  

The sense of social cohesion is statistically strong and positively related to the longevity of the democracy, the 
Human Development Index, per capita product and to a more or less universalist model welfare state (see Appendix C). 
In turn, the sense of social cohesion is negatively related to the perception that there is widespread corruption in the 
country and that the development of modern communications and access to them in the country is far from desirable. 



 E-ISSN 2039-2117 
ISSN 2039-9340        

Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences
MCSER Publishing Rome-Italy 

Vol 4 No 9 
October 2013 

          

 
 

368 

Altogether, these results support both the proposition P2b in that different components of social capital at individual level 
are influenced differently by proposed macro-level determinants. 
 
9. Conclusions 
 
According to our theoretical framework, we should bear in mind that different components of social capital may have 
different determinants and effects. Therefore, a dimensional approach that avoids constructing overly aggregated or 
additive social capital indexes is preferred. We set up some propositions based on these considerations. We will now 
review them and their empirical validity based on the results of the empirical analysis we got throughout the article. 

P1a: The components of social capital are robust and similar in European regions. 
The analysis fully supports this proposition. The exploratory factor analysis and the confirmatory factor analysis 

resulted in similar components in the subsamples (although with a slightly different relative importance in terms of 
variance explained by separate factors).  

P1b: Although social capital structure is the same in European regions, its levels may differ both diachronically 
and synchronically. 

This proposition was mostly supported by the comparison of mean component scores belonging to second-order 
components of social capital by European regions. The gap in social capital levels in favor of Northern, Western and 
Central Europe was highest in almost all social capital components. This is apparently attributable to the lower 
development and the lower level of democracy consolidation of other regions, such as Eastern Europe and, to a lesser 
degree, Southern Europe. Diachronically, the average differences regarding the evolution of each of social capital's 
component keeps this gap more or less unchanged.   

P2a: The individual-level determinants are expected to have different effects (in the direction and magnitude) on 
social capital components in European regions.  

This proposition was confirmed. At the individual level, it is a general idea that networks and civic commitment are 
mostly influenced by socio-economic and demographic factors (the structural aspect of social capital), while cultural and 
psychological factors are dominant regarding trust and sense of community (cognitive aspect of social capital). 
Concerning the effect of national-level determinants on individual-level social capital, pooled regression results also 
support the claim that dissimilar components are differently influenced by the proposed determinants.  

P2b: The relative importance of micro and macro-level factors might be different in European regions, in the case 
of different social capital components. 

The analysis supports this proposition. Regression results showed that the proposed factors - GDP per capita, 
income inequality, human capital and corruption control - often have dissimilar effects on individual social capital in 
European regions. It is still interesting to note that the goodness of fit (on the basis of adjusted R2) of the regression 
models, with different sets of social capital determinants, was compared.  

Apparently the models that consider both individual and national-level determinants are better than those who only 
include micro or national-level determinants. This result occurs in both European region subsamples and in all social 
capital components. Furthermore, when comparing the models with only micro-level or national-level determinants, the 
adjusted R2 values are mostly higher in the former, indicating the higher importance of individual-level factors when 
compared to contextual factors.  
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Appendix A 
 
Table 1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis for First Order Model 

 
Table 2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results for Second Order Model 

 

  ESTIMATES

DIMENSION VARIABLE UNSTANDARDIZED STANDARDIZED S.E. TEST-T P

1.1. Informal network a1.1.1 .932 .455 .046 20.177* <0.001
a1.1.2 1.000 .822 

1.2. Formal network a1.2.1 .345 .229 .031 11.178* <0.001
a1.2.1 1.000 .705 

2.1. Generalized trust a2.1.1 1.217 .766 .011 111.434* <0.001
a2.1.2 1.092 .740 .010 110.213 <0.001
a2.1.3 1.000 .668 .010

2.2. Institutional trust a2.2.1 1.162 .842 .007 167.996 <0.001
a2.2.2 1.184 .819 .007 163.558 <0.001
a2.2.3 .976 .695 .007 136.707* <0.001

  a2.2.4 1.000 .786 .007     
3.1. Civic norms a3.1.1 1.172 .577 .016 74.155 <0.001

a3.1.2 .853 .335 .017 50.149 <0.001
a3.1.3 1.251 .669 .016 77.416 <0.001
a3.1.4 1.019 .448 .016 63.126* <0.001
a3.1.5 1.000 .601 

3.2. Political attachment a3.2.1 .744 .542 .016 46.320 <0.001
a3.2.4 1.133 .568 .024 46.504* <0.001
a3.2.5 1.000 .439 

  a3.2.6 .770 .601 .017 45.747 <0.001
4. Social cohesion a4.1.1 .967 .774 .006 150.698 <0.001

a4.1.2 1.071 .824 .007 156.119* <0.001
  a4.1.3 1.000 .840       

 

  ESTIMATES

DIMENSION VARIABLE UNSTANDARDIZED STANDARDIZED S.E. TEST-T P

1. Social network a1.1 2.240 .280 .071 31.442* <0.001
a1.2 1.000 .477 

2. Social and institucional trust a2.1 .568 .638 .008 72.479* <0.001
  a2.2 1.000 .756       
3. Civic and political awareness a3.1 .423 .178 .026 16.040* <0.001
  a3.2 1.000 .508       
4. Social cohesion a4.1.1 .970 .775 .006 153.282 <0.001

a4.1.2 1.074 .824 .007  160.169* <0.001
  a4.1.3 1.000 .839       
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Appendix B 
 
Table 1. Social networks individual-level determinants 

 
Note: Table entries are the results of multiple regression analyses prediction of dimensions of political support. β - standardized 
regression coefficients; b - unstandardized regression coefficients; p – p-value (if < 0.050 the variable is significant to the model). 
Missing values were replaced by mean. Source: European Social Survey (2 
 
Table 2. Social and institutional individual-level determinants 

 

Northern Europe Western and Central 
Europe Britain-Ireland Southern Europe Eastern Europe Baltic States 

  B S.E. t p B S.E. t p B S.E. t p B S.E. t p B S.E. t p B S.E. t p 
Gender (male) -.176 .032 -5.545 .000 .147 .022 6.604 .000 -.031 .044 -.712 .477 .048 .054 .893 .372 .121 .028 4.335 .000 -.042 .054 -.771 .441 
Age (in years) -.006 .001 -4.009 .000 -.002 .001 -2.637 .008 -.005 .002 -2.639 .008 -.002 .002 -.912 .362 .000 .001 .282 .778 -.009 .002 -3.625 .000 
Education .041 .009 4.388 .000 .046 .007 6.640 .000 .034 .013 2.628 .009 .042 .016 2.724 .007 .019 .010 1.849 .065 .022 .017 1.314 .189 
Household ‘s total net income (subjective) -.015 .026 -.551 .582 -.020 .017 -1.199 .231 .029 .031 .935 .350 -.027 .037 -.717 .474 .124 .019 6.598 .000 .101 .039 2.586 .010 
Labour situation (unemployed) .102 .044 2.300 .021 .010 .027 .347 .729 .030 .058 .522 .602 .073 .060 1.225 .221 -.025 .037 -.688 .492 -.003 .070 -.043 .966 
Marital status (married) .009 .036 .251 .802 -.117 .026 -4.569 .000 -.041 .051 -.813 .416 -.029 .058 -.498 .619 -.006 .030 -.212 .832 -.090 .057 -1.582 .114 
Size of household (>) -.044 .015 -2.857 .004 .009 .011 .830 .407 -.034 .021 -1.586 .113 .020 .022 .879 .380 -.010 .012 -.820 .412 -.057 .023 -2.534 .011 
Born in country .085 .063 1.349 .178 .171 .039 4.437 .000 .140 .084 1.666 .096 .212 .107 1.982 .048 .141 .073 1.918 .055 .132 .090 1.469 .142 
Member of discriminated group .328 .068 4.848 .000 .168 .047 3.562 .000 .226 .068 3.329 .001 .334 .128 2.604 .009 .171 .061 2.801 .005 .202 .119 1.703 .089 
Belong to minority ethnic group .131 .099 1.327 .185 -.069 .060 -1.157 .247 -.025 .108 -.231 .818 .180 .164 1.100 .272 .152 .088 1.731 .083 .093 .097 .967 .334 
Belong a religion (Catholic) -.117 .264 -.443 .658 .095 .206 .460 .646 -.357 .310 -1.153 .249 .779 .566 1.376 .169 .617 .342 1.802 .072 .999 .381 2.619 .009 
Religion attendance .101 .016 6.121 .000 .070 .010 6.962 .000 .056 .020 2.773 .006 .019 .022 .864 .387 .046 .013 3.427 .001 .012 .028 .416 .677 
Universalism .012 .015 .846 .398 .011 .011 .973 .331 -.024 .021 -1.141 .254 .016 .034 .472 .637 .031 .014 2.209 .027 -.058 .025 -2.343 .019 
Individualism -.032 .017 -1.882 .060 -.020 .012 -1.730 .084 .002 .024 .068 .945 -.117 .028 -4.226 .000 -.054 .015 -3.485 .000 -.068 .029 -2.386 .017 
Hedonism .099 .015 6.570 .000 .082 .011 7.361 .000 .120 .021 5.795 .000 .109 .026 4.195 .000 -.086 .013 -6.617 .000 .107 .028 3.868 .230 
Post-Materialism .006 .025 .243 .808 .024 .015 1.619 .106 -.023 .033 -.702 .483 .092 .039 2.351 .019 -.032 .017 -1.874 .061 -.029 .036 -.818 .413 
TV/Radio/News -.039 .013 -2.897 .004 .003 .009 .316 .752 .008 .018 .431 .666 .031 .023 1.328 .184 -.003 .011 -.314 .754 -.043 .021 -2.048 .041 
Personal use of Internet .055 .008 6.532 .000 .047 .005 9.705 .000 .026 .010 2.639 .008 .039 .012 3.154 .002 .032 .006 5.296 .000 .021 .013 1.572 .116 
Political government performance (-) .009 .008 1.139 .255 -.021 .006 -3.805 .000 .005 .011 .506 .613 .024 .015 1.579 .115 -.207 .007 -1.004 .015 -.049 .016 -3.101 .002 
Economical government performance (-) -.032 .008 -3.734 .000 -.027 .006 -4.521 .000 -.054 .013 -4.244 .000 -.029 .017 -1.097 .003 -.050 .008 -6.250 .000 -.031 .016 -1.987 .047 
Welfare State performance (+) -.048 .010 4.807 .000 -.027 .006 -4.551 .000 -.029 .013 -2.277 .023 -.034 .016 -2.155 .031 -.039 .007 -5.590 .000 -.043 .016 -2.722 .007 
R2 0.130       0.100       0.126       0.132       0.091       0.132       
Adjusted R2 0.123       0.096       0.110       0.114       0.085       0.114       
 
N 4 102       7 778       1 718       1 430       4 657      1 408      
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Note: Table entries are the results of multiple regression analyses prediction of dimensions of political support. β - standardized 
regression coefficients; b - unstandardized regression coefficients; p – p-value (if < 0.050 the variable is significant to the model). 
Missing values were replaced by mean. Source: European Social Survey (2010). 
 
Table 3. Civic and political awareness individual-level determinants 
 

 
Note: Table entries are the results of multiple regression analyses prediction of dimensions of political support. β - standardized 
regression coefficients; b - unstandardized regression coefficients; p – p-value (if < 0.050 the variable is significant to the model). 
Missing values were replaced by mean. Source: European Social Survey (2010). 
 
Table 4. Social cohesion and sense of community individual-level determinants 
 

 
Note: Table entries are the results of multiple regression analyses prediction of dimensions of political support. β - standardized 
regression coefficients; b - unstandardized regression coefficients; p – p-value (if < 0.050 the variable is significant to the model). 
Missing values were replaced by mean. Source: European Social Survey 2010. 
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Appendix C 
 
Table 1. Social networks determinants (multi-level analysis) 

 
 
Table 2. Social and institutional trust determinants (multi-level analysis) 

 
 
Note: Table entries are the results of multiple regression analyses prediction of dimensions of political support. β - standardized 
regression coefficients; b - unstandardized regression coefficients; p – p-value (if < 0.050 the variable is significant to the model). 
Missing values were replaced by mean. Source: European Social Survey 2010. 
 
 

 

 Pooled Sample Northern Europe Western and Central Britain-Ireland Southern Europe Eastern Europe Baltic States 
 β B t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p 
INDIVIDUAL LEVEL      
Gender (male) .055 .111 11.10 .000 .078 .158 6.225 .000 .072 .141 7.124 .000 - -.008 -.217 .828 .058 .112 3.602 .000 .051 .097 4.251 .000 .005 .010 .200 .841 
Age (in years) -.056 - -7.436 .000 - - -4.086 .000 - - -3.350 .001 - -.005 - .001 - - -2.081 .038 - - -.819 .413 -.128 -.006 - .002 
Education .073 .039 12.87 .000 .104 .057 7.539 .000 .083 .045 7.376 .000 .073 .034 3.171 .002 .099 .046 4.791 .000 .026 .016 1.877 .061 .031 .017 1.18 .236 
Household total net income (subj. .051 .057 8.225 .000 .021 .030 1.466 .143 - - -.599 .549 .017 .019 .759 .448 .012 .013 .667 .505 .096 .109 6.801 .000 .056 .072 2.12 .034 
Labour Situation (unemployed) .008 .019 1.524 .128 .037 .090 2.579 .010 .008 .017 .718 .473 .002 .005 .098 .922 .021 .044 1.269 .205 - - -.130 .897 -.037 -.084 - .173 
Marital status (married) -.013 - -2.466 .014 - - -1.083 .279 - - -3.392 .001 - -.015 -.363 .716 - - -.181 .857 .006 .011 .425 .671 -.035 -.070 - .169 
Size of the household (>) -.018 - -2.998 .003 - - -3.296 .001 .001 .001 .116 .908 - -.031 - .074 .014 .011 .797 .425 - - - .070 -.048 -.033 - .089 
Born in country .050 .170 9.944 .000 .049 .187 3.807 .000 .057 .176 5.351 .000 .038 .110 1.749 .080 .048 .166 2.975 .003 - - - .045 .061 .164 2.22 .026 
Member of a discriminated group .036 .143 7.268 .000 .057 .235 4.718 .000 .040 .165 3.969 .000 .067 .190 3.330 .001 .049 .240 3.126 .002 .040 .173 3.365 .001 .032 .131 1.31 .190 
Belong to minority ethnic group .002 .007 .339 .734 .006 .037 .476 .634 - - -.954 .340 - -.021 -.273 .785 .009 .055 .547 .585 .012 .071 1.009 .313 -.019 -.055 -.687 .492 
Belong to a religion (Catholic) .006 .013 1.000 .317 .003 .006 .209 .835 .025 .050 2.018 .044 .014 .026 .556 .578 - - -2.543 .011 .000 .000 -.010 .992 .038 .092 1.30 .192 
Religion attendance .066 .045 10.26 .000 .102 .089 6.947 .000 .091 .064 7.238 .000 .078 .048 2.949 .003 .055 .032 2.838 .005 .032 .019 1.663 .096 .016 .014 .584 .559 
Universalism .006 .006 1.278 .201 .000 .000 .019 .985 .012 .013 1.257 .209 - -.031 - .085 .047 .047 2.908 .004 .002 .002 .199 .842 -.055 -.052 - .015 
Individualism .000 - -.013 .990 .016 .017 1.190 .234 - - -.697 .486 .000 .000 .005 .996 - - -4.964 .000 .047 .044 3.414 .001 .069 .066 2.64 .008 
Hedonism .102 .088 17.91 .000 .099 .092 7.318 .000 .089 .085 8.427 .000 .173 .135 7.735 .000 .098 .086 5.329 .000 .108 .083 7.381 .000 .112 .104 4.24 .000 
Post-Materialism .017 .018 2.904 .004 .033 .046 2.391 .017 .025 .030 2.244 .025 - -.010 -.389 .697 .072 .085 3.851 .000 - - - .150 -.019 -.024 -.764 .445 
TV/Radio/News .001 .001 .278 .781 - - -3.303 .001 .007 .005 .642 .521 .009 .006 .425 .671 .071 .061 4.690 .000 .011 .008 .957 .339 -.044 -.032 - .074 
Personal use of internet (email / www) .111 .036 16.49 .000 .128 .053 8.093 .000 .141 .049 11.25 .000 .100 .031 3.896 .000 .093 .029 3.975 .000 .106 .033 6.469 .000 .075 .026 2.20 .028 
Political government performance .009 .004 1.369 .171 - - -.101 .919 - - -1.762 .078 .026 .010 1.109 .268 .041 .019 2.150 .032 .033 .014 2.291 .022 .089 .037 2.72 .007 
Economical government performance -.083 - - .000 - - -3.146 .002 - - -2.925 .003 - -.047 - .000 - - -4.090 .000 - - - .000 -.048 -.020 - .140 
Welfare State performance (+) -.078 - - .000 - - -5.291 .000 - - -7.074 .000 - -.022 - .038 - - -5.976 .000 - - - .000 -.082 -.043 - .002 
NATIONAL LEVEL      
Democracy (number of years) -.525 - -7.420 .000 .015 .002 1.275 .202     
Corruption Perception Index -.159 - -6.944 .000 .026 .046 1.863 .062  - -1.512 -.817 .414 -.911 7.41 - .049 
Public expenditure on health and -.272 - - .000 .051 .030 4.529 .000 - - -2.888 .004     
GDP per capita -.232 - -6.001 .000  .365 4.011 1.181 .238 -.031 - -.176 .860 
Income inequality (Gini Rank) .766 19.9 10.65 .000  - -1.713 - .248 - -3.780 -4.796 .000 -.577 - - .036 
Human Development Index (HDI) -.238 - -7.140 .000  - -1.010 -.134 .893 .134 1.11 .315 .753 
Communications -.221 - -8.865 .000  - - -3.323 -     
     Individual Level     
R2 0.084 0.12 0.10  0.11 0.109 0.08 0.12    
Adjusted R2 0.085 0.11 0.09  0.11 0.104 0.08 0.10    
     National Level      
R2 0.036 0.01 0.01  0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01    
Adjusted R2 0.036 0.01 0.01  0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01    
N 38 
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6 
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9 

798
 2 

422
4 
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7 
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1 
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 Pooled Sample Northern Europe Western and Central Britain-Ireland Southern Europe Eastern Europe Baltic States 
 β B t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p 
INDIVIDUAL LEVEL      
Gender (male) -.012 - -3.332 .001 .012 .01 1.142 .253 - - -.244 .807 - -.077 - .006 - - -2.334 .020 - - -.396 .692 -.019 -.035 -.976 .329 
Age (in years) .025 .001 4.389 .000 .008 .00 .482 .630 - - -3.178 .001 .080 .003 3.010 .003 .008 .000 .373 .709 .016 .001 1.045 .296 .093 .004 2.79 .005 
Education .043 .023 10.23 .000 .114 .04 9.458 .000 .077 .035 8.289 .000 .105 .044 5.353 .000 .082 .033 4.705 .000 .043 .025 3.723 .000 .018 .009 .861 .390 
Household total net income (subj. .033 .036 7.066 .000 .032 .03 2.544 .011 .068 .071 7.169 .000 .015 .015 .808 .419 .015 .014 .988 .323 .013 .014 1.097 .273 .020 .024 .938 .348 
Labour Situation (unemployed) .012 .027 2.913 .004 .046 .08 3.725 .000 .012 .023 1.380 .168 .031 .060 1.654 .098 .017 .030 1.201 .230 - - -.329 .742 -.039 -.081 - .079 
Marital status (married) -.004 - -1.053 .292 .026 .04 2.256 .024 - - -1.665 .096 .019 .032 .978 .328 .006 .009 .401 .688 .004 .007 .376 .707 -.015 -.028 -.724 .469 
Size of the household (>) .006 .004 1.333 .182 .040 .02 3.001 .003 .005 .003 .490 .624 - -.002 -.163 .870 .029 .019 1.955 .051 .006 .004 .471 .638 .025 .016 1.09 .273 
Born in country .047 .160 12.55 .000 .073 .20 6.576 .000 .035 .089 3.934 .000 .055 .143 2.966 .003 .031 .092 2.280 .023 .008 .040 .820 .412 -.009 -.023 -.413 .680 
Member of a discriminated group -.034 - -9.196 .000 - - -6.871 .000 - - -5.570 .000 - -.151 - .001 - - -.612 .541 - - - .001 -.051 -.193 - .010 
Belong to minority ethnic group .022 .088 5.575 .000 - - -3.641 .000 - - -3.204 .001 .007 .022 .373 .709 .004 .024 .331 .741 - - - .213 .010 .027 .454 .650 
Belong to a religion (Catholic) -.002 - -.470 .638 .038 .05 3.152 .002 .007 .012 .697 .486 .009 .014 .404 .686 .041 .080 2.478 .013 - - - .139 -.003 -.007 -.140 .888 
Religion attendance .015 .010 3.039 .002 .009 .00 .730 .465 .049 .028 4.684 .000 .001 .001 .056 .955 - - -1.023 .306 .049 .028 3.016 .003 .032 .026 1.46 .144 
Universalism -.004 - -1.174 .241 - - -1.416 .157 - - -2.099 .036 - -.002 -.145 .884 - - -2.401 .016 .033 .030 3.289 .001 -.009 -.008 -.486 .627 
Individualism -.039 - -9.153 .000 - - -1.206 .228 - - -.844 .399 - -.004 -.286 .775 - - -.709 .478 - - - .008 -.052 -.046 - .014 
Hedonism -.023 - -5.437 .000 - - -3.050 .002 - - -4.863 .000 - -.018 - .172 - - -.961 .336 .009 .006 .696 .487 -.049 -.043 - .021 
Post-Materialism .033 .036 7.773 .000 .074 .07 6.208 .000 .050 .049 5.387 .000 .018 .020 .963 .336 - - -.695 .487 .005 .005 .474 .635 .002 .002 .080 .936 
TV/Radio/News -.016 - -4.273 .000 - - -5.953 .000 - - -2.431 .015 - .000 -.038 .970 - - -.767 .443 - - - .070 -.057 -.038 - .005 
Personal use of internet (email / www) .052 .017 10.37 .000 .068 .02 4.969 .000 .017 .005 1.638 .102 .070 .020 3.237 .001 .061 .016 3.095 .002 .022 .006 1.594 .111 -.001 .000 -.025 .980 
Political government performance .289 .120 62.31 .000 .315 .10 24.75 .000 .348 .123 34.39 .000 .307 .110 15.42 .000 .235 .094 14.48 .000 .369 .139 29.86 .000 .442 .171 16.7 .000 
Economical government performance .127 .052 23.84 .000 .071 .02 5.340 .000 .125 .047 11.82 .000 .180 .074 8.912 .000 .199 .087 12.17 .000 .125 .052 9.728 .000 .106 .042 4.06 .000 
Welfare State performance (+) .219 .101 49.69 .000 .231 .10 19.58 .000 .217 .089 22.13 .000 .220 .099 12.22 .000 .251 .105 17.23 .000 .181 .077 16.92 .000 .144 .069 6.80 .000 
NATIONAL LEVEL      
Democracy (number of years) -.713 - - .000 - - -7.868 .000     
Corruption Perception Index .245 .155 14.37 .000 - .05 -3.146 .002  .428 2.012 1.483 .138 .431 3.31 1.15 .249 
Public expenditure on health and .024 .012 1.249 .212 - - -8.612 .000 .193 .207 14.81 .000     
GDP per capita -.124 - -4.316 .000  - -2.011 -.771 .441 .407 1.21 2.84 .004 
Income inequality (Gini Rank) -.027 - -2.042 .041 - - -1.603 .109  8.641 .000     
Human Development Index (HDI) .550 14.3 10.26 .000  .419 1.213 1.068 .285 .137 4.901 -.152 - -.681 .496 
Communications -.086 - -3.454 .001  - -9.810 - .093 .356 2.81 1.03 .301 
     Individual Level      
R2 0.462 0.32 0.39  0.37 0.358 0.31 0.42    
Adjusted R2 0.461 0.32 0.38  0.36 0.354 0.31 0.41    
     National Level      
R2 0.051 0.01 0.00  0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00    
Adjusted R2 0.051 0.01 0.00  0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00    
N 38 
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Table 3. Civic and political awareness determinants (multi-level analysis) 
 

 
Note: Table entries are the results of multiple regression analyses prediction of dimensions of political support. β - standardized 
regression coefficients; b - unstandardized regression coefficients; p – p-value (if < 0.050 the variable is significant to the model). 
Missing values were replaced by mean. Source: European Social Survey 2010. 
 
Table 4. Social cohesion and sense of community determinants (multi-level analysis) 
 

 
Note: Table entries are the results of multiple regression analyses prediction of dimensions of political support. β - standardized 
regression coefficients; b - unstandardized regression coefficients; p – p-value (if < 0.050 the variable is significant to the model). 
Missing values were replaced by mean. Source: European Social Survey 2010. 

 

 Pooled Sample Northern Europe Western and Central Britain-Ireland Southern Europe Eastern Europe Baltic States 
 β B t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p 
INDIVIDUAL LEVEL      
Gender (male) .136 .273 29.18 .000 .124 .25 11.07 .000 .120 .234 12.84 .000 .163 .336 8.479 .000 .096 .185 6.947 .000 .182 .345 16.38 .000 .132 .258 5.95 .000 
Age (in years) .145 .008 20.65 .000 .253 .01 14.21 .000 .134 .007 9.668 .000 .113 .006 3.765 .000 .105 .005 5.070 .000 .125 .006 7.358 .000 .030 .001 .796 .426 
Education .096 .051 18.14 .000 .079 .04 6.314 .000 .125 .068 12.04 .000 .122 .064 5.492 .000 .090 .042 5.113 .000 .055 .034 4.369 .000 .005 .003 .207 .836 
Household total net income (subj. .009 .010 1.588 .112 .030 .04 2.292 .022 .043 .054 4.082 .000 .005 .006 .241 .809 .051 .030 3.506 .000 .003 .001 .207 .836 -.010 -.004 -.357 .721 
Labour Situation (unemployed) -.056 - - .000 - - -6.406 .000 - - -6.974 .000 - -.099 - .051 - - -1.478 .139 - - -4.211 .000 -.017 -.038 -.686 .493 
Marital status (married) -.024 - -4.663 .000 - - -2.537 .011 - - -4.687 .000 .008 .015 .340 .734 - - -.702 .483 - - -.873 .383 .032 .062 1.34 .179 
Size of the household (>) -.022 - -3.941 .000 - - -2.308 .021 - - -.924 .355 - -.062 - .001 - - -1.769 .077 - - -1.266 .206 -.063 -.043 - .015 
Born in country -.023 - -5.012 .000 .010 .03 .872 .383 - - -.551 .581 - -.065 -.958 .338 - - -.970 .332 .006 .032 .565 .572 .002 .006 .092 .927 
Member of a discriminated group .026 .101 5.513 .000 .025 .10 2.293 .022 .030 .125 3.253 .001 - -.012 -.196 .845 .025 .122 1.850 .064 .038 .161 3.385 .001 -.023 -.093 - .307 
Belong to minority ethnic group .018 .073 3.673 .000 .040 .24 3.506 .000 - - -.680 .497 .052 .206 2.495 .013 .027 .173 2.004 .045 .011 .066 1.010 .313 .027 .077 1.06 .288 
Belong to a religion (Catholic) -.013 - -2.183 .029 - - -1.710 .087 - - -3.025 .002 - -.081 - .109 .012 .027 .711 .477 - - -1.329 .184 -.029 -.069 - .282 
Religion attendance -.016 - -2.646 .008 .018 .01 1.368 .171 .004 .003 .308 .758 .004 .003 .176 .860 - - -3.404 .001 - - -.526 .599 .023 .020 .941 .347 
Universalism -.219 - - .000 - - - .000 - - - .000 - -.149 - .000 - - - .000 - - - .000 -.208 -.193 - .000 
Individualism -.061 - - .000 .001 .00 .087 .931 - - -5.462 .000 - -.096 - .000 - - -4.996 .000 - - -6.159 .000 -.094 -.089 - .000 
Hedonism -.095 - - .000 - - - .000 - - - .000 - -.058 - .002 - - -8.577 .000 - - -5.034 .000 -.079 -.073 - .001 
Post-Materialism .018 .019 3.320 .001 .024 .03 1.938 .053 .038 .045 3.675 .000 .029 .040 1.377 .168 .019 .023 1.210 .226 .025 .028 2.155 .031 .047 .059 2.06 .039 
TV/Radio/News .258 .204 54.76 .000 .321 .26 27.78 .000 .259 .200 27.18 .000 .223 .186 11.66 .000 .252 .217 19.40 .000 .191 .141 17.43 .000 .375 .270 16.3 .000 
Personal use of internet (email / www) .012 .004 1.934 .053 .020 .00 1.400 .162 .034 .012 2.915 .004 .053 .019 2.177 .030 .032 .010 1.593 .111 .002 .001 .125 .900 .064 .022 2.04 .041 
Political government performance .031 .013 5.376 .000 - - -.191 .848 .024 .010 2.087 .037 .091 .040 4.026 .000 .031 .014 1.851 .064 .030 .012 2.233 .026 .048 .020 1.60 .109 
Economical government performance .028 .011 4.150 .000 .007 .00 .513 .608 .037 .017 3.141 .002 .001 .001 .044 .965 .042 .022 2.556 .011 - - -.564 .573 -.056 -.023 - .059 
Welfare State performance (+) -.049 - -8.845 .000 - - -1.334 .182 - - -2.916 .004 - -.015 - .189 - - -.630 .529 - - -4.349 .000 -.042 -.021 - .082 
NATIONAL LEVEL      
Democracy (number of years) -.103 - -1.553 .120 .048 .006 4.446 .000     
Corruption Perception Index -.136 - -6.368 .000 - - -.194 .846  .169 9.911 .518 .605 .663 5.31 1.55 .119 
Public expenditure on health and -.094 - -3.869 .000 .156 .091 15.05 .000 - - -1.061 .289     
GDP per capita -.225 - -6.223 .000  .450 5.611 1.522 .128 -.222 - - .173 
Income inequality (Gini Rank) .167 .024 9.864 .000 .005 .00 .335 .738  19.03 .000     
Human Development Index (HDI) .312 8.14 4.641 .000  .637 2.313 1.437 .151 .307 12.81 -.651 - - .011 
Communications .121 .012 3.901 .000  - -7.510 -.920 .358 .871 7.21 2.22 .126 
     Individual Level      
R2 0.210 0.28 0.20  0.18 0.291 0.21 0.23    
Adjusted R2 0.209 0.28 0.20  0.17 0.287 0.20 0.22    
     National Level      
R2 0.022 0.01 0.03  0.01 0.05 0.01 0.02    
Adjusted R2 0.022 0.01 0.03  0.01 0.05 0.01 0.02    
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 Pooled Sample Northern Europe Western and Central Britain-Ireland Southern Europe Eastern Europe Baltic States 
 β B t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p β S.E. t p 
INDIVIDUAL LEVEL     
Gender (male) .005 .009 .984 .325 - -.060 - .005 - - -.867 .386 .016 .033 .838 .402 .068 .119 4.395 .000 .017 .033 1.514 .130 -.041 -.080 - .067 
Age (in years) -.120 - - .000 - -.005 - .000 - - -8.507 .000 - -.004 - .029 - - -5.190 .000 - - -8.888 .000 -.329 -.016 - .000 
Education .042 .023 7.896 .000 .099 .048 .04 .000 .102 .053 9.662 .000 .128 .067 5.828 .000 .084 .035 4.221 .000 .010 .006 .779 .436 .009 .005 .363 .717 
Household total net income (subj. .074 .083 12.64 .000 .037 .047 .04 .007 .050 .061 4.651 .000 .086 .107 4.096 .000 .087 .088 5.013 .000 .067 .080 5.215 .000 .064 .081 2.61 .009 
Labour Situation (unemployed) -.044 - -8.547 .000 - -.100 - .001 - - -3.515 .000 - -.130 - .010 - - -3.056 .002 - - -5.308 .000 -.014 -.032 -.573 .567 
Marital status (married) -.052 - - .000 - -.070 - .010 - - -5.940 .000 - -.121 - .007 - - -3.839 .000 - - -4.842 .000 -.032 -.063 - .175 
Size of the household (>) -.029 - -5.132 .000 - -.019 - .056 .008 .006 .705 .481 - -.043 - .021 - - -1.992 .046 - - -3.167 .002 -.053 -.036 - .043 
Born in country -.086 - - .000 - -.089 - .032 - - -7.148 .000 - -.370 - .000 - - - .000 - - -4.700 .000 -.059 -.158 - .020 
Member of a discriminated group -.003 - -.632 .528 - -.054 - .198 .016 .065 1.717 .086 - -.118 - .051 .017 .077 1.151 .250 - - -.444 .657 .009 .038 .418 .676 
Belong to minority ethnic group .023 .094 4.687 .000 .075 .410 .41 .000 .039 .176 3.914 .000 .046 .183 2.238 .025 .018 .104 1.191 .234 .034 .217 3.202 .001 .105 .301 4.11 .000 
Belong to a religion (Catholic) -.038 - -6.489 .000 - -.125 - .000 - - -1.668 .095 - -.092 - .065 - - -1.488 .137 - - -1.422 .155 -.036 -.087 - .181 
Religion attendance .031 .021 5.110 .000 .051 .039 .03 .000 .027 .018 2.255 .024 .069 .048 2.770 .006 .030 .016 1.628 .104 .047 .030 2.704 .007 .020 .017 .792 .429 
Universalism .004 .004 .852 .394 .080 .070 .07 .000 .047 .047 5.161 .000 .032 .032 1.705 .088 - - -3.580 .000 - - -3.063 .002 .005 .005 .245 .807 
Individualism -.096 - - .000 - -.032 - .007 - - -9.992 .000 - -.068 - .001 - - -4.685 .000 - - -4.982 .000 -.063 -.061 - .009 
Hedonism .047 .041 8.742 .000 .012 .010 .01 .352 .030 .027 3.018 .003 .066 .058 3.137 .002 - - -1.006 .315 .077 .062 5.752 .000 .045 .042 1.83 .067 
Post-Materialism .179 .195 32.94 .000 .158 .198 .19 .000 .164 .187 15.57 .000 .111 .155 5.415 .000 .134 .143 7.468 .000 .150 .176 13.00 .000 .061 .076 2.66 .008 
TV/Radio/News -.086 - - .000 - -.053 - .000 - - - .000 - -.079 - .000 - - -4.077 .000 - - -4.076 .000 -.121 -.088 - .000 
Personal use of internet (email / www) .075 .025 11.74 .000 .084 .031 .03 .000 .079 .027 6.773 .000 .058 .021 2.412 .016 .009 .002 .394 .694 .067 .022 4.498 .000 .080 .027 2.53 .011 
Political government performance .011 .005 1.915 .056 .043 .018 .01 .002 - - -1.119 .263 .015 .007 .682 .496 .052 .022 2.791 .005 .020 .008 1.477 .140 .004 .002 .128 .898 
Economical government performance .127 .052 18.68 .000 .057 .026 .02 .000 .156 .068 12.97 .000 .112 .057 4.967 .000 .034 .016 1.827 .068 .128 .060 9.316 .000 .082 .035 2.75 .006 
Welfare State performance (+) .097 .045 17.23 .000 .101 .056 .05 .000 .064 .030 5.730 .000 .162 .091 8.061 .000 .078 .034 4.697 .000 .082 .040 7.155 .000 .014 .007 .580 .562 
NATIONAL LEVEL     
Democracy (number of years) .554 .022 8.253 .000 .044 .005 4.069 .000     
Corruption Perception Index -.507 - - .000 - -.116 -5.498 .000 - -1.312 -.703 .482 -.037 - -.086 .931 
Public expenditure on health and -.032 - -1.312 .189 - - -1.023 .307 - - - .000     
GDP per capita -.699 - - .000 .284 3.511 .974 .330 .410 1.31 2.50 .012 
Income inequality (Gini Rank) .286 .042 16.65 .000 .145 .041 10.23 .000     
Human Development Index (HDI) .387 10.0 5.667 .000 .477 1.713 1.090 .276 - -7.420 - .000 .268 2.01 1.05 .293 
Communications .400 .038 12.64 .000 - -2.611 - .001 -.378 - -.962 .336 
     Individual Level     
R2 0.142 0.19 0.20 0.20 0.160 0.21 0.24    
Adjusted R2 0.141 0.18 0.20 0.20 0.155 0.20 0.23    
     National Level     
R2 0.022 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.01    
Adjusted R2 0.022 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.01    
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Appendix D 
 

 
 
  

Individual determinants of the social capital Operationalization

Block 1 
Gender  0: Male; 1: Female
Age  (Date of birth)

Education (The highest level of education successfully completed)

Household ‘s total net income (subjective dimension) 

Which of the descriptions on this card comes closest to how you feel 
about your household’s income nowadays? 
 
1= Finding it very difficult on present income  
2= Finding it difficult on present income 
3= Coping on present income  
4= Living comfortably on present income  

Labour situation  
Thinking just of the last 3 years, what was the longest period in 
months, if any, that you were continuously unemployed and seeking 
work? 

Marital status  0: Husband/wife/partner; 1: Other situations

Size of household  
Including yourself, how many people – including children – live here 
regularly as members of this household? 

Born in country 
Are you a citizen of [country]?
0: Yes; 1: No 

Member of discriminated group 
Would you describe yourself as being a member of a group that is 
discriminated against in this country? 
0: Yes; 1: No 

Belong to minority ethnic group 
Do you belong to a minority ethnic group in [country]?
0: Yes; 1: No 

Block 2 
Belong a religion  Do you consider yourself as belonging to any particular religion or 

denomination? 
0: Yes (Catholic); 1:No (other religions or denominations) 

Religion attendance Apart from special occasions such as weddings and funerals, about 
how often do you attend religious services nowadays? 
 
1= Never 
2 = Less often  
3 = Only on special holy days  
4 = At least once a month  
5 = Once a week  
6 = More than once a week 
7 = Every dayUniversalism Here we briefly describe some people. Please read each description 
and tick the box on each line that shows how much each person is or 
is not like you. 
 
He/she thinks it is important that every person in the world should be 
treated equally. He/she believes everyone should have equal 
opportunities in life. 
 
1= Very much like me 
2= Like me  
3= Somewhat like me  
4= A little like me  
5= Not like me  
6= Not like me at all  
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APPENDIX D 
National determinants of the social capital Definition, coding and source
POLITICAL NATIONAL-LEVEL INDICATORS 

Democracy (years)  
Corruption Perception Index

The CPI ranks countries/territories based on how corrupt their public sector is 
perceived to be. It is a composite index, a combination of polls, drawing on 
corruption-related data collected by a variety of reputable institutions. The CPI 
reflects the views of observers from around the world, including experts living 
and working in the countries/territories evaluate.  SOURCE: Transparency 
International. 

Welfare state’s policies 

The Welfare State is a "concept of government in which the state plays a key 
role in the protection and promotion of the economic and social well being of its 
citizens. It is based on the principles of equality of opportunity, equitable 
distribution of wealth, and public responsibility for those unable to avail 
themselves of the minimal provisions for a good life. The general term may 
cover a variety of economic and social policies.  
SOURCE: The OECD Social Expenditure Database has been developed in order 
to serve a growing need for indicators of social policy. It includes reliable and 
internationally comparable statistics on public and mandatory and voluntary 
private social expenditure at government level. This database provides a 
unique tool for monitoring trends in aggregate social expenditure and analysing 
changes in its composition. The main social policy areas are in this study as 
follows: health, education, and old age. 
 

SOCIAL AND CULTURAL NATIONAL-LEVEL INDICATORS 

Population (millions) SOURCE: OECDstatistics

Urban population (%) 
 
 

Urban population refers to people living in urban areas as defined by national 
statistical offices.  SOURCE: OECDstatistics 

Media (Old and New) 

The UIS is developing a new survey on print, broadcast and digital media, 
which is being pilot tested in a growing number of countries on a yearly basis. 
This survey focuses on key issues, such as changes in the number of radio and 
TV channels and newspapers, the concentration of media ownership, and the 
rise of digital news outlets. SOURCE: Media Statistics Country Profiles (Pilot 
Survey)

ECONOMIC NATIONAL-LEVEL INDICATORS 

GDP per capita 

Is the market value of all officially recognized final goods and services 
produced within a country in a given period of time. GDP per capita is often 
considered an indicator of a country's. SOURCE: OECDstatistics 

Real GDP Growth 

An inflation-adjusted measure that reflects the value of all goods and services 
produced in a given year, expressed in base-year prices. Often referred to as 
"constant-price", "inflation-corrected" GDP or "constant dollar GDP”. SOURCE: 
OECDstatistics 
 

Unemployment rate 

Percentage of total workforce, who is unemployed and is looking for a paid job. 
Unemployment rate is one of the most closely watched statistics because a 
rising rate is seen as a sign of weakening economy that may call for cut in 
interest rate. A falling rate, similarly, indicates a growing economy, which is 
usually accompanied by higher inflation rate and may call for increase in 
interest rates. SOURCE: OECDstatistics 
 

Income inequality (Gini rank) 

A measurement of the income distribution of a country's residents. This 
number, which ranges between 0 and 1 and is based on residents' net income, 
helps define the gap between the rich and the poor, with 0 representing perfect 
equality and 1 representing perfect inequality. SOURCE: OECDstatistics 
 


