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1. INTRODUCTION

Social capital has been actively discussed and commonly acknowledged in literature as an important
factor of economic development. Hence, it is necessary to understand what determines the level of social
capital. As social capital consists of and derives from attitudes and actions of people — varying in different
countries and regions — it can be supposed that the values forming those attitudes and driving people’s
actions have an important role here. However, while different individual-level and society-level factors
have been widely discussed in various studies (e.g., Fidrmuc & Gérxhani, 2005; van Oorschot & Arts,
2005; Halman & Luijkx, 2006; van Oorschot et al., 2006; Kaasa & Parts, 2008; Berggren & Bjornskov,
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2011; Christoforou, 2011; Mondéjar-Jiménez et al., 2011), values have not received much attention as
factors of social capital with only a few studies tackling this relationship. Allik and Realo (2004) analysed
the relationship between individualism and social capital at the society level, while Halman and Luijkx
(2006) included individualism and moral sense at both the society and individual levels. As a first attempt
to provide a more systematic approach, Kaasa (2015) in her society-level study investigated the
relationship of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions with five different dimensions of social capital. However,
social capital can be analysed at the level of society — as an attribute of a country or a region (Portes, 1998;
Putnam, 1995) — as well as at the individual level — as an asset of an individual (e.g., Bourdieu, 1986;
Coleman, 1988). When looking for the determinants of the individual-level social capital, although the
culture surrounding individuals can definitely be expected to have an influence, it is reasonable to assume
that personal values of those individuals are relevant as well.

Here, an interesting question can be raised: which is more important in shaping the social capital of
an individual — personal values or the cultural context and values dominating in the society? This article
intends to shed some light on this question. As a novelty, this article incorporates; (1) a systematic
approach covering many social capital dimensions, (2) a multilevel analysis of the individual-level social
capital including the cultural context, and (3) personal values as possible determinants of the individual-
level social capital.

The main objective of this multilevel analysis is to examine both personal values and cultural context
as possible determinants of social capital. Four different social capital dimensions are included. The
individual-level data are taken from the European Social Survey (ESS, 2008) and complemented with the
regional-level data from different sources. The regional level was chosen because significant differences
within countries with regard to culture have been demonstrated (Beugelsdijk et al., 2006; Kaasa et al.,
2013; 2014). In addition, using within-country regions as society-level units increases the number of
society-level observations and enables obtaining more reliable results. The data pertaining to over 56,000
respondents from 85 regions are included into the analysis. The cultural context is operationalised using
Hofstede’s cultural dimensions with the help of data from (Kaasa et al., 2014), offering a point of
comparison for the results of (Kaasa, 2015). At the individual level, various indicators of personal values
stemming from the ESS are included, based on the theoretical assumptions. Multilevel regression analysis
is used as the main method to examine possible individual-level and society-level determinants of different
dimensions of the individual-level social capital. The main results show that cultural context is important
for the level of individuals’ social capital and at that, cultural context is more important in determining the
level of individuals’ social capital than personal values.

This article is structured as follows. After this introduction, Section 2 presents the theoretical
background and Section 3 introduces the data and operationalisation. Section 4 reports and Section 5
discusses the results. Section 6 draws conclusions and points out the limitations.

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

This article focuses on the individual-level social capital. There are many definitions of social capital
in the literature. For example, Adler and Kwon (2002) and Tamaschke (2003) provide exhaustive
overviews of different definitions. In this article, similarly to Kaasa and Parts (2008), the individual-level
social capital is viewed as an asset of an individual consisting of various elements related to trust and
networks or more precisely: cognitive and structural social capital. While the cognitive aspect is associated
with attitudes and norms and encompasses, for example, general and institutional trust, the structural
aspect is related rather to actions comprising participation in different networks as well as civic
participation (Hjollund & Svendsen, 2000; Kaasa & Parts, 2008). It is important to differentiate between
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the various dimensions of social capital as their sources may differ significantly (van Oorschot et al., 2000;
Halman & Luijkx, 2006; Kaasa & Parts, 2008; Mondéjar-Jiménez et al., 2011).

The attitudes and actions people’s social capital consists of can be assumed to be influenced by
values. The dominating values in a society can be captured into a concept of culture. From the many
approaches and definitions of culture (see, e.g. Hall, 1980; Chanchani & Theivanathampillai, 2002; Taras
et al., 2009), here the sociological approach is chosen, defining culture as personal values, beliefs and
behaviours shared by a group of people, be it a country or a region (Hofstede, 1980; Schwartz, 2011).
Cultures can be described with the help of different dimensions that constitute a multidimensional space
where every culture can be shown as a point in that space. Various sets of cultural dimensions have been
offered in the literature (Parsons & Shils, 1951; Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961; Hofstede, 1980; Schwartz,
1994; Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997; Inglehart & Baker, 2000; House et al., 2002). Following
Kaasa (2015), in this article Hofstede’s (1980) original approach is chosen that offers four dimensions:
power distance, uncertainty avoidance, masculinity (as opposed to femininity) and individualism (as
opposed to collectivism). Although this approach has often been criticised (see Chiang, 2005; Oyserman
et al,, 2002; McSweeney, 2002; Gooderham & Nordhaug, 2001 for examples), much of the criticism
addresses rather the measurement problems and this approach is still the one that is most widely used in
both the theoretical and empirical literature.

Concerning the possible impact of cultural dimensions on social capital, the literature is very scarce.
There has been some discussion about the individualism-collectivism dimension as a possible factor of
social capital (Allik & Realo, 2004; Halman & Luijkx, 2006; Mondéjat-Jiménez et al., 2011), but the only
study discussing all Hofstede’s dimensions so far is the society-level study of Kaasa (2015). There are also
some studies comparing different country groups across Europe (van Oorshot & Arts, 2005; van
Oorschot et al., 2006; Christoforou, 2011; Berggren & Bjornskov, 2011) that all show differences in the
social capital levels between those groups, thus referring that there might be something in the culture that
causes these differences. Besides the geographical division often pointing out Northern and/or
Mediterranean countries, another division is based on having a communist background which might be
seen as an important impact factor for various reasons (see Kaasa, 2015 for an overview). However, while
some of the reasoning behind these differences is related to the time factor (for instance, old networks
were mostly dropped during transition and it takes time to build new ones), it might be possible to explain
many of the differences with the cultural background, for example with high levels of power distance that
developed during the communist past. Hence, it is questionable if it is the communist background per se
that causes the differences in social capital, or if the reasons could be captured simply with the cultural
dimensions — the level of which, however, might naturally be affected by the communist past.

Next, Hofstede’s (1980, 2001) four cultural dimensions are discussed as important characteristics of
the environment where the individuals’ social capital is shaped. First, power distance shows the degree to
which hierarchic relations and the unequal distribution of power are regarded as acceptable in a society.
More centralised decision structures and more formal rules can be found in the case of larger power
distance. Hence, as there is less opportunity to be involved in decision-making, people might have
adopted a more fatalistic view waiting for authorities to act and not engaging actively in social processes
(Kaasa, 2015). This might impact both participation and networks, but also trust and especially trust in
institutions. This is also confirmed by the society-level study of 85 European regions performed by Kaasa
(2015) where power distance appeared to be negatively related to general and institutional trust as well as
formal and informal networks. The impact of the communist past has often been described in a similar
vein: during the communist times, there were strict rules, restrictions and sanctions that hindered people’s
own initiative, but also having a job, accommodation and other services were assured (Fidrmuc &
Gérxhani, 2005; Bjornskov, 2006; Kaasa, 2015). Hence, it might be possible to capture much of the
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communist background with the power distance dimension. Regarding other possible impact mechanisms,
it has been argued that in the case of larger power distance, people might view equality as more important
than freedom and emphasise cooperation more, similarly to the argument related to the left-right
distinction (Halman & Luijkx, 2006; van Oorschot et al., 2006; Kaasa, 2015) where left-wing ideology
favours equality and cooperation and right-wing ideology puts stress on the free market and the freedom
of individuals. However, it is questionable whether the more unequal distribution of power in the case of
larger power distance necessatily means a demand for more equal distribution, as the power distance is
rather about people accepting the unequal distribution of power in a society.

Second, uncertainty avoidance describes how comfortable people feel with ambiguous situations and
uncertainty. While in societies with low uncertainty avoidance ambiguous situations are regarded as
natural, in the case of high uncertainty avoidance rules play an important role in offering assurance. It is
logical to expect, as also pointed out by Kaasa (2015), that people in societies with high uncertainty
avoidance are less trusting and it might hinder cooperation between individuals as well since it is related to
the risk of making an effort and not receiving enough back. All this is expected to have consequences
when it comes to general and institutional trust as well as participation and networks. Kaasa (2015) found
uncertainty avoidance to be negatively related to general trust, formal networks and civic participation.
The relationship with informal networks, however, turned out to be positive, the possible explanation
being that people who rather avoid new contacts in the form of formal organisations and civic
participation still have to find ways to cope with uncertainty and here the informal networks consisting of
close friends and relatives (being more familiar) play an important role (Kaasa, 2015). The discussion of
the impact of the communist background also addresses uncertainty: the rapid and drastic changes during
transition might have contributed to the development of cautious attitudes, but more importantly, the
danger of being punished for non-approved behaviour and the possibility that this behaviour could be
reported even by close acquaintances supported the development of an untrusting milieu (Sztompka,
2000; Drnakova, 2006; Kaasa et al., 2011, Kaasa, 2015).

Third, masculinity (as opposed to femininity) reflects to what extent masculine values like success
and achievement dominate over feminine values such as caring, solidarity and tolerance. As good
relationships are valued more highly in more feminine societies, cooperation can be expected to be in
favour more and this is expected to encourage people to participate. Also, as the mentality is more tolerant
and the belief in group decisions stronger (Kaasa, 2015), it can be expected that people have higher levels
of general and institutional trust. This is also confirmed by the analysis of Kaasa (2015) where both
general and institutional trust, informal networks and civic participation turned out to be negatively related
to masculinity. Formal networks, however, appeared to be positively related to masculinity; possibly
because participation in formal networks enables to satisfy the needs for achievement and assertiveness
related to masculinity (Kaasa, 2015).

Last, individualism (as opposed to collectivism) reveals whether people prefer to act as individuals
rather than as members of a group. While in individualist societies autonomy and individual freedom are
regarded as important, in collectivist societies belonging and the support of a group are highly valued.
Hence, it seems that cooperation, participation and networks might be encouraged by collectivist views
while in individualist societies people are more egoistic and less interested in participation (Halman &
Luijkx, 2006; Kaasa, 2015). At the same time, in more individualist societies, people might feel more free
and liberated from social pressure and that might make them more trusting and motivated to show their
opinion and engage in social processes (Allik & Realo, 2004; Kaasa, 2015). In addition, in collectivist
societies people can be expected to rely more on the group’s support in exchange for loyalty (Kaasa, 2015)
and this more passive mentality rather hinders participation. The empirical results here are mixed. Allik
and Realo (2004) analysed both cross-country data and data from the US and found individualism to be
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positively related to interpersonal trust and organisational membership. At the same time, Halman and
Luijkx (2006) showed less interpersonal trust and importance given to being socially active in the case of
higher levels of individualism. However, they had also included personal values into the analysis which
might have affected the results. More recently, Kaasa (2015) found individualism to be positively related to
only two social capital dimensions: civic participation, for which the reasoning related to having more
motivation to engage in social processes and to express opinions is most relevant, and institutional trust
which is logically related to the feeling of participating.

Besides the cultural context, the personal values of individuals can undoubtedly be expected to have
some influence on their social capital. However, personal values have been included into very few studies
of the individual-level social capital so far. Berry and Rickwood (2000) analysed Australian data and found
that the security values were related to lower community trust and less community participation while the
harmony values were only related to the trust towards friends. Halman and Luijkx (2006) in their
multilevel study of European data used two factors created with the help of factor analysis in order to
measure individuals’ personal values. First, they joined questions about valuing making own decisions,
being creative and being successful to a factor they called individualism at the individual level. This factor
appeared to be negatively related to interpersonal trust, unrelated to institutional trust and positively
related to the importance given to being socially and formally active. Second, they incorporated questions
about valuing being modest, behaving properly, helping people and loyalty to friends in a factor called
moral sense. This factor turned out to be positively related to all dimensions of social capital analysed,
except interpersonal trust. Mondéjar-Jiménez et al. (2011) analysed the individual-level data of five Central
European countries and included a factor they named collectiveness that was made up of various
questions describing attitudes towards income equality, the government’s responsibility, private
ownership, competition, wealth accumulation, etc. This factor was reported to be positively related to
institutional trust, social and political participation.

It has been argued that the value structures might be different at the individual and society levels
(Hofstede, 2001; Schwartz, 1994), although there are opposing views as well (Fisher & Poortinga, 2012).
However, for describing or measuring the value dimensions at both levels often the same indicators
(survey questions) are used (see, for example, Schwartz, 2011). Also, when it comes to the relationship of
personal-level values and cultural values with some phenomenon, such as social capital, the mechanisms
behind these relationships are often similar. For example, it can be expected that people with more
fatalistic values, accepting authority and being modest, are less prone to actively engage in social processes.
Similarly, people avoiding risks and valuing security can be assumed to be less trusting and thus also less
cooperating. People valuing tolerance and solidarity can be supposed to be more prone to trust and
cooperate than those valuing their own success and achievement. Also, people who value independence
can be expected to be more socially active, while people who value loyalty might be more relying on the
group and end up being less socially active.

The main question is whether the attitudes and actions of individuals are more influenced by their
own values or the values dominating in the society. This is more relevant and apparent in cases where the
personal values of individuals contradict the cultural values in the society around the individual in some
way: for example, if a person who values independence highly happens to live in a generally collectivist
society. As it can be assumed that there is a considerable variation among individuals in a society regarding
values, it might be expected that it is not rare when personal values of individuals do not coincide with the
cultural values of the society. Therefore, it is important to include both personal values and cultural values
in the analysis of the individual-level social capital.

One important aspect related to culture and values is religion. Religion and religiosity are sometimes

also viewed as a part of culture (Kaasa, 2015). However, there is no consensus here as religion has also
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been viewed as a source of culture (Schwartz, 2009; Aldashev & Platteau, 2014) or as being caused by
culture (Reimer, 1995; Hofstede, 1997). Hence, in this article religion is viewed as a separate, although an
important factor of social capital. Kaasa (2013) provides an exhaustive overview of the literature about the
impact of religion and religiosity on social capital. Previous studies have shown religiosity — promoting
cooperation with and positive attitudes towards others — being positively related to social capital at both
the individual and society levels (Halman & Luijkx, 2006; Radnitz et al., 2009; Berggren & Bjornskov,
2011; Kaasa, 2013). However, it has been shown that if the individual-level religiosity is included, in most
cases the society-level religiosity appears to be insignificant for individuals’ social capital (Halman &
Luijkx, 2006; Kaasa, 2013). Regarding different denominations, it can be assumed that belonging to
hierarchic religions (Catholicism, Orthodoxy, Islam) is negatively and to non-hierarchic religions
(Protestantism, Hinduism, Buddhism, etc.) positively related to social capital. The reasoning, however, is
very similar to the one described before when discussing the impact of power distance: hierarchic religions
are expected to impose a hierarchic structure on society and people are assumed to have a more fatalistic
mentality, rather passively relying on the government to take responsibility (Knack & Keefer, 1997; La
Porta et al., 1997; Lam, 2006; Kaasa 2013). Also, it has been argued that in the case of Protestantism
individualist attitudes prevail, leading people to actively engage in social processes (Lam, 2006) — a
reasoning that is related to individualist values. Hence, similarly to having the communist past, it is
questionable whether religious denominations have an impact per se or if the described mechanism of the
determination of social capital can be captured with personal values or cultural dimensions. The society-
level analysis of Kaasa (2015) showed that after including culture into the analysis, religiosity and the share
of hierarchic religion in a society remained significant only for general trust and not for the other

dimensions of social capital.

3. DATA AND METHODOLOGY

The individual-level data describing social capital and its individual-level determinants were drawn
from the European Social Survey (2008), a biennial multi-country survey with 1,500-2,500 respondents per
country. As the survey includes information about within-country regions as well, it enables to include
within-country regions (NUTS1 regions) as society-level units in order to increase the society-level sample.
The NUTS — nomenclature of territorial units for statistics — is a hierarchic classification of regions within
countries established by Eurostat (see Eurostat, 2012). The number of respondents per region at the
NUTS1 level was 545.74 on average and ranged from 21 to 2,367. The number of respondents was quite
low in some regions and to ensure that the data would be representative of the demographic structure of a
region, the weights provided by the ESS were applied. Data from the year 2008 were chosen to be in
accordance with the data availability about cultural dimensions.

Regarding social capital, for operationalising general trust, institutional trust and civic participation,
three indicators were used for each, but only two indicators could be used for describing informal
networks. Unfortunately, there were no indicators available reflecting formal networks. In order to
describe religiosity, four indicators were used. The list of indicators used in this study is given in Appendix
Table Al. The information about the initial indicators was captured into factors of social capital and
religiosity with the help of confirmatory factor analysis (principal components method). Because of some
missing values in the data set, here and hereafter cases were excluded pair-wise, not list-wise, in order to
utilise all the information available. The factor loadings, percentages of total variance explained by the
factors, and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measures indicating the appropriateness of the factor model
are presented in Appendix Table A2. The share of the total variance explained and the KMO measure can
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be viewed as acceptable (in the case of only two indicators, the KMO value is always 0.5 because of the
formula used for calculating the KMO measure). The factor scores were saved as variables.

In order to test the relationship between social capital and personal values, eight questions (see
Appendix Table Al) were chosen from the 21 Schwartz value items included in the ESS. A similar
approach was used by Halman and Luijkx (2006) who chose the indicators for their factors of
individualism and moral sense from the same set of questions. In this article, the choice of indicators was
made aiming to cover different aspects that were mentioned in the theoretical background section. The
possible fatalistic and authority-accepting values are covered with questions about the importance of a
strong government and the importance of being humble and modest. The values related to security and
avoiding uncertain situations are described with questions about the importance of safety and secure
surroundings and the importance of adventures and taking risks. Tolerance and solidarity are described by
the question about the importance of understanding different people, while the opposite values are
described by the question about the importance of achievements and being successful. Valuing rather
independence or belonging is covered by the questions about the importance of independence and
making own decisions and the importance of loyalty and devotion.

In addition, individual-level control variables describing age, gender, education, income, the size of
the domicile, living with a partner, and employment status were included. The selections were made in
order to offer the best possible comparability with earlier studies (Fidrmuc & Gérxhani, 2005; van
Oorschot et al., 2006; Kaasa & Parts, 2008; Christoforou, 2011) considering data availability.

Regarding the regional level, the indicators of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions came from Kaasa et al.
(2014) who created new indicators for measuring Hofstede’s original dimensions using the data from the
ESS and the European Values Survey (EVS, 2008) for the year 2008 when both surveys were conducted.
Every dimension was created with the help of confirmatory factor analysis from six initial indicators from
both the ESS and EVS aggregated to the regional level (Kaasa et al., 2014). The choice of indicators was
theory-based rather than empirically-driven in order to ensure that the new indicators of cultural
dimensions would conceptually represent the same dimensions as in Hofstede (1980, 2001).

The general religiosity of a region was calculated as a mean value of the respondents in that particular
region. As the factor structure might turn out to be different at the regional level and at the individual
level, a similar factor analysis was performed on the aggregated initial religiosity indicators, but the
resulting factor was correlated with the mean of the individual-level religiosity with the correlation
coefficient equal to 0.99 (significant at the 0.01 level). The share of the population belonging to a
hierarchic religion was approximated based on the data of the respondents in that particular region. As
control variables, also the GDP per capita in purchasing power standards (PPS) stemming from Eurostat
(2018) and the variable reflecting the communist background were included. Unfortunately, data about
other society-level control variables such as income inequality, for instance, that have been used in
previous studies, (van OQorschot & Arts, 2005; Fidrmuc & Gérxhani, 2005; Kaasa, 2013) were not available
at the regional level.

The number of regions covered in this analysis was limited by the coverage in the ESS as well as the
number of regions for which the regional-level data were available. In all, data of 56,752 respondents in 85
regions were analysed. The 25 countries included in this way are Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech
Republic, Cyprus, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Latvia, the
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and the
United Kingdom.

Multilevel regression analysis was used in order to take into account the hierarchic data structure.
Models with random intercepts are presented in Tables 1-4. Models with random slopes were analysed as

well and they gave very similar results, the information criteria did not improve remarkably and random
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effects were close to zero at the 0.01 level. In order to examine potential multicollinearity, variance
inflation factors (VIF) were calculated for all models and they were all below the conventional level of 10.

Multilevel regression analysis was performed on four sets of models, one on each dimension of social
capital. First, only individual-level control variables were included in the analysis. As the coefficients of the
individual-level control variables were very stable and the results did not differ from the following models,
this setup is not presented in Tables 1-4. Then, the regional-level control variables were added (Model 1).
After that, personal values were added (Model 2). A model with only individual-level controls and
personal values (without regional-level controls) was tested as well. However, as the coefficients of the
variables describing personal values proved to be very stable throughout all models as well, this setup was
also omitted from Tables 1-4. In order to test whether the variables describing personal values might
explain the same part of the variation in social capital as religiosity or belonging to a hierarchic religion,
the analysis was also performed excluding individual-level religiosity and hierarchic religion while keeping
personal values. The coefficients of the variables describing personal values, however, did not change.
Next, cultural dimensions were added to all control variables, excluding personal values at the same time
personal values (Model 3). Then, all independent variables were included (Model 4). In order to investigate
whether cultural dimensions could capture some part of the impact of the communist background, a
model excluding the communist background variable was estimated (Model 5). For similar reasons, in
another model general religiosity and the share of hierarchic religion were left out (Model 6). Expectedly,
the models were improved according to the information criteria by adding variable groups, but the
improvement was more remarkable after adding regional-level variables.

4. RESULTS

The results of the multilevel regression analysis are presented in Tables 1-4. Regarding the individual-
level controls, coefficients were very stable and all the coefficients had the expected signs, confirming the
results of previous studies. Regarding the relative importance, for general trust education and income
turned out to be the most important, while for institutional trust religiosity was even more relevant than
education and income. Education appeared to be crucial for civic participation as well, while the level of
informal networks turned out to be remarkably explainable by age: younger people tend to have more
informal networks.

Among the regional-level controls, GDP appeared to be statistically significant only for the cognitive
dimensions of social capital (general and institutional trust) and for institutional trust only until the cultural
dimensions were added to the model, thus indicating the tendency also shown by Kaasa (2015). The same
applies to general religiosity in the case of the structural dimensions of social capital (informal networks
and civic participation). The share of those belonging to hierarchic religions was also not relevant for
informal networks and civic participation. In the case of general and institutional trust, both religiosity and
hierarchic religion were significant after adding cultural dimensions. Hence, the religion-related context
seems to be more relevant for the cognitive social capital of individuals than the structural social capital —
it can be said that religiosity and the imprint of a hierarchic religion in a society influence attitudes rather
than actions. When the religion-related context was left out from the models, the coefficients of cultural
dimensions appeared to “take over” the effect of the religious context to some extent, but there were no
drastic changes in the results regarding culture. Communist background turned out not to be significant
for general trust and informal networks after adding cultural dimensions into the analysis.
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Table 1
Estimation results of Multilevel Random Intercepts and Random Slopes Model (standardised coefficients)
for General trust

Fixced effects: Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Individual level:

Intercept -0.04 -0.05* -0.03 -0.03 -0.04% -0.03
Age 0.05%+* 0.06%** 0.05%k* 0.06%** 0.06%+* 0.06%**
Gender -0.02%k¢ -0.02%k% -0.02%k -0.02%%k -0.02%k -0.02%8k
Education 0.09%* 0.08%*** 0,09k 0.0k 0.08%* 0.0k
Income 0.08#** 0.08#+* 0.08#k* 0.08%%k 0.08Hkx 0.08*xx
Domicile size -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
Living with partnet -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
Employment 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00
Religiosity 0.06%** 0.06%** 0.06%* 0.06%* 0.06%+* 0.06%+*
Hierarchic religion -0.03%kx -0.02%%k% -0.03%kx -0.02%k -0.02%k% -0.02%%k
Strong government -0.04%kx -0.048k -0.04k¢ -0.048x
Being modest -0.02%%* -0.02%#% -0.02%k -0.02%+*
Secure surroundings -0.05%** -0.05%** -0.05%** -0.05%**
Taking risks 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Achievement 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Understanding people 0.04#+% 0,04k 0,04k 0,04k
Independence -0.02%%% -0.02%%¢ -0.02%%* -0.02%#¢
Loyalty 0,04k .04k 0.04#+* 0.04#%*
Regional level:

GDP 0.11%** 0.17%** 0.06* 0.07%* 0.06%* 0.05%*
General religiosity 0.05 0.05 0.12%* 0.12%* 0.12%*

Share of hier. religion -0.28*%* -0.28*%* -0.24%%* -0.24%%* -0.25%%*

Communist background -0.07* -0.06 0.04 0.05 0.06
Power distance -0.20%** -0.20%** -0.18*%%* -0.25%%%
Uncertainty avoidance 0.07%* 0.10*** 0.10*%** 0.06%**
Masculinity -0.18*%%* -0.18%%* -0.16%%* -0.21%%*
Individualism 0.00 -0.01 -0.02 0.03
Random effects:

Residuals 0,72k 0,71 .72k 071k 0714k 071k
Intercept 0,04k 0.04%¢% 0,02k 0.02%k 0.0 0.04%4x
Information Criteria

-2 Restricted Log Likelihood | 77029.58 76771.09 77000.00 76745.05 76742.02 76770.84
éﬁiﬁ;ﬁ‘;&?won 7703358 | 7677500 | 7700400 | 76749.05 | 76746.02 | 76774.84
Sé?(‘;m's Bayesian Criterion | 2005054 | 7679175 | 7702066 | 7676571 | 7676268 | 76791.50

*¥ significant at the 0.01 level, ** significant at the 0.05 level, * significant at the 0.10 level
Bold is used for highlighting coefficients larger than or equal to 0.10.
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Table 2

Estimation results of Multilevel Random Intercepts and Random Slopes Model (standardised coefficients)

for Institutional trust

Fixed effects: Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Individual level:

Intercept 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00
Age 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Gender 0.02%%* 0.02%%* 0.02%%% 0.02%%% 0.02%%% 0.02%%%
Education 0.07%%* 0.07%%* 0.07%%% 0.07%%% 0.07%%* 0.07%%%
Income 0.08%%* 0.08%%* 0.08%%% 0.08%%% 0.08%%% 0.08%%%
Domicile size 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Living with partner L0.02%% 0,025+ ~0.02%#% L0.02%#% ~0.02%#% 0,025
Employment 0,024k 0,02 0.02%%% 0.01%%% 0.01 %%k 0.01%%%
Religiosity 0.11%%% 0.11%%% 0.11%%% 0.11%%% 0.11%%% 0.11%%%
Hierarchic religion -0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Strong government 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Being modest -0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Secure surroundings -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
Taking risks L0.04%5x ~0.04%5% ~0.04%5% 0,045
Achievement 0.02%%* 0.02%%% 0.02%%% 0.02%%%
Understanding people 0.03%%* 0.03%%% 0.03%%* 0.03%%+
Independence 0,045 0,045 ~0.04%% 0,045
Loyalty 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Regional level:

GDP 0.11%%% 0.11%%% 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01
General religiosity 0.09% 0.09% 0.07* 0.08* 0.08*

Share of hier. religion -0.22%%x -0.23%%x Q0.13%kk | 014k | Q. 13%k%

Communist background -0.19%** -0.19%%* -0.09%k* -0.09%%* -0.08#¢
Power distance J0.24%K% | 024k | _028%kk | _(.28%kk
Uncertainty avoidance -0.01 -0.01 0.01 -0.03
Masculinity -0.06 -0.06 -0.09%** -0.06
Individualism 0.03 0.03 0.05* 0.05
Random effects:

Residuals 0.67%* 0.68%+* 0.68%%% 0.68%%% 0.67%%% 0.67%%%
Intercept 0,045k 0,045k 0.02%%% 0.02%%% 0.02%%% 0.02%%%
Information Criteria

2 Restricted Log Likelihood | 7358253 | 7352897 | 73554.84 | 73500.31 | 7350316 | 73504.48
éﬁigf:nlgcl’g;mon 73586.53 | 7353297 | 73558.84 | 7350431 | 73507.16 | 73508.48
Schwarz's Bayesian Criterion | 2300315 | 7354958 | 7357545 | 7352092 | 73520377 | 73525.00

(BIO)

*FE significant at the 0.01 level, ** significant at the 0.05 level, * significant at the 0.10 level

Bold is used for highlighting coefficients larger than or equal to 0.10.
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Table 3
Estimation results of Multilevel Random Intercepts and Random Slopes Model (standardised coefficients)
for Informal networks

Fixced effects: Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Individual level:

Intercept -0.06%** -0.07%k 0.06%** 0.07%x* -0.06%** 0.07%¢*
Age -0.24%** -0.22%*% -0.24%%% -0.22%%% -0.22%%% -0.22%%%
Gender -0.02%** -0.02%** -0.02%** -0.02%%* -0.02%** -0.02%**
Education 0.04%%% 0.03%%* 0.04%%x 0.02%%% 0.02%%x 0.02%%%
Income 0.07%k* 0.06%%* 0.07%%* 0.06%** 0.06%** 0.06%**
Domicile size 0.02%%% 0.02%%% .02k .02k .02k .02k
Living with partner _0.03%%x 0,02k _0.03%%* 0,02k 0.0k 0,02k
Employment _0.02%k% 0.0k 0,02k 0,02k _0.02%k 0,02k
Religiosity 0.06%** 0.06%** 0.0G*** 0.0G*** 0.06%** 0.06%**
Hierarchic religion _0.02%%x _0.02%* _0.02%%x 0.0k 0.0k 0,028k
Strong government -0.03%** -0.03%** -0.03%** -0.03%**
Being modest _0.03%k* _0.03%kk _0.03%k _0.03%kk
Secure surroundings -0.02%** -0.02%** -0.02%** -0.02%+*
Taking risks 0.04#8 0.04%x 0.04%F* 0.04%**
Achievement 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Understanding people 0.03%%% .03k 0.03%%k 0.03%%k
Independence 0.01% 0.01%+ 0.01%* 0.01%*
Loyalty 0.10%%* 0.10%%* 0.10%%** 0.10%%*
Regional level:

GDP 0.05 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01
General religiosity -0.09%* -0.10%% 0.02 0.01 0.01

Share of hier. religion 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03

Communist background -0.17%%* -0.15%%% 20.05 -0.04 -0.04
Power distance -0.16%** ~0.15%** -0.16%%* ~0.15%%%
Uncertainty avoidance 0.07%* 0.08** 0.09%* 0.10%%%
Masculinity -0.24%*%% -0.23%%% -0.24%%% -0.20%%*
Individualism 0.05* 0.04 0.05 0.02
Random effects:

Residuals (.82 0.8 1%+ 0,824k 0.8 1rk 0.8 1 0.8 1k
Intercept 0.04%F¢ 0.04%F¢ 0.020%* 0.020%* 0.02%%¢ 0,027k
Information Criteria

-2 Restricted Log Likelihood | 81016.15 80655.30 80984.50 80625.30 | 80621.65 | 80617.45
Akaike's Information

Criterion (AIC) 81020.15 80659.30 80988.50 80629.30 80625.65 80621.45
Schwarz's Bayesian Criterion

(BIC) 81036.81 80675.96 81005.16 80645.95 80642.31 80638.11

*¥ significant at the 0.01 level, ** significant at the 0.05 level, * significant at the 0.10 level

Bold is used for highlighting coefficients larger than or equal to 0.10.
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Table 4
Estimation results of Multilevel Random Intercepts and Random Slopes Model (standardised coefficients)
for Civic participation

Fixced effects: Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Individual level:

Intercept 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.00
Age 0,045k 0,02k 0,04k ~0.02%%k L0.02%%k ~0.02%%*
Gender ~0.03%%k L0.03%%k ~0.03%%k ~0.03%%x ~0.03%%k ~0.03%%x
Education 0.19%%% 0.17%%% 0.19%%% 0.17%%% 0.17%%% 0.17%%%
Income 0.05%%+ 0.05%%+ 0.05%%x 0.05%%+ 0.05%%* 0.05%%+
Domicile size 0.05%%+ 0.05%%+ 0.05%** 0.05%%+ 0.05%%+ 0.05%%+
Living with partner 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01
Employment 0.01%* 0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 0.01%* 0.01%*
Religiosity 0.01* 0,025+ 0.01* 0.0255x 0,025+ 0.025%+
Hierarchic religion ~0.05%%k 0,044k L0.05%%k 0,04k 0,04k 0,045
Strong government L0.03%%k ~0.02%%x ~0.02%%k ~0.02%%x
Being modest ~0.06%%k ~0.06%%* ~0.0G%x* ~0.06%%*
Secure surroundings -0.08%** -0.08%** -0.08%kx -0.08#¢
Taking risks 0.04%%+ 0.04%5+ 0.04#5x 0,045+
Achievement 0,048k 0,044 ~0.04%%k ~0.04%%x
Understanding people 0.08*** 0.08*** 0.08*x* 0.08%*¢
Independence 0.05%%+ 0.05%*+ 0.05%%+ 0.05%%+
Loyalty 0.045%+ 0.04%5+ 0.04#5x 0,045+
Regional level:

GDP 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.02
General religiosity -0.10%* -0.11%%* 0.01 0.01 0.02

Share of hier. religion 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.04

Communist background -0.20%%* -0.17%%* Q0.17Hk% | Q. 15%kk -0.15%*%
Power distance 0.03 0.04 -0.03 0.05
Uncertainty avoidance -0.11%* -0.08* -0.05 -0.08*
Masculinity S0.13Fk% | 0 13%kk | 0 18%Kkk | 013k
Individualism 0.03 0.01 0.05 0.01
Random effects:

Residuals 0.95%%+ 0.93%%+ 0.95%%x 0.93%%+ 0.93%%+ 0.93%%+
Intercept 0.0455+ 0.045%+ 0.03%5* 0.03%%+ 0.04%5 0.03%%+
Information Criteria

-2 Restricted Log Likelihood |  85622.40 85002.28 85615.67 | 85001.73 | 8501224 | 84992.70
éﬁing;f?g‘fg;aﬂon 85626.40 85006.28 85619.67 | 85005.73 | 85016.24 | 84996.70
S(g?g)a”'s Bayesian Criterion | g5043 6 85022.94 | 8562633 | 8502239 | 85032.90 | 85013.36

** significant at the 0.01 level, ** significant at the 0.05 level, * significant at the 0.10 level
Bold is used for highlighting coefficients larger than or equal to 0.10.
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The negative coefficients of the communist background variable remained statistically significant for
institutional trust and civic participation. Here, it seems that the communist background has an impact on
those social capital dimensions that are related to the state, institutions and more formal and public social
activities. It is logical that in these fields the communist past has left a stronger imprint. When the
communist background was left out from the models, again the coefficients of cultural dimensions turned
out to “take over” the effect of the communist past, but no drastic changes in the results appeared.

Regarding personal values, the variables describing fatalistic and authority accepting values turned out
to be statistically significant for all social capital dimensions, except for institutional trust. The coefficients
confirm the logic that these values lead people to wait for authorities to act rather than to be engaged
themselves. However, this means that they should trust authorities, which is probably the mechanism that
balances out the impact on institutional trust and explains the results concerning it. Similarly, the results
show that except for institutional trust, valuing security is negatively and valuing taking risks positively
related to social capital. In the case of institutional trust, security turned out to be insignificant (possibly
for similar reasons as explained at the fatalistic and authority-accepting values) and taking risks had
negative coefficients: people who avoid risks rather trust institutions. People valuing understanding
different people tend to have a higher level of all social capital dimensions, showing that people valuing
tolerance are indeed more prone to trust and cooperate. Valuing achievement and recognition turned out
to be positively related to institutional trust — possibly those valuing recognition also tend to recognise
institutions more — and negatively with civic participation, being in accordance with the results that
demonstrated understanding different people being positively related to social capital. Regarding valuing
independence and/or loyalty, the level of the cognitive dimensions of social capital tends to be lower
when valuing independence, and general trust higher when valuing loyalty to friends. Expectedly, valuing
loyalty is crucial for informal networks and for civic participation, apparently valuing both loyalty and
independence are supporting values.

The coefficients turned out to have the highest absolute values for cultural dimensions. Power
distance appeared to be negatively related to all dimensions of social capital except for civic participation,
as expected. This confirms the assumption about the fatalistic view leading to less engagement and trust.
It is possible that in the case of civic participation, the communist background captures similar
characteristics of society as power distance. Masculinity appeared to be negatively related to all social
capital dimensions, although in the case of institutional trust, the coefficients were not always statistically
significant. This provides support to the assumption about a more feminine cultural context supporting
social capital. The results concerning uncertainty avoidance are mixed. Uncertainty avoidance turned out
to be negatively related to civic participation: people in generally uncertainty avoidant regions tend to be
more careful and show less civic participation activities. At the same time, in regions with higher general
uncertainty avoidance people tend to have more informal networks. This provides support for the
assumption about informal relationships providing a buffer against uncertain situations. For institutional
trust, it was not significant. It is possible here that the trust in institutions supposedly providing more
security might balance out the negative impact. For general trust, the coefficients of uncertainty avoidance
appeared to be negative. This might, however, be so because of a strong correlation in the sample analysed
between power distance, uncertainty avoidance and masculinity. Although multicollinearity diagnostics did
not indicate the need to leave some of the variables out, it is still possible that most of the social capital
hindering effect was already captured by the power distance and masculinity variables and in this
regression the coefficient of uncertainty avoidance describes the mechanism similarly to the one described
at the informal networks. Somewhat surprisingly, but in accordance with the results of Kaasa (2015),
individualism turned out to be insignificant in determining the social capital of individuals. It is possible
that here the positive and negative influence mechanisms balance each other out. It is also worth
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mentioning that in the case of informal networks, values describing similar aspects at the individual level
g > g p

are very relevant.

5. DISCUSSION

The results of this article enable to shed light on what determines the level of social capital as an
important factor of economic development. The results show that the cultural context is important not
only for the general level of social capital in a society, but it also proves to be important in forming
individuals’ social capital besides individual-level determinants. However, the relative importance of
various cultural dimensions may differ across social capital dimensions and furthermore, it may differ
depending on the analysis level. Table 5 presents a comparison of the results of the current multilevel
analysis with the regional-level analysis of Kaasa (2015). When comparing the results concerning cultural
dimensions, it can be seen that there are less statistically significant coefficients in the cutrrent analysis, but
all the coefficients that are still significant have the same sign as in Kaasa (2015). The only exception is the
coefficient of uncertainty avoidance in the case of general trust which can possibly be explained with
correlations between power distance, uncertainty avoidance and masculinity. Hence, when a society-level
phenomenon has appeared to be statistically significantly related to the level of social capital in a society, it
does not automatically imply that this society-level phenomenon is definitely statistically significantly
related to the social capital of single individuals. Although the main directions of the relationships remain
the same, it might well be that at the individual level these relationships do not manifest themselves so
strongly and some other, possibly individual-level determinants, are much more important.

Regarding the relative importance of personal values and the cultural context, it can be seen from
Tables 1-4 that the absolute values of statistically significant standardised coefficients are much bigger in
the case of cultural dimensions than for the variables describing personal values. Even when taking into
account that generally the aggregated level correlations tend to be stronger than the individual-level
correlations (Ostroff, 1993), it seems that the cultural context is here more important than personal values.
Social capital is a phenomenon that is strongly based on counteraction, reciprocity and cooperation: there
need to be other actors whom to trust and with whom to form networks. Hence, it can be expected that
the values, beliefs and practices that surround an individual in a society strongly influence the level of trust
and the participation of a single individual. Furthermore, it might even be that this impact is relatively
stronger than the impact of the personal values of this particular individual. It is hard, for example, for an
individual to form networks even if he or she is in favour of social relationships and cooperation if the
other members of the society would rather act on their own for some reason, for instance due to a
historically developed custom in that society.

Regarding the communist past, the results of this study show that at least some of the impact that has
been attributed to the communist past can actually be explained by the cultural context. However, it was
not possible, at least with the cultural dimensions used in this analysis, to capture all the differences in
social capital between the individuals living in the region with a communist past and the individuals in
other regions. A result worth mentioning here is that the impact of the communist background that
cannot be captured by cultural dimensions is mainly the impact on those social capital dimensions that are
related to the state, institutions and more formal and public social activities: civic participation and
institutional trust. As the communist regime itself was a phenomenon related to the state and institutions,
it has an influence on people’s attitudes towards institutions and how much they want to act as citizens

and engage themselves in state affairs.
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Table 5
Comparison of the results with the results of Kaasa (2015)*

General trust| Institutional trust |Informal networks | Civic participation

Kaasa 2015

(regional level analysis):

GDP + (+) (+) +
General religiosity + ) &
Hierarchic religion - &) &)

Communist background - &) — &

Power distance - — _

Uncertainty avoidance — + _

Masculinity - - - -

Individualism + +

Current analysis
(multilevel analysis):

GDP + -

General religiosity + + - ©)

Hierarchic religion - -

Communist background &) — &) _

Power distance — _ _

Uncertainty avoidance + + -
Masculinity - — _
Individualism

* “+” denotes a positive and “— a negative statistically significant regression coefficient, “(+)” and “(-)” correspond

to positive and negative coefficients, respectively, that occurred only before adding culture into the model.

Regarding the religious context of a society, the results again indicate that at least some of the impact
that might seem to belong to religion-related aspects can be captured by the cultural context. However,
this strongly differs across social capital dimensions. For the structural dimensions of social capital, the
coefficients of religiosity became insignificant after the cultural context was added, but it was not the case
for cognitive dimensions. To discuss further the possible impact of general religiosity and the dominating
religion in a society on the individuals’ social capital, the results of this study show that both religiosity and
the nature of the religion are relevant for the cognitive dimensions of social capital: people tend to have
more general and institutional trust if they live in a region with a higher level of religiosity and a lower
share of hierarchic religion. The structural dimensions at the same time turned out not to be affected by
religion and religiosity. This implies that the character of certain social capital dimensions determines
whether these dimensions can be expected to be influenced by religion and religiosity. The general and
institutional trust of individuals that are more related to attitudes and feelings can be assumed to be
affected by the dominating religions and the overall religiosity in a society. Civic participation and informal

networks are more related to certain actions and are less related to the society’s religious context.
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6. CONCLUSION AND LIMITATIONS

This article investigated personal values and the cultural background as possible factors of the
individual-level social capital. As a novelty, both personal values and the cultural context were included
into the multilevel regression analysis for various social capital dimensions. The individual-level data from
the European Social Survey (ESS, 2008) pertaining to over 56,000 respondents from 85 regions were
complemented with regional-level data from multiple sources.

The results show that the cultural context is indeed important in determining the level of individuals’
social capital indicating the source of differences of the levels of social capital and hence, economic
performance, in different regions. The strength and direction of the impact of different cultural
dimensions, however, varies across different social capital dimensions. Nevertheless, although some
relationships do not appear to be statistically significant in the individual-level analysis, the direction of
relationships (positive or negative) remains the same irrespective of the analysis level. The results also
imply that the cultural context is more important in determining the individual’s social capital than
personal values. The results also indicate that some of the supposed impact of the communist past or the
religious context on the level of social capital can be captured and explained by the cultural dimensions.
However, at least the cultural dimensions included in this study did not cover all the relationships of the
communist past or the religious context and social capital.

There are several limitations that should be recognised with respect to this study. First, the data
collected from regions in 25 European countries were used. Hence, conclusions can be drawn only for the
regions analysed and the results might be different when more European countries or, moreovet,
countries from over the world would become available to study. Also, it was not possible to include
formal networks as a dimension of social capital because there were no data available. In addition, the
choice of control variables was limited by the data availability at the regional level, as the data about the
control variables that are often used at the country level, e.g. income inequality, are not available at the
regional level. Last, it would be interesting to repeat the analysis using some other sets of cultural
dimensions if data became available. However, despite these limitations, this article shed some light on the
relative importance of different determinants of the individual-level social capital indicating it as an
interesting topic for further studies in future research.
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APPENDIX
Table Al
Indicators used in the analysis
Variable Description of indicator according to the source* and final coding Mean | St.
dev.
Individual level
variables:
Social capital
General trust Most people can be trusted or you can't be too careful (scale 0-10) 487 | 249
Most people try to take advantage of you, or tty to be fair (scale 0-10) 544 | 237
Most of the time people helpful or mostly looking out for themselves (scale 470 | 238
0-10)
Institutional trust Trust in country's parliament (scale 0-10) 423 | 259
Trust in the legal system (scale 0-10) 488 | 2.67
Trust in the police (scale 0-10) 5.71 | 2.62
Informal networks | How often socially meet with friends, relatives or colleagues (scale 1-7) 487 | 1.62
Anyone to discuss intimate and personal matters with (1=yes, 0=no) 089 | 0.31
Civic patticipation | Signed petition last 12 months (1=yes, 0=no) 0.20 | 0.40
Taken part in lawful public demonstration last 12 months (1=yes, 0=no) 0.06 | 0.24
Boycotted certain products last 12 months (1=yes, 0=no) 0.14 | 0.35
Personal values:
Strong government | Important that the government ensutes safety against all threats and the 474 119
state is strong so it can defend its citizens (scale 1-6)
Being modest Important to be humble and modest and not to draw attention (scale 1-6) 428 | 1.28
Secute Important to live in secure sutroundings and avoid anything that might 473 | 1.20
surroundings endanger safety (scale 1-6)
Taking risks Important to seck adventures, take risks and have an exciting life (scale 1-6) 3.10 | 149
Achievement Important to be very successful and people are recognizing achievements 395 | 1.36
(scale 1-6)
Understanding Important to understand different people even when disagreeing (scale 1-6) 461 | 1.07
people
Independence Important to make own decisions, to be free and not depend on others 477 | 111
(scale 1-6)
Loyalty Important to be loyal to friends and devote to people close (scale 1-6) 501 | 094

*ESS (2008), if not stated otherwise
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Table Al (continued)
Indicators used in the analysis
Variable Description of indicator according to the source* and final coding Mean St.
dev.
Individual level control
variables:
Age Age (years) 48.02 | 18.44
Gender Gender (1=male, 0=female) 0.46 0.50
Education Years of full-time education completed (years) 12.14 411
Income Household's total net income, all sources (scale 1-10) 5.48 2.77
Domicile size Domicile size (scale 1-5, 5=big city, 1=countryside) 3.13 1.25
Living with partner | Lives with husband/wife/partner at household grid (1=yes, 0=no) 0.59 0.49
Employment Main activity, last 7 days, paid work (1=yes, 0=no) 0.48 0.50
Religiosity Belonging to particular religion or denomination (1=yes, 0=no) 0.63 0.48
How teligious are you (scale 0-10) 4.78 3.00
How often attend religious services apart from special occasions (scale 1-7) 2.63 1.52
How often pray apart from at religious services (scale 1-7) 3.44 2.43
Hieratchic religion | Belonging to a hierarchic religion (Roman Catholic, Eastern Orthodox or | 0.46 0.50
Islamic) at present (1=yes, 0=no)
Regional  level
variables:
Culture:
Power distance ESS-EVS based indicator of power distance (mean 0, standard deviation -0.19 0.98
1)**
Uncertainty ESS-EVS based indicator of uncertainty avoidance (mean 0, standard -0.07 1.01
avoidance deviation 1)**
Masculinity ESS-EVS based indicator of masculinity (mean 0, standard deviation 1)** -0.05 0.97
Individualism ESS-EVS based indicator of individualism (mean 0, standard deviation 1)** 0.16 0.79
Regional level control
variables:
Communist communist background =1, other =0 0.37 0.48
background
GDP GDP per capita in a region, PPS***, thousands 25.62 | 10.23
General religiosity | mean values of the factor of religiosity in a region 0.14 | 0.93
Share of hierarchic | share of respondents belonging to a hierarchic religion (Roman Catholic, | 0.48 | 0.32

religion

Eastern Orthodox or Islamic) in a region

* ESS (2008), if not stated otherwise; ** Kaasa et al. (2014); *** Eurostat (2018)
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Table A2
Results of confirmatory factor analyses for social capital dimensions and religiosity
KMO
Measure
Variance of
Factor |explained| Sampling
Latent variable Indicators loadings| (%) Adequacy
General trust Most people can be trusted 0.85 71.34 0.71
Most people try to be fair 0.86
Most of the time people helpful 0.82
Institutional trust | Trust in country's parliament 0.84 75.32 0.70
Trust in the legal system 0.91
Trust in the police 0.85
Informal networks | How often socially meet with friends, relatives or colleagues 0.76 60.13 0.50
Anyone to discuss intimate and personal matters with 0.76
Civic participation | Signed petition s 0.78 51.04 0.59
Taken part in lawful public demonstration 0.65
Boycotted certain products 0.71
Religiosity Belonging to particular religion or denomination 0.78 70.54 0.82
How religious are you 0.87
How often attend religious services apart from special occasions | 0.84
How often pray apart from at religious services 0.87
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Table A3.

Cortrelations between the individual-level social capital and personal values

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 9.
1. | General trust
0.44%*

2. | Institutional trust *

Informal 0.16%F | 0.12%*
3. | networks * *

Civic 0.16%% | 0.12%F | 0.14%*
4. | participation * * *

Strong - - - -

government 0.12%% | 0.09%F | 0.05%F | 0.11*+*
5. * * * *

Being modest - - - _
0.06%* | 0.03% | 0.06*%* | 0.07%% | 0.25%*

6. * * * * *
Secure - - - -
surroundings 0.13% | 0.08% | 0.06%* | 0.14%k | 0.48% | 0.29%*
7. * * * * * *
Taking risks - - - _
0.02%% | 0.02%k | 0.13%* | 0.06%% | 0.02%* | 0.11%% | 0.09**
8. * % % * * * *
Achievement - - -
0.05%* | 0.06%¢ | 0.05%* - 0.24%% | 0.02%% | 0.20%* | 0.39%
9. * * * 0.04%* * * * *ok
10 | Understanding 0.07%* | 0.07% | 0.07%*¢ | 0.09%k | 0.22%¢ | 0.30% | 0.20%¢ | 0.08* | 0.14*
) people * * * * * * * o ok
11 | Independence 0.02%* 0.07%* | 0.08% | 0.18%* | 0.05% | 0.15%* | 0.25% | 0.30* | 0.24*
) * 0.00 * * * * * Hok sk ok
12 | Loyalty 0.06%* | 0.04%k | 0.12%* | 0.07% | 0.28%* | 0.22% | 0.26** | 0.06* | 0.19% | 0.37* | 0.28*
* * * * * * * o ok ok *

¥ significant at the 0.01 level, ** significant at the 0.05 level, * significant at the 0.10 level
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Table A4
Cortrelations between the individual-level and regional level indicators
Power Uncertainty Masculi Indivi- Communist back- General Share of hier.
distance avoidance nity dualism ground religiosity religion
General trust -0.39%x* -0.36%** - 0.13%%% -0.25%** -0.24%%% -0.36***
0.35%%*
Institutional -0.47xx* -0.37*%% - 0.20%00% -0.37*x* -0.14%%% -0.30***
trust 0.33%k*
Informal -0.18*** -0.16%** - 0.03%F* -0.17%x* -0.09%%* -0.10%**
networks 0.18%%*
Civic -0.24xx* -0.26%** - 0.09%%* -(0.22%x* -0.15%%* -0.20%**
participation 0.24%+%
Strong 0.19%8* 0.26%F* 0.18#k* -0.02%** 0.13%k* 0.10%F* 0.15%%*
gOVCfnant
Being modest 0.09#k* 0.12%%F% 0.06%** 0.02FF* 0.00 0.05%F* 0.10%%F*
Secure 0.17%8* 0.26%F* 0.18%k* 0.02%FF* 0.1 10k 0.13%F* 0.16%F*
surroundings
Taking risks -0.03%*** 0.01%* 0.05%** 0.05%#* -0.03%+* 0.02%#* 0.00
Achievement 0.1 3%kk 0.16%** (.22%k% 0.03%#* 0.14%** 0.09%** 0.09##*
Understanding -0.06%** 0.00 - 01243 -0. 128 0.02%3* 0.01
people 0.02%%%*
Independence -0.07x* -0.01%* -0.01 0.14%#% -0.09%+* 0.00 -0.04%+%
Loyalty -0.06*** -0.02%+* - 0.10%%* -0.1 7wk -0.02%%¢ -0.03%+
0.04%k*
¥ significant at the 0.01 level, ** significant at the 0.05 level, * significant at the 0.10 level
Table A5
Correlations between the regional level indicators (regional level correlations)
1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6.
1. | Power distance
2. | Uncertainty avoidance 0.72%%%
3. | Masculinity (0.55%k* 0.70#kx
4. | Individualism -0.30%kk 0.04 0.09
5. | Communist background 0.70* 0.47++x 0.54%%% -(0.4 5%k
6. | General religiosity 0.38*** 0.54#* 0.744%x -0.13 0.444%x
7. | Share of hierarchic religion 0.51##* 0.60%** 0.66%** -0.20* 0.46%** (0.85%#*

¥ significant at the 0.01 level, ** significant at the 0.05 level, * significant at the 0.10 level
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