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Common sense tells us that people are persuaded by those around them.  As individuals our decisions are influenced by a number of factors.  Our environment, where and with whom we work, live, socialize, and worship, plays a crucial role in determining many of the choices we make, including our political choices (Huckfeldt, Plutzer and Sprague 1993)  A similar logic holds true for political participation (Markus 2002, Johnson, Shively and Stein 2001).  The environment in which we operate can influence the level of civic participation among individuals, such that experiences resulting from social interactions with others can lead some individuals to become more or less politically engaged.  


Many variables affect an individual’s level of civic participation.  The literature has provided numerous examples of the effects of demographics such as education, income, age, and race on civic participation
.  Recent studies also consider the impact of  contextual variables such as organizations, (Putnam 1993, 1995) neighborhoods, churches, (Huckfeldt and Sprague 1995), and workplaces (Mondak and Mutz XXXX).  In this paper, I focus on the influence  sense of community or community attachment has on civic participation.  Conventional wisdom tells us a sense of community exists, however, measuring it is difficult because it is not easily quantifiable
.  Substantively, however, it is important to do so because it can influence civic participation and ultimately the policymaking process.  

The research question asks how does sense of community influence civic participation.  The objective of this paper is two-fold.  First, I create multiple measures of sense of community.  The intent of these measures is to assess where an individual’s sense of community comes from. Second, I will use these measures in a model to examine the relationship between sense of community and civic participation. 

Community and Civic Participation


Civic participation, who is and is not involved, and who should and should not be involved, has meaningful political consequences. According to Markus (2002) political science has amassed three key rationales for why civic participation is important. First, participation makes individuals better citizens.  Participation broadens our knowledge, it forces people to think about issues that affect not only them as individuals but those issues that affect the world in which they live. Second, participation makes for better societies.  Civic participation “develops and strengthens relationships among citizens”  (2002, 5).  It encourages collective bargaining and negotiating between the various political actors involved in the policymaking process.  Third, participation makes for better governance.  Civic participation allows citizens to convey their interests to those that govern through a number of channels including voting, public meetings, and demonstrations.  If we assume these benefits are really the result of an active citizenry, then a better understanding of the factors that lead citizens to become politically active is also important.

Citizens do not live in isolation; they operate simultaneously in a variety of contexts such as work, neighborhood, church, etc.  Each of these individually and/or collectively could have meaningful political implications because they have the potential to shape an individual’s attitude regarding political behavior. Our decisions regarding political behavior are not solely a function of our own individual characteristics but a combination of those characteristics and the attitudes of others (Huckfeldt, Plutzer and Sprague 1993).  When we examine the contextual influences on participation, “the theoretical premise being considered is that the behavior of individuals is contingent on the behavior of others within an individual’s life space” (Huckfeldt and Sprague 1991, 368).  Previous research has revealed that various contexts affect individual political choices and behaviors.

Huckfeldt (1979), for example, demonstrated that neighborhood context had a significant effect on individual participation.  He showed that living in a neighborhood with high status people encouraged participation for high status individuals but discouraged it for low status individuals.  In later work examining both neighborhoods and churches, Huckfeldt, Plutzer and Sprague (1993) found that both contexts significantly effected vote choice.  Their research shows that each context had independent effects on individual political behavior.

Resources such as time, money and skills also have significant affects on political participation (Brady, Verba, and Schlozman 1995).  Like sense of community, civic skills are unobservable.  Brady et al,  therefore, include measures of involvement in activities such as organizations, church and employment as indicators of places where opportunities exist to practice these skills (or skill-acts as they refer to them).  Their results demonstrate that skill-acts developed through work, church, and organizational involvement had significant and positive effects on political participation.  They argue these places foster skills that contribute to the probability of engaging in civic activity.  For example, they conclude that individuals who are regular church attenders and contribute 3 hours a week to some type of church activity will increase the number of political acts they engage in from 1.63 to 2.0, compared to a person who has no involvement. 

  Organizational involvement is still another predictor of civic participation.  Putnam (1993, 1995) concludes that individuals who are more active in organized groups are more likely to participate in civic engagement than those who are less active.  His theory of social capital argues that membership in such groups foster trust and reciprocity which  “instill habits of cooperation, solidarity and public-spiritedness” (1993, 89-90).  

Most recently, Johnson, Shively and Stein (2001) examined neighborhood context and vote choice.  They found that only individuals who are more connected to their neighborhood receive the cue to engage in acts of civic participation. Those who are less connected do not receive the cue. Thus, they conclude that the neighborhood context has an affect on participation only for some individuals but not for all.  

This brief review of findings suggests that multiple contexts affect civic participation and that their effects might be conditional. The major purpose of this paper is to examine the multiple contexts discussed above and assess how they influence participation when they are accounted for simultaneously in one model as opposed to examining each one individually.  More specifically, I develop a model that accounts for an individual’s sense of community from four places: their church, neighborhood, organizational activities, and informal socializing with friends. I contend that an individual can have a sense of community from any one of these four places, more than one of them or none at all.  Furthermore, I will assess whether the effects of these contexts on civic participation are conditioned by whether or not respondents say their sense of community comes from a particular place, for example their church or neighborhood.  If an individual claims their sense of community stems from church, then I would expect a stronger impact on civic participation for those individuals compared to those who do not make such a claim.  

Measuring Sense of Community

Several titles have been applied to sense of community. Most commonly, it has been referred to as community connectedness or community attachment.  Semantics do not mean much for the purposes here; what is important is that the concept to which I am referring is clear.  Sense of community is a feeling of belonging or attachment and varies from one individual to another.  Certainly someone may not have a sense of community while others may feel a strong sense of connectedness to their community. One way in which scholars have measured sense of community is to build indexes based on behaviors to capture attitudes of this type. For example, social capital is quite regularly measured with an index.  However, Knack (2002) warns that careful consideration of such indexes that mix indicators of social connectedness with those of trust and reciprocity is warranted.  According to his study, combining such indicators in one scale may produce substantively different results than examining them separately.  

Along similar lines, I will argue that building a single index to capture sense of community could yield some potentially inaccurate results.  A possible measurement issue may exist for how previous studies have measured sense of community.  Many studies build a single index using scope and level of activity in churches, organizations and the like.  And while a feeling of belonging comes from a variety of places, including church, neighborhood, organizations, or work, it is not however, one underlying dimension coming from all these places at one time.  Rather, it can come from one or more of these sources.  Take for example the following three people.  Person A is extremely involved in her church.  She volunteers for church activities, attends regularly but she is not involved in any administrative capacity (she does not serve on any boards).  She is also not involved in any other community group.  Person B is involved in numerous community organizations from church to the garden club and even a bowling league.  She also serves as the vice president for the garden club.  Person C is not involved in any community organization, nor does she attend church on a regular basis, but she does have a close knit group of friends with whom she socializes.  They play cards once a week, go out to the movies and eat dinner together quite often.  If a single sense of community index was created where points were applied based on the number of organized activities and level of involvement (for example—holding an office is worth more than being a member), then Person B would be ranked the highest, followed by Person A and then Person C.  However, it is entirely possible that all three people have the same level of sense of community, the difference lying in where that sense of community stems from.  In other words, differing contextual environments can provide the same degree of community attachment for individuals.  By creating one single index we will have incorrectly measured Person A’s and C’s sense of community.


Thus, in lieu of creating a single index to measure community attachment, I created four latent constructs for sense of community from church, clubs, neighborhood and friends. The indicators used in each construct are behaviors that lead to each individual sense of community. The measures of sense of community therefore, are really measures of behaviors that are likely to give an individual a sense of belonging. I argued earlier that community attachment is not one underlying dimension, instead it comes from a variety of sources. If the indicators correlate highly with sense of community, then I will have a valuable set of variables to include in a model to explain civic participation.  

Data and Methods

The data used in this study come from the Social Capital Benchmark Survey.  The survey was conducted during July-November 2000.
  It was conducted nationally as well as locally in 41 U.S. communities.  It included a host of questions about individual perceptions regarding their community as well as several variables describing the types of communities involved, for example racial descriptions of the areas (percentage black, white, Asian, Hispanic) and whether the areas were urbanized or not.  Most of the samples from the communities range from 500-1500 in size and the national sample has roughly 3000 respondents.  All told, the survey contains about 29,000 interviews.  


The research design of this project is taken in two stages.  In stage one I create several measures for sense of community based on indicators of individual behavior.  I conducted a confirmatory factor analysis in AMOS 4 to determine whether the indicators I selected correlated with the underlying dimensions of sense(s) of community.  In stage two, I estimated a maximum likelihood Poisson regression model using the factor scores for each sense of community in STATA 7. 
The factor loadings for each construct are reported in Table 1 A-D. The first source, church sense, is based on behaviors indicative of those respondents who may have a feeling of belonging stemming from their church.  The four indicators include: membership in a local church, synagogue or other place of worship; church activity such as serving on a committee, the choir, a retreat, or teaching Sunday school; acting as a volunteer for the church; and finally church attendance.  These four indicators together lead to a sense of community from church and load on this dimension at or above .70. 


While often times an individual’s sense of community comes from socializing in an organized group such as church, clubs and service organizations, there is no reason to believe that this is only type of socializing that can provide a feeling of belonging.  Informal socializing with friends and family can similarly provide a sense of belonging.  Person C in my example above fits this description, recall she does not belong to any organized group but she does have a close-knit group of friends with whom she visits quite often; they have dinner parties, play games and go shopping together.  In this analysis, informal socializing among friends is measured by the following indicators: having friends over to your home, hanging out with friends in public places such as the mall or park, playing cards, dominoes, or some other game with friends, and mingling with co-workers outside of work. Three of these behaviors load on this dimension at or above .54 and one loads at .46.


The neighborhood can also provide individuals with a sense of belonging.  Engaging in activities that foster a sense of community among neighbors can lead to a sense of community attachment.  Neighborhood sense is based on three indicators:  belonging to a neighborhood association, volunteering in the neighborhood and working on a community project, they load on this construct at .52, .75 and .45 respectively. 


Lastly, being active in formal organizations can develop a feeling of belonging.  Club sense is a combination of organized involvement (excluding church membership and political group membership).  It includes the number of groups an individual is involved in, attendance at those meetings, whether they served as a club officer or board member and the number of times he/she volunteered in the community.  These four indicators load on this dimension at or above .52.  

Each of these factor scores is meant to tap an individual’s sense of community. The results indicate that there is not one underlying sense of community.  There are separate underlying sources for sense of community that are distinct from one another. The correlations between the behaviors and the construct are high suggesting I have a strong set of variables to use in explaining civic participation.  Furthermore, the correlations between the constructs are low (see Table 1-E), suggesting that they are capturing different dimensions. Therefore, to place sense of community on one scale that assesses the scope and level of involvement in all types of organizations such as church, neighborhood, friends and community oriented groups could provide substantively different results than those found here. If I had created a single index I would consequently have a misspecification problem in the model.  Furthermore, because the correlations are low there should be few problems with multicollinearity among these measures when they are included simultaneously in a model.

Assessing the Effect of Sense of Community 

So far I have explained why we should consider different contexts when examining civic participation and political choices, why participation is important, and the new measure(s) of sense of community.  The next step is to spell out the rationale for the analysis I will conduct.  The model sets up a test of whether those individuals with a sense of community from these sources are more or less likely to engage in political activity. 

The general hypothesis is that individuals with a stronger sense of community are more likely to engage in civic participation than those with a weaker sense of community.  Whether this sense of community comes from friends, clubs, church or neighborhood, the stronger their feeling of belonging in the community the more likely they are to participate.  

The design of the survey lends itself well to another test. Roughly half of the respondents surveyed were asked the following question: “This study is about community, so we’d like to start by asking what gives you a sense of community or a feeling of belonging?”  A list of sources was provided including, friends, neighborhood, living in city X, and  place of worship
.  Respondents could answer YES to one, more than one, or to none at all.  I set up a test of the interaction between the factor score for each sense of community and whether respondents claimed that source gave them a feeling of belonging or not.  For example, one interaction is between church sense (the factor for church sense of community) and church claim (whether or not the respondent declared church gave them a sense of community).  The interaction term allows me to test whether the influence of sense(s) of community on civic participation varies by whether an individual declared a source for their sense of community or not.  It should tell us how much stronger or weaker the effect of sense of community for a particular source is on civic participation when a respondent claims their sense of community came from a particular area
.   

The dependent variable is civic participation.  It is measured as a count of the number of political activities the respondent took part in over the past 12 months.  It includes voting in the 1996 election, signing a petition, attending a political meeting or rally, taking part in a protest or march, attending a meeting regarding town/school affairs and being involved with a group that took local action for social or political reform. 

Civic participation was regressed on church sense, friend sense, club sense, neighborhood sense, dummies for where they said their sense of community came from, interaction terms, and controls for age, income, education, gender and race
.   With a count dependent variable, the Civic Participation model was estimated via Poisson Regression
.  Because the data includes samples from 41 different communities, it is possible that the observations are independent across groups but not necessarily within groups, consequently, robust standard errors were estimated, clustered by community.

Taking these variables into account leads to the following empirical model:

Civic Participation = B1 Church Sense + B2 Friend Sense + B3 Neighborhood Sense + B4 Club Sense + B5  Church Claim Dummy + B6 Friend Claim Dummy + B7 Neighborhood Claim Dummy + B8 City Claim Dummy + B9 Gender + B10 Age + B11 Income + B12 Education + B13 Race + B14 Community Type + B15 Interaction Effect Church + B16 Interaction Effect Friend + B17 Interaction Effect Neighborhood + B18 Interaction Effect Club

Civic Participation Model

Results are reported in Table 2.  The baseline model for civic participation shows that all four factor scores for sense of community are positive and significant.  In the full model, sense of community from neighborhood, clubs, and friends are positive and significant, while sense of community from church is not, it’s interaction with church claim ins significant. church sense falls out of the equation but the interaction term between church sense and church claim is significant.  As one would expect age, income, and education are also positive and highly significant.  Race, however, produces some mixed results.  The effect of race on participation varies by racial group.  Hispanics and Asians have negative and significant effects on participation but blacks do not have any significant effect, suggesting that when we account for sense of community, the fact that someone is black does not have any meaningful implications for participation.. 

Because Poisson Regression estimates are often difficult to interpret from coefficients, I have produced a series of predicted probabilities to illustrate the results.
  Figures 1-5 show the estimated relationship between civic participation and the key independent variables when each of the other independent variables are fixed a their mean values
.  The graph of predicted probabilities plotted in Figures 1-3 shows that on average, those respondents with stronger sense of community from friends, clubs, and neighborhood have a greater probability of participating in more political activities compared to those with lower scores, though it is most pronounced for clubs and neighborhood.  Not surprising, those respondents with lower sense of community scores have higher probabilities of engaging in zero or one act of participation.

A closer examination of Figure 2 reveals that the probability of engaging in 3, 4, 5 or 6 acts of participation are greatest for those respondents with high club sense compared to those with low club sense.  More specifically, the probability of participating in 4 acts is .17 for respondents with higher club sense scores compared to .06 for those with lower club sense scores, meaning that those with high club sense are nearly three times as likely to participate in 4 political activities. 

Figure 3 indicates that for an increase from 0 to 2 acts, the probability of participation increases by about .11 (from .16 to .27) for those respondents with weak neighborhood sense of community but by about .16  (from .07 to .24) for those with strong neighborhood sense of community, nearly one and a half times more.  This suggests that the probability of not participating at all to participating in 2 political acts is greatest for those respondents with stronger neighborhood sense of community. Those respondents with low or average neighborhood sense of community have roughly the same probabilities of participation for any number of acts.  

 The interaction effects are displayed in Figures 4 and 5. The interaction for club sense and city declaration provides the most interesting results.  For those respondents who say their sense of community comes from living in city X and have a high club sense of community,  the probability of participating in 3 or more acts is greater than for those respondents with high club sense who did not say their sense of community comes from living in city X.  Furthermore, for an increase from 0 to 2 acts, the probability of participation increases by about .16 for those respondents who declare city X gives them their sense of community. Finally, as one would expect the probability of participating in 0 acts is greatest for those respondents with low club sense of community and no declaration.

The data considered here support the following conclusions.  (1) A sense of community exists and should be accounted for as a contextual variable in models where theory leads us to believe it could have an effect. (2) There is not one underlying dimension for sense of community that can be constructed using indicators from several contexts. (3) Sense of community can and does come from multiple contexts such as church, friends, clubs and neighborhoods. Individuals could feel a sense of belonging from only one, more than one, or no area at all. (4) Respondents who hold stronger senses of community from neighborhoods, churches, clubs and friends have greater probabilities of engaging in political activities than those with weaker senses of community. (5) A conditional relationship exists for those who claim their city or church gives them a sense of community and sense of community from church and clubs.

Other Considerations

The analyses conducted herein support the claim that individuals with a stronger sense of community from neighborhood, church, friends and clubs are more likely to be politically active.  While the results demonstrate this relationship exists, there are other possible explanations that ought to be considered.  Following Huckfeldt and Sprague (1992) one might conclude that the parties try hardest to mobilize those voters in those areas with the greatest sense of community.  A test of this type should include a control for party contact, for example.  However, the data set used here does not permit such an analysis. 

Another consideration stems from Knack (2002) in which one might conclude a different relationship could exist between sense of community from organized activity by distinguishing between “good government” groups, those which instill habits of “public spirited” and those that do not.  Knack contends that “good government” groups can have a positive effect on civic mindedness but that other groups may have no effect or even a negative effect depending on the goals of the group.  Hence, it is possible that the effect found here is actually larger if I were to only include “good government” groups, since the measure for clubs sense of community includes all types of groups. Knack also warns against generating indices which mix indicators of civic cooperation and reciprocity with those of socializing and group involvement.  His findings suggest that government performance is significantly affected by those indicators of reciprocity but not by those of social connectedness. The evidence of this analyses, however, suggest that church sense, neighborhood sense, club sense and friend sense which do combine indicators of reciprocity with indicators of group involvement have significant and positive effects on civic participation.  A further expansion of this analysis would be to use these measures to assess government performance as he did.  It is entirely possible the problem Knack is referring to does not lie in mixing these types of indicators but combining them into one index. The evidence here suggests they are separate contexts and should be examined individually but simultaneously in one model.
Conclusion

A politically active citizenry has been linked to better societies and governance.  Previous research has demonstrated the profound effects of individual characteristics such as education, income, age, and gender on participation.  Since the early 1990s contextual effects on participation and political decisions have been examined and are considered to have significant influences on civic engagement.  However, while political scientists have long acknowledged that we do not live in isolation from our environment few studies have examined the effects of multiple contexts on participation
.  The main goal of this study is to create a model that incorporates multiple contexts to account for those people who might otherwise be missed if only one context was examined such as church.  As to which context supplies the greatest effect on participation, sense of community from clubs is the strongest, followed closely by neighborhood, friends and the interaction between church sense and church declaration, however they have similar overall impacts
. Interestingly, sense of community from clubs and neighborhood have as strong an impact on civic participation as does education and income, thus we should not take lightly the effects of context on political engagement.  People receive political information from a host of informants and organizations.  We should not limit our research to solely individual variables such as income, age, gender and race.  Nor should we only consider one context or another but instead look at all of them simultaneously.
 It is also important to note that not everyone may have a sense of community, those folks would just fall out of the model, in essense they would have zero or near zero for sense of community no matter where it stems from.  But for those that do have a sense of belonging it must come from somewhere.  This study attempts to examine the sources of community connectedness and how it effects civic participation. Given the substantive importance of civic engagement, additional effort is needed to examine how civic participation and community attachment effect government performance. 

Table 1: Factor Scores for Independent Senses of Community

 A: Church Sense

	Variables
	Factor Loading

	Church Membership
	.79

	Attendance
	.82

	Participation
	.73

	Volunteering
	.70


N=28,696

B: Friend Sense

	Variables
	Factor Loading

	Having friend to your home
	.71

	Hanging out in public places
	.64

	Socializing with co-workers
	.54

	Playing cards/games with friends
	.46


N= 19,879

C: Neighborhood Sense

	Variables
	Factor Loading

	Neighborhood Association
	.45

	Work on a community project
	.52

	Volunteer in your neighborhood
	.75


N=29,058

D: Club Sense

	Variables
	Factor Loading

	Attendance
	.56

	Number of organizations
	.65

	Number of times volunteered
	.52

	Officer/Board Member
	.62


N=29,043

E: Correlation between factor scores

	Variables
	Church Sense
	Neighborhood Sense
	Friend Sense
	Club Sense

	Church Sense 
	1.00
	
	
	

	Neighborhood Sense
	.25
	1.00
	
	

	Friend Sense
	-.04
	.11
	1.00
	

	Club Sense
	.32
	.55
	.19
	1.00


N=19,492

Data Source: Social Capital Benchmark Survey 2000.

Cell entries are standardized factor loadings.
Table 2:

Unstandardized Poisson Regression Estimates:  Effect on civic participation

	Independent Variables
	Baseline Model
	Full Model

	Factor Scores
	
	

	     Church Sense
	.04**

(.01)
	.011

(.016)

	     Friend Sense
	.018#

(.01)
	.054#

(.029)

	     Neighborhood Sense
	.15**

(.009)
	.16**

(.018)

	     Club Sense
	.22**

(.008)
	.24**

(.015)

	Dummies for Source of Sense of Community
	
	

	     Church Claim Dummy
	-.134**

(.02)
	-.12**

(.02)

	     Friends Claim Dummy
	.0216

(.024)
	.017

(.024)

	     Neighborhood Claim Dummy
	.020

(.016)
	.023

(.02)

	     City  Claim Dummy
	-.017

(.018)
	-.007

(.02)

	Control Variables
	
	

	Gender
	.017

(.014)
	.016

(.014)

	Age
	.06**

(.008)
	.06**

(.008)

	Income
	.026

(.004)
	.026**

(.004)

	Education
	.14**

(.009)
	.14**

(.009)

	Black
	.02

(.023)
	.02

(.023)

	Hispanic
	-.19**

(.05)
	-.19**

(.05)

	Asian
	-.34**

(.08)
	-.34**

(.08)

	Non-Metropolitan County
	-.03

(.02)
	-.03

(.02

	Same County as MSA Center
	.011

(.019)
	.011

(.019)

	Interaction Terms
	
	

	Church Sense X Church Claim Dummy
	
	.04*

(.017)

	Friend Sense X Friend Claim Dummy
	
	-.04

(.03)

	Neighborhood Sense X Neighborhood Claim Dummy
	
	-.02

(.019)

	Club Sense X City Claim Dummy
	
	-.031*

(.014)

	Constant
	.4

(.05)
	.4

(.05)

	Sample Size

Wald X2 
	7214

(17)=5598.15

p<.00001
	7214

(21)=6585.84

p<.0001

	Log Likelihood
	-11555.5
	-11552.2


Note: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. A **, *, and # indicates significance at .01, .05 and .10 respectively for two-tailed tests.

Data Source: Social Capital Benchmark Survey 2000.

Table 3:  Factor change in expected count for unit increase in independent variables when P>|z| <.10 (Standardized Estimates)

	Variables
	exp (b)

	Friend Sense
	1.06

	Neighborhood Sense
	1.18

	Club Sense
	1.28

	Church Claim Dummy
	.89

	Income
	1.03

	Age
	1.06

	Education
	1.15

	Asian
	.71

	Hispanic
	.83

	Church Sense x Church Claim Dummy
	1.04

	Club Sense x City Claim Dummy
	.97


Data Source: Social Capital Benchmark Survey 2000.
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Figure 3:
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Figure 4:
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Figure 5:
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Appendix A:  Descriptive Statistics

Variable:



     Frequency

Friend Claim Dummy


Yes

12,823





 
No

1630

Neighborhood Claim Dummy

Yes 

11,322






No

3067

Church Claim Dummy


Yes

10,512






No

2631

City Claim Dummy


Yes

11,399






No

3099

Gender




Male (0)

12,037






Female (1)
17,196

Age




18-34

8914

35-49  
9487

50-64  
5871

65 +
 
4252

Education



HS or less
9760






Some college
9385






College Degree
9719

Non-Hispanic black


Yes

3502






No

25127

Hispanic




Yes

2554

No

26,075

Asian




Yes

680

No

27,949

Non-Hispanic White


Yes

7752

(reference category)


No

20,877

Non-metropolitan County


Yes

4102

No

25,131

Same County as MSA center city






Yes

6266

No

22,967

County outside center city county

Yes

3942

(reference category)


No

25,291

Data Source: Social Capital Benchmark Survey 2000. 
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� For a list of relevant literature see Bennett and Bennett 1986, 183-186.


� For a list of relevant definitions of “community attachment” and “social connectedness” see Johnson, Shively and Stein 2001, 1-2.


� Except for the West Oakland, California survey which ran from December 2000-February 2001.


� Claim for sense of community from city X is used as a proxy for clubs because there was no question that related directly to clubs giving an individual a sense of community.


� Although only half the sample was given this series of questions, it did not set up a cuing effect such that those respondents who were asked the source of sense of community questions were not more likely to answer a particular way on the remainder of the survey.  I split the sample by those who were given the question(s) about source of sense of community and those who were not.  When the sample was split the results for the PRM in each set were identical.


� When justified from a joint-F test, some models do not include interaction terms.  Descriptive statistics for control variables can be found in Appendix A.


� A negative binomial regression model was also run and the test for overdispersion indicated there was no evidence of overdispersion, thus I proceeded with  a poisson regression model.


� I used Long’s S-Post program to calculate predicted probabilities in Stata 7.


� High values are taken at the 95th percentile and low values at the 5th percentile to account for any outliers or extreme values that could skew the results.


� Huckfeldt, Plutzer and Sprague (1993) examined churches and neighborhoods simultaneously.


� Standardized results are shown in Table 3.


� Note this study lacks an examination of the workplace environment but the data do not permit this type of analysis at this time.  However, the results demonstrate future studies examining multiple contexts simultaneously should also consider the workplace environment.
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