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Abstract

Social capital theory predicts a reproduction of inequality through accumulation and use of social capital. This is in line with previous research (e.g., Flap 1991). We follow Lin, Ao and Song (2008) and try to integrate the study of the creation and returns of social capital in one study, while inquiring into this issue in The Netherlands, using the position generator as a measure of social capital. We study the effect of resources such as one’s human capital (education and work experience) and father’s occupational prestige as well as factors that increase meeting opportunities like participation in voluntary organizations and urbanization. All these resources might be conditions for an unequal distribution of social capital in the population. Furthermore, we investigate the consequences of having different amounts of social capital on socio-economic outcomes like supervisory responsibility and income. Yet, social capital theory implies that people with more social capital are not only better off regarding earnings, but they also have a higher wellbeing in general. Therefore, we considered also satisfaction with earnings and subjective health as a return of social capital. Finally, we argue that social capital affects also attitudes that are helpful in a more heterogeneous society like having an open mind. We employ data from two waves of a national representative panel study on the networks of the Dutch (2000/2007). Our results show that own human capital and the prestige of the father engender social capital in the form of having access to many jobs as well as to higher prestige jobs. Living in an urban area, participating in voluntary organizations as well as having a working partner helps to acquire these forms of social capital, while in addition it also promotes social capital in the form of the range of occupations one can access. Interestingly, having a working partner works especially for men.
 
Our empirical results show that general social capital enhances the chances of getting a supervisory position as well as earning a higher income. Unexpectedly, it affects satisfaction with earnings and subjectively reported health negatively. Finally, general social capital, i.e. range and upper reach, clearly stimulate the open-mindedness of a person.
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1 Introduction

The growing research on social capital in the last two decennia shows that the social capital research program is flourishing and that social capital directly affects people’s life chances. Most studies focus on some types of returns of social capital, the benefits one has through the social relationships one can access and use. The value of these relationships has been demonstrated for various domains of people’s lives, amongst others for getting a job (De Graaf and Flap 1988), getting a house (Dimaggio and Louch 1998), staying healthy and having literally a longer life (Berkman and Syme 1979). Only few studies are explicitly dedicated to the creation of social capital and the resulting distribution of social capital (for an example, see Halman & Luijkx 2006: 67; see also Coleman 1990/1993). Apart from Lin, Ao and Song (2008) there are to our knowledge no studies which aim at both, the creation as well as the returns of social capital (see Flap & Völker, 2004 for examples of separate studies on both issues). 

Yet, the beauty of the program as well as the major advantage of the social capital theory is that it allows non-trivial statements about the conditions under which social networks are created as well as predictions on the returns of these social networks. One reason for that gap in the existing research probably lies in the broadness of the idea – social capital is assumed and shown to have encompassing consequences for one’s life. Furthermore, another obstacle for bringing creation and returns together can be attributed to differences in measurements. Although considerable progress has been made in measuring social capital (see e.g. Van der Gaag 2004), still, many studies are rather difficult to compare because of differences in sampling, measurements as well as methods of analysis. But the major reason probably is the lack of longitudinal data sets that allow analyzing time-sequences. The purpose of this contribution is to study creation and returns of social capital simultaneously, in the same group of people and with the same measurements, using two different points of measurements. Because we want to be able to compare our results on The Netherlands with those made in other countries we follow a similar set-up as applied in Lin et al.’s study of urban citizens in China (2008).
2 Theoretical frame: social capital theory

The literature on social capital has grown enormously and is still growing. This is not only due to the usefulness of that theory, but also to the broadness and vagueness of the concept of social capital. The term social capital is currently used for many phenomena not covered by the theory of social capital. 
Social capital research started by building upon the image of an individual actor, who has social capital consisting of his ties to others, the readiness of these others to help him or her, and their capability to do so, given their own resources. The main idea is that those with better social capital will be better able to realize their goals. In the latter years this idea of social networks as social capital has been overtaken by a communitarian approach on social capital (Moore et al. 2005). Impressed by Robert Putnam’s books Making Democracy Work (1993) and Bowling Alone (2000) scholars now see social capital as a feature of larger entities, of corporate actors, like states, regions, municipalities and the like. Putnam indicates social capital by networks, general trust, norms of reciprocity and especially by memberships of voluntary organizations. In his 1993-book he makes a case for the economic an social welfare of the North of Italy and the misery of the South of Italy as flowing from the presence, respectively the absence of a regional tradition of organizational involvement. Networks at the collective level, especially so-called bridging ties that interconnect different communities, promote general trust and cooperation.
 Using these lateral ties to each other, citizens force local politicians and bureaucrats to practise good government. 
 
Both perspectives developed relatively independently from each other and in different fields of the social sciences, e.g., in sociology and in political science. While the focus of the micro level perspective on social capital is on individual action and behavior, the focus of macro level social capital is on collective action or collective good consumption. This latter view entails that people benefit not only from accessing or using relationships - ties are not always necessary to enjoy benefits - but there are collective goods available in certain groups of people which can be accessed merely via membership to that group. For example, one can benefit from the attention neighbors pay when they watch the streets, houses and each other’s children in a neighborhood, without having direct ties to these neighbors. 
The two approaches, on individual and on collective level social capital, do not contradict each other, though. Rather, they are complementary. One might even apply a network interpretation of social capital at the collective level. Yet, it should be noted that the view on social capital at the macro level differs from the micro perspective in the sense that individual investments are not always necessary and returns have collective good characteristics. 
In our contribution, we focus on social capital at the micro level. We deliberately neglect macro aspects, because we assume that causes and consequences for this type of social capital might be different. In other words, the study of differences in the distribution of collective social capital, e.g. between neighborhoods, probably requires different arguments and measurements which would make the scope of this paper much too broad. Therefore, we stick to the micro perspective of social capital. In that frame, the hard core of the program is rather straightforward and consists of two statements. First, those with more and better social capital are better able to realize their goals. Second, people will invest in ties to the degree that these ties are instrumental in achieving people’s goals. In this perspective, social capital is consisting of ties to others. While the first statement of the hard core gives clues on the consequences of having and using social capital, the second statement of the hard core helps to find hypotheses on the conditions under which people create social capital. In particular, this leads to the expectation that ties to people with many resources, that are ties to people who are higher on the societal ladder will probably be most instrumental and that they therefore are wanted as a new network member. People who are already in the highest social strata will probably form ties to others similar to themselves, since there are no others available who provide higher access. In other words, the idea that people establish ties to others who are expected to be instrumental in the future leads to the expectation of social closure among different strata. 
While this reasoning assumes the importance of preferences for certain others, another type of argument can be made when acknowledging that there is also a supply side to social contacts. Personal networks and hence a person’s social capital is also affected through the chances one has to meet certain others. The social composition of the contexts in which one works, spends leisure time and so forth, therefore has a substantial influence on the resulting network (see Marsden 1990; McPherson and Smith-Lovin 1987; Mollenhorst, Völker and Flap 2008a and b). Social settings are often socially homogeneously composed.
 So, both of these views, the demand as well as the supply side, lead to the expectation that social capital will consolidate rather than soothe social cleavages. Our general hypotheses is that those who are already in the higher social strata will create more social capital and have again more and better returns. Further, different forms of social capital will matter for different kinds of returns. For returns related to occupational attainment, height of access in terms of occupational prestige is more important than number of others that one can access or the range of social prestige ladder that is covered by one’s network. For satisfaction with one’s financial situation it might be more important that one sees also others who earn less, hence range of social capital might have an effect here. The same might hold for subjective health. Finally, for having an open mind (see e.g. Rokeach 1960, Laumann 1973) in particular network range as an indicator of network diversity is expected to have an effect. 
3 Data and measurements

a) Data

The data collection for this study started in 1999/2000, in the course of the larger research program ‘Creation and Returns to Social Capital’ which has been founded by the Dutch National Science Foundation. The dataset is called SSND1 (the Survey of the Social Networks of the Dutch). The data include information on 1007 individuals between the ages of 18 and 65, representing the Dutch population. In 2006/2007 a second wave has been conducted, with the same respondents. Of the 1007 respondents of the first wave, the addresses of 850 persons have been traced after 7-8 years and 604 persons (71%) participated a second time in our research. 
Since a number of our research projects focuses on relations and social capital among neighbors and within neighborhoods, the sample is actually a neighborhood sample. The initial sampling procedure was as follows: we randomly sampled forty municipalities representing the different Dutch provinces and regions and taking into account size differences between these municipalities. Within each municipality, we randomly selected four neighborhoods. For the neighborhood identification, the Dutch zip-code system was used.
 Finally, we randomly selected two samples of 12 and 13 addresses, respectively, in each neighborhood and attempted to interview about eight respondents per neighborhood. This procedure was applied to achieve an overrepresentation of the working population. In one sample only the working individuals were interviewed and in the other, everybody who was selected was asked for an interview. In this way, we obtained one sample representing the Dutch active labor force and one representing the Dutch population in general. In the final sample, 758 respondents were employed. The response rate for both samples together was forty percent. As stated earlier, the data consists of 1007 individual respondents in 161 neighborhoods. Higher educated persons and men are slightly over-represented in the whole sample, yet the sub-sample of the working population can be considered representative for the Netherlands. Van der Gaag (2004) constructed weights for the overrepresented characteristics of the population sample, yet did not find any remarkable differences in analyses with the weighted sample and with the un-weighted sample. 

b) Measurements

Social Capital.  Social capital was measured using the position-generator items (Lin and Dumin 1986; Lin, Fu, and Hsung 2001; Van der Gaag, Snijders, and Flap 2008). We asked each respondent, “Do you know anyone among your relatives, friends, or acquaintances who has one of the following positions?” (‘Knowing’ means that you and the person can recognize each other and also greet each other, as well as that you know this person’s first name and that you could have a short talk with each other. A list of 30 occupational titles then followed, ranging from the lower to the upper ranks social strata, see the list in Table 1. Next the occupational titles were recoded into prestige scores. To estimate the prestige scores the occupational titles were coded according to the Standard International Codes for Occupational Prestige Scale (ISCO) constructed by Ganzeboom and Treiman (1996). Three indices were generated from the 30 occupations: 
(1) Extensity - the number of occupations a respondent could access; Lin et al. (2008) call this general social capital.
(2) Upper reachability - the highest occupational prestige score among accessed occupations, and  
(3) Range - the difference between the highest and lowest accessed occupational prestige scores. The strength of the ties that provide access to various positions is measured by an additional interpretative question: “Is this person that you know in this position family, a friend or an acquaintance?”
== Table 1 about here  ===

Table 1 shows that people’s access differs considerably among certain types of occupations. While about three quarters of the respondents know a nurse, only 16 percent know a union leader. Further, there are interesting differences in the strength of a tie which provides access: Access via acquaintances is by far not always the most frequent one, although this is what one would expect, since acquaintances, which are weaker ties, enhance the range of contacts. Actually, most positions are accessed via strong ties to family members. In this sample of the Dutch also the summary indices show that the Dutch have ample access via family ties: the range of positions is largest for the access through family and not through acquaintances. Also the upper reach is slightly higher for family than for acquaintances.
On average, the Dutch access 15 of the 30 positions provided. Most of the positions are accessed via family or acquaintances, while friends are least often mentioned. 
Human capital.  Human capital was indicated by the following measurements: (1) education, measured on a four-level scale (secondary or lower, high school, associate college, and college and graduate); and (2) having a paid job; and (3) having a white collar job. We also inquired into the length of time one works in the current occupation, yet we did not include this indicator in our final analyses since it has no effect. 
Membership in voluntary associations.  We included different indicators for a respondent’s activity in voluntary organizations. First, we used the number of different organizations to which one is a member, second we also used a dichotomous coding for memberships. There is no remarkable difference between the two indicators in the analysis, except that the inclusion of the number of organizations usually showed a somewhat higher partial correlation coefficient. Besides the count and the dummy of membership we also included whether a person gives money to charity organizations, is a blood donor, or is doing voluntary work. Remarkably, in all analyses membership in general is a more important predictor than doing voluntary work. 
Occupational Attainment. We considered the following attainment variables:  
1) Being a supervisor:  measured as a dichomous variable (0= no, 1=yes). 

2) Income: measured as a scale consisting of 17 categories, we used the log of income in most analyses . 

In addition to monthly income, we also wanted to know to what degree social capital contributes to more subjective outcomes, like satisfaction with life and wellbeing. Moreover, we expect that social capital affects whether one has a ‘closed mind’. More concretely, in particular the diversity of occupations one has access to can expected to be associated positively with cognitive openness. We therefore included three different measures, satisfaction with one’s financial situation, self-reported subjective health and a measure for open mindedness and dogmatism.
satisfaction with financial situation: is measured via the question: “Please tell me to which degree you are satisfied with your current financial situation?”; there were seven answer categories presented, ranging from very unsatisfied to very satisfied. 

Subjective health: is measured via the question: “All in all, how do you evaluate your current health?” Seven answer categories were presented ranging from very bad to very good. 
Open mindedness/Dogmatism: We included a number of items form the dogmatism scale developed by Rokeach (1960).While this scale comprises about 60 items, we only used 6 items from this scale, which resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of .72.  The items were as follows: 
· Most people do not know what is good for them
· Of all existing ideologies in the world there is probably just one really true.
· A group of people in which many different opinions are tolerated shall not exist for long
· A person who tolerates many contradicting positions has no own opinion.
· With people who think different  on, e.g. religion, one should not compromise too easily in case of conflicts, and
· For most questions, there is only one answer. 

Answer categories ranged from 1 to 7; the higher, the less agreement with the statement. 
Control variables.  The control variables included: 
(1) Age; in all analyses we inquired also into the possibility of a curvilinear association between  age with the outcome variable, and 
(2) Gender, coded as  1 = male and 0 = female. 
(3) Furthermore, we controlled for the degree of urbanization in the area where the respondent lived. We did so because one can argue that the number and the density of addresses in one’s living environment determine access to others in general and hence to resources and social positions in particular. We used the codes provided by the Dutch Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS 2004). Urbanization: coded as 1= less than 100 addresses per square km, 2 = between 1000 and 1500 addresses per square km and 3= more than 1500 addresses per square km.
Take note: the dependent variables were taken from the second time of measurement in 2007/2008.  The independent and the control variables were taken from the 1999/2000 dataset. 
Table 2 provides an overview of descriptive statistics of the other variables used in the analyses. 
=== table 2 about here == 

4 Results

We analyzed our data in two steps, first, we inquired into the question of who has created more social capital and second, we studied various returns on social capital. Section 4.1 presents the regression models on the creation or distribution of social capital and section 4.2 is on the results on the consequences of social capital. 

4.1. Creation of social capital
Extensity

We started with a model on general socio-demographic conditions, such as gender, age, ethnic origin and the prestige of father’s job, and the degree of urbanization. The first data column in table 3 shows that those being male, and having a father with a high prestige job mention more occupational positions, i.e. have more extensive social capital. Interestingly, with increasing age, social capital first increases but decreases later on. 
== Table 3 about here ==

 Furthermore, we found that people in cities have more social capital at their disposal, in particular compared to people in the suburban areas. In the second model we added indicators for human capital, i.e., education, having a paid job and working in a white collar occupation. Higher educated people mention more positions and it affects also social capital extensity if one has paid work and works in a white collar occupation. The third model shows that membership also has a strong positive effect on social capital. In the last model, we inquired into the effect of having a partner who works. Interestingly, the interaction between having a working partner and gender indicates that men benefit more from a working partner than women. Figure 1 illustrates this combined effect.
== Figure 1 about here ==

Upper reach

Table 4 applies the same regression models to the upper reach of social capital, i.e. the highest positions one can access through one’s social network. The table shows that upper reach increases with age – note that there is no curvilinear effect found in these models – and with father’s occupational prestige. Furthermore, people in cities have more social capital than those who live in areas with a lower population density. Human capital is also a strong predictor of the upper reach of social capital: higher educated people have much more access to higher social strata. Furthermore, again, memberships in voluntary organizations have an important positive effect. In the last model, we again inquired into the effect of having a working partner and whether this effect is conditioned by the partner's sex: again, we found that in particular men benefit when their partner has a job. Note that in none of the models a main effect of sex is found.
== Table 4 about here ==

This interaction effect is illustrated in figure 2.

== Figure 2 about here ==

Range
Table 5 shows the models on the last indicator for social capital, the range of positions a person can access. Our results show that range of positions is difficult to explain and that the applied models are rather weak. Father’s prestige and a person’s age have no stable effects and own education is not significant at all. Only the indicators for membership in voluntary organizations and urbanization show robust significant coefficients. The former condition, membership, leads to a greater range, while living in suburban areas is associated with access to a smaller range of social positions compared to those who live in cities. Furthermore, and similar to the other models, men benefit when their partner has a paid job, more than women do. Figure 3 illustrates this finding.
== Table 5 about here ==

== Figure 3 about here == 

As to the difference between men and women in terms of the benefits from social capital one has because of a working partner, it should be noted that if the interaction term is not included in the models, there is a significant main effect of having a working partner, indicating that in general all persons with such a partner have better access to social capital. The main effect, however, disappears when the interaction term is included in the model. 
4.2 Returns of social capital

Next we inquired into the returns of social capital. First, we studied effects of social capital on having a supervisory position. General social capital indeed enlarge the chances of becoming a supervisor. Note that there are at least seven years between the measurement of social capital and the predicted position. Table 6 summarizes the results of the logistic regression model. We do not show the models which include upper reach of accessed positions and range of social capital because we did not find a significant effect of these two indicators on income and the other conditions did not remarkably change. 
== Table 6 about here ==
Table 6 shows that before all men have more chance to attain a supervisory position. The odds for migrants are also above one, but the parameter is not significant. Further, there is a highly significant association between the number of people mentioned in the position generator and supervisory position. The other parameters do not cross the border of significance although some of them are very close, e.g., education and ethnic origin.


Table 7 shows our models on monthly earnings. Again, there is a clear effect of being a man on the amount of one’s income, all other things equal. Further and unexpectedly, people in smaller villages earn more money. In addition and, as one could expect, a person’s education makes for higher earnings. Also membership in voluntary organization enhances one’s income, an effect which is stable in all models. Finally, the number of positions (extensity) as well as the upper reach with regard to prestige one can access contribute to the explanation of the variation in income. Range of positions has no effect for the height of a person’s income.
== Table 7 about here ===

Table 8 shows one’s satisfaction with one’s earnings. Note that we did control for actual income in these models. Here, satisfaction increases with age. Also, having a Dutch origin enhances satisfaction with one’s monetary situation. With regard to education, in particular those who finished college are more satisfied. Furthermore, having a partner who has a paid job has also a positive effect and, not surprisingly, there is a strong positive effect of one’s current income on satisfaction. In these analyses, being merely a member of a voluntary organization did not have a strong effect, yet doing actively voluntary work makes for more satisfaction as well as being a blood donor and giving money in charity collections. Strangely enough, social capital indicators dampen income satisfaction. 
== Table 8 about here == 

Table 9 shows the models for subjective health. Subjective health decreases first with age, yet, the effect changes its sign, indicating that older people at a certain point rate their health again as being relatively good. Furthermore, Dutch rate their own health as being better than migrants and those who finished college feel also somewhat healthier than those whose education is less than high school. In addition, having a working partner is correlated with a better health rating, the same holds for income, while membership has no effect on subjective health. Again, those who rate their health better actually have less social capital to dispose of. 
== Table 9 about here ==

Table 10, finally, shows that those with access to a greater range of occupations also have a more open mind. General social capital has no effect. Also quite interesting is that memberships as such did not have the expected positive effect but church members do have a more closed mind. Furthermore, as one would expect, an open mind goes together with having a higher education. In addition, women are more open minded than men and open mindedness increases first with age, but decreases later on. 
== Table 10 about here == 

Because of the large number of analyses, the outcomes of all tables are summarized in table 11.

== Table 11 about here == 

5. Conclusion
Our attempt to integrate the research on the production and consequences of social capital leads to the following conclusions. As to our study of the creation or emergence of social capital, the results of our analyses show that own human capital and prestige of the father do engender own social capital in the form of having access to many jobs as well as to higher prestige jobs. Living in an urban area and participating in voluntary organizations as well as having a working partner also affect these forms of social capital positively. In addition they also promote social capital in the form of the range of occupations one can access. Having a working partner works especially for men.
Considering the returns of social capital, social capital increases a person’s chances of getting a supervisory position as well as of getting a better income. More precisely, only those with more general social capital and men have better chances of becoming a supervisor. Further, men, people who have a higher education, those who are a member to more organizations, and have more social capital, do have a better income. Unexpectedly those in smaller villages earn more than those who live elsewhere. 
Social capital has, quite unexpectedly, negative effects on satisfaction with one’s income, and also on self-reported health. 


Rather interesting is the empirical support that is found for the idea that an open network leads to an open mind: have more social capital, i.e., range and upper reach, increases the openness of mind (cf. Putnam 2007).

Furthermore, it should be noted that our results on supervision are quite different compared to those found by Lin et al. (2008). These authors found, amongst others, significant effects on supervision for age, gender (male), having a college education, urbanization and memberships, while in our study only gender and general social capital, that is, the number of accessed occupations, matter. With regard to earnings the results are more similar.
Most of our findings on differential access to social capital can be easily interpreted within social capital theory. Education and father’s prestige are ego’s resources, making them more interesting interaction partners to others, whereas memberships and urbanization increase the meeting chances. Age probably first indicates a growing work experience and other forms of human capital, later in life age indicates a shrinking shadow of the future. 
With regard to outcomes, it is hard to understand why having more social capital does not lead to satisfaction with one’s earnings and why it does not promote a better self-reported health. The effects are even negative. It is also surprising that there is no effect of father’s prestige on his children’s prestige and earnings. So there is no reproduction over the generations in this respect. Having a partner with a good education and a good job is promoting the career of the main actor someone’s partner is a major form of social capital to ego, always available and strongly prepared toe help (see Bernasco, De Graaf and Ultee 1997 for more on these partner-effects).

Further, in other studies, ethnic origin has shown to have strong consequences for social resources and relationships (e.g., Völker, Pinkster & Flap 2008), while in our study effects are small or non-existent. This is probably due to the fact that we have only very few migrants in our sample (n = 80 in the first wave).  

Having a partner with a paid job is a specific kind of social capital. It is another intriguing finding in this regards that men benefit more from their wife’s social capital than wives do. We are not sure how we can explain this finding. It might imply that women actually are not aware of the social capital they can access via their husband. This finding deserves more inquiry. One wants to know, for example, whether this is true for all types of occupations, social status, or how it is related to the amount of hours the partners are working. 


Also, the negative effects that we have found of social capital on self-perceived health and financial satisfaction deserve closer attention. Maybe they are a result of social comparison processes. People who see mostly others who are similar or even better off than themselves might rate their own situation less positive. 


Finally, although we have employed longitudinal data, causality issues remain a problem – at the first point of our measurements people already had established a network as well as outcomes of these networks. The returns of social capital might also affect its creation. Future research should try to better disentangle cause and effect. Partially this issue can be tackled through the application of structural equation models in our data. 
6. Discussion
Social capital research seems to have entered a new phase. In particular, it is new that studies allow for comparison of networks of citizens in different societies. European sociology seems to have a special place in this development, because sociology in Europe is catching on with the research front in various research areas, inter alia, in network research. Further and even more so, Europe has a quite interesting institutional and cultural variation between various countries. The diffusion of multilevel-regression analysis is, of course, another stimulant of this kind of research.
Our study adds to the research field by studying creation and returns of social capital and adds the case of the Netherlands to the small but growing international comparative research on social capital. Our contribution has an additional, original twist, though, as it uses longitudinal data.

By now there are three types of this comparative research depending on how social capital is measured. A first literature is using the name-generator annex name-interpreter methodology. Höllinger and Haller (1990) compared social networks of citizens in seven countries involved in the International Social Survey Program (ISSP) of 1986 and showed that people in Middle Europe, that is in West-Germany, Austria, and Hungary, have fewer (or no) friends than in other western countries. Using the same data set Immerfall (1997) described in more detail the differences between the networks of citizens of different western countries. Next to the size of the networks of people from different countries there are also clear differences in their composition. People from the Middle and Southern European countries include more family within their networks than people from the Nordic countries, and people from Australia and the United Stated include even less family. Moreover, people in Middle Europe go more often to the same people for different kinds of help. 

Such differences in social capital might be caused by differences in institutions. One hypothesis is that welfare states drive out social capital incorporated in people’s personal social networks. This hypothesis is called the crowding-out hypothesis. In contrast is the hypothesis on socio-economic security: welfare states and economic prosperity enable individual citizens to engage in voluntary associations without time-pressure and to acquire a sense of belonging. Using Euro-barometer data from 1992 on 13 European countries Scheepers, Te Grotenhuis and Gelissen (2002) showed that the more developed the welfare state is, the smaller the social capital people have (‘crowding out hypothesis’). However, a recent publication by Van der Meer, Scheepers and Te Grotenhuis (2008) on ISSP-data on 20 western countries from 2001 refutes this first hypothesis, social security does not have a negative impact on social participation, and actually the second hypothesis is confirmed. An interesting additional finding they make is that a corrupt state leads to less social bonds between ordinary citizens. 

There is another branch of comparative research that is based on measuring social capital by the degree of interpersonal trust. The volume edited by Meulemann (2008) presents various examples of such work, all using data from the The European Social Survey of 2002. The fact that there seem to be larger areas of multiple neighboring countries with similar network patterns suggests cultural causes. Using such a measure Halman and Luijkx (2006) studied the degree to which cultural differences have an effect on interpersonal trust. And indeed a high civic morality and a low level of individualism do promote interpersonal trust quite clearly (Halman & Luijkx 2006: 8).

The small research literature on social capital in communist and former communist societies uses both the name-generator and the interpersonal trust questions to measure social capital (see, for example, various contributions to Badescu and Uslaner, 2003). The general upshot of what is known is that citizens in former communist countries of Central and Eastern Europe have less trust in their fellow citizens than those in the West. Their associational involvement is also far lower than their Western counterparts. Their social networks do not seem to be that different form those in Western countries, though. For more empirical results on the differences in social capital between transition and non-transition countries, see Kaase and Parts (2007). 

Lately there is yet another, a third branch of comparative research in the making, a literature that uses the position generator. Together with Lin et al. (2008) we are among the first to start this line of comparative research.
 See also various contributions to Lin and Erickson (2008). Take note, the last variant, i.e., the position generator, and the first variant, i.e. the name generator basically measure social capital in the classic network interpretation of having others who are prepared to help to a certain extent by putting their resources at the disposal of ego.  
Taking all together, our exercise has shown than job status, education, gender, and age affect a person’s social capital much. In addition, the population density of the area where one lives has an impact on the range of positions one can access. As to the returns of social capital, we could show that even when a period of about 7 – 8 years is in between the measurements, social capital has substantial positive effects on occupational outcomes and on open mindedness. 
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Table 1 Position Generator and Differential Access to General Social Capital (SSND1)
	Position  (ISCO-prestige score)
	Respondent Accessing  (in percent)

	
	Family 
	Friend
	Acquaintance
	Total (n)

	Lawyer (86)
	16.4
	11.4
	18.7
	46.5 (468)

	Physician (84)
	19.8
	 9.5
	20.3
	49.6 (500)

	Policy maker (82)
	17.7
	12.7
	14.7
	45.1 (454)

	Professional engineer (76)
	36.5
	13.5
	15.4
	65.4(659)

	IT expert (68)
	28.0
	18.3
	20.1
	66.4 (669)

	Director of firm (67)
	36.5
	17.1
	16.9
	60.5 (609)

	Manager (67)
	34.2
	18.0
	13.5
	65.5 (661)

	Union leader (66)
	 3.8
	  3.3
	 9.4
	16.5 (167)

	Scientist (65)
	19.3
	12.0
	10.7
	42.0  (423)

	High official (64)
	23.2
	11.4
	18.5
	53.1 (536)

	Real estate agent (64)
	 6.5
	 6.0
	18.1
	30.6 (308)

	Technician (63)
	38.8
	14.2
	16.0
	69.0 (694)

	Teacher  (62)
	36.8
	19.1
	17.0
	72.9 (734)

	Police officer (54)
	11.5
	  8.4
	22.1
	42.0 (422)

	Bookkeeper (52)
	25.2
	14.0
	23.5
	62.8 (633)

	Secretary (52)
	28.0
	17.4
	21.6
	67.1 (675)

	Insurance agent (52)
	11.2
	 7.7
	21.2
	40.1 (404)

	Farmer (46)
	24.6
	 8.4
	17.1
	50.0 (503)

	Musician (45)
	21.1
	14.2
	16.0
	54.3 (547)

	Nurse (44)
	38.8
	16.3
	19.9
	75.0 (751)

	Engine driver (44)
	 7.8
	 3.2
	 7.5
	18.4 (185)

	Cook (39)
	16.3
	11.1
	18.0
	45.5 (458)

	Barber (35)
	13.2
	 9.5
	25.4
	48.3 (486)

	Foreman (27)
	11.1
	 4.8
	10.3
	16.3 (741)

	Truck driver (26)
	20.9
	 8.5
	20.8
	49.7 (499)

	Postman (26)
	 7.2
	 4.7
	15.9
	26.8 (279)

	Sales person (22)
	30.4
	14.2
	17.2
	61.9 (622)

	Cleaning person (20)
	11.3
	  5.2
	18.1
	34.6 (349)

	Unskilled worker (15)
	15.8
	 6.6
	15.4
	37.8 (382)

	Construction worker (15)
	31.3
	11.7
	22.8
	65.9 (663)

	Summary Indices
	
	
	
	

	     Extensity:               Mean
	  6.43
	  3.35
	  5.22
	15.00

	                                    S.D.
	  3.80
	  3.25
	  4.43
	  5.63

	     Range:                   Mean
	45.20
	32.24
	43.30
	62.51

	                                    S.D.
	19.15
	22.55
	22.93
	11.31

	  Upper reachability: Mean
	73.58
	66.32
	71.35
	81.13

	                                    S.D.
	12.79
	15.60
	15.94
	  8.02


Table 2 Summary of key variables used from SSND1, 2000, and SSND2, 2007, (Percent or Mean; n=1006 and 604 respectively)

	SSND1
	
	
	

	
	percent
	mean
	SD

	Sex:                                                   Male
	57.9
	
	

	Female
	42.1
	
	

	Age
	
	45.10
	11.16

	Education :                                     Secondary or lower (1)
	35.5
	
	

	High school (2)
	24.1
	
	

	Associate college (3)
	25.4
	
	

	College and graduate (4)
	15.0
	
	

	Employment status:                        Having a paid job
	75.5
	
	

	Tenure (years) 
	
	10.87
	10.21

	 Partner has a paid job
	41.0
	
	

	Kind of job for which one is educated/working in
	
	
	

	 White collar (vs. blue collar and farming)
	64.8
	
	

	Membership in voluntary organization
	86.2
	1.93
	1.30

	Degree of urbanization:                 Less than 1000 addresses per km2 (1)
	40.1
	
	

	Between 1000 and 1500 addresses per km2 (2)
	21.4
	
	

	More than 1500 addresses per km2 (3)
	37.9
	
	

	Fathers prestige (ISCO codes)
	
	46.86
	17.58

	Dutch origin
	91.0
	
	

	SSND2
	
	
	

	Supervision in present/last job
	42.6
	
	

	Monthly net  income (in analysis: 17 categories)
	
	
	

	   less than 500  € pm
	4.3
	
	

	   between 500 and 1000 € pm
	13.3
	
	

	   between 1000 and 1500 € pm
	20.4
	
	

	   between 1500 and 2000 € pm
	20.7
	
	

	   between 2000 and 2500 € pm
	19.6
	
	

	   between 2500 and 3000 € pm
	7.8
	
	

	   between 3000 and 3500 € pm
	5.1
	
	

	   between 3500 and 4000 € pm
	3.5
	
	

	 4000 € pm and more
	5.2
	
	

	Changed job since 1999
	35.1
	
	

	Satisfaction with                              very unsatisfied
	1.2
	
	

	financial situation:                           unsatisfied
	3.6
	
	

	considerably unsatisfied
	4.0
	
	

	not satisfied/ not unsatisfied
	5.1
	
	

	considerably satisfied
	13.4
	
	

	satisfied 
	62.0
	
	

	very satisfied
	10.6
	
	

	Subjective health :                           very bad
	0.2
	
	

	bad
	1.7
	
	

	considerably bad
	5.3
	
	

	not good, not bad
	4.0
	
	

	considerably good
	14.4
	
	

	good 
	57.1
	
	

	very good
	17.4
	
	

	Open mindedness/dogmatism (range 9 – 30; z-score is used in analyses)
	
	21.03
	3.41


Table 3 Determinants of General Social Capital: number of occupations mentioned (OLS regression; source: SSND1; standardized coefficients)

	
	Socio-demographic characteristics
	Added: human capital 
	Added: membership
	Added: working partner and interaction with gender

	
	 beta
	beta
	beta
	beta

	Gender (male)
	  .077**
	  .050
	   .035
	-.015

	Age 
	  .948***
	 .611**
	   .520**
	-.010

	Age squared 
	-.966***
	-.602**
	  -.550**
	Ns

	Origin (Dutch)
	.020
	  .013
	-.005
	-.006

	Prestige of father
	.082**
	  .031
	 .038
	.033

	Urbanization (ref: highest)
	
	
	

	1000 - 1500 adr/ km2
	-.109***
	-.103***
	-.065*
	-.056*

	· 500  adr/km2 
	  .015
	  .019
	  .011
	.018

	Education   (ref: Less than high school)
	
	
	

	High school
	
	 .052
	  .049
	.049

	Associate college
	
	 .062
	  .020
	.015

	Bachelor degree  

and above
	
	 .083**
	  .039
	.036

	Being employed
	
	.106***
	.092***
	.094**

	White collar job
	
	.078**
	.076**
	.070**

	Membership in voluntary association 
	
	
	.241***
	.244***

	Working partner
	
	
	
	.025

	Working partner*gender
	
	
	
	.105**

	Constant
	3.198 (2.878)
	5.296 (2.948)
	5.430 (2.883)
	10.831 (1.228)

	Observations
	1006
	965
	965
	965

	Adjusted R-squared
	.031
	.068
	.11
	.13


Note: * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%. 
Table 4 Determinants of General Social Capital: upper reach through social positions (OLS regression; source: SSND 1)
	
	Socio-demographic characteristics
	Added: human capital 
	Added: membership
	Added: working partner and interaction with gender

	
	 beta
	 beta
	 beta
	beta

	Gender (male)
	    .007
	  -.016
	 -.022
	-.075

	Age a)
	   .138***
	   .149***
	  .134***
	  .143

	Origin (Dutch)
	-.018
	  -.016
	-.022
	-.022

	Prestige of father
	 .198***
	   .109***
	.112***
	  .112***

	Urbanization (ref:highest)
	
	
	

	1000 - 1500 adr/ km2
	 -.131***
	-.111***
	-.105***
	-.103***

	> 500  adr/km2 
	 -.109***
	-.097***
	-.106***
	-.111***

	Education   (ref: Less than high school)
	
	
	

	High school
	
	.149***
	  .087**
	  .092***

	Associate college
	
	.088**
	  .162***
	  .161***

	Bachelor degree  

and above
	
	.177***
	  .183***
	  .180***

	Being employed
	
	.043
	  .037
	  .020

	White collar job
	
	.104***
	  .104***
	  .098***

	Membership in voluntary association 
	
	
	  .089***
	  .090***

	Working partner
	
	
	
	-.004

	Working partner*gender
	
	
	
	.116**

	Constant
	73.910 (1.639)
	71.784 (1.697)
	71.618 (1.692)
	71.624 (1.706)

	Observations
	965
	965
	965
	965

	Adjusted R-squared
	.069
	.14
	.15
	.16


Note: * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%. 

a) No effects of age squared have been found
Table 5 Determinants of General Social Capital: range of social positions (OLS regression; source: SSND 1)
	
	Socio-demographic characteristics
	Added: human capital 
	Added: membership
	Added: working partner and interaction with gender

	
	 Beta
	 beta
	 beta
	beta

	Gender (male)
	  .038
	   .020
	 .011
	-.026

	Age 
	  .456
	   .012
	-.011
	-.004

	Age squared
	 -.466*
	   ns
	  ns
	ns

	Origin (Dutch)
	.010
	   .008
	-.001
	-.003

	Prestige of father
	.061* 
	   .027
	.031
	 .032

	Urbanization (ref:highest)
	
	
	

	1000 - 1500 adr/ km2
	-.122***
	-.114***
	 -.104**
	-.101**

	> 500  adr/km2 
	 -.004
	-.001
	  -.016
	 -.023

	Education   (ref: Less than high school)
	
	
	

	High school
	
	 .041
	 .040
	 .048

	Associate college
	
	 .040
	 .015
	 .017

	Bachelor degree  

and above
	
	 .059
	 .032
	 .028

	Being employed
	
	 .070**
	 .060*
	 .028

	White collar job
	
	 .045
	 .045
	 .036

	Membership in voluntary association 
	
	
	.146***
	.145***

	Working partner
	
	
	
	 .056

	Working partner*gender
	
	
	
	.090*

	Constant
	50.804 (5.890)
	58.310 (2.530)
	57.319 (2.531)
	56.193 (2.689)

	Observations
	965
	965
	965
	965

	Adjusted R-squared
	.03
	.04
	.05
	.06


Note: * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%. 

Table 6 Returns of  Social Capital 1: Logistic Regression on supervision
	
	
	Added: membership
	Added : social capital

	
	Exp(B)
	Exp(B)
	Exp(B)

	Gender (male)
	3.260***
	3.265***
	3.264***

	Age a)
	  .993
	.993
	.993

	Origin (Dutch)
	1.319
	1.320
	1.390

	Prestige of father
	1.004
	1.004
	1.003

	Urbanization (ref:highest)
	
	
	

	1000 - 1500 adr/ km2
	  .789
	.788
	.823

	> 500  adr/km2 
	1.053
	1.055
	1.066

	Education   (ref: Less than high school)
	
	
	

	High school
	1.004
	1.004
	.967

	Associate college
	1.164
	1.167
	1.171

	Bachelor degree  

and above
	1.594
	1.601
	1.585

	Partner works
	  .834
	.834
	.786

	Changed job since 1999
	1.010
	1.016
	1.005

	Membership in voluntary organizations
	--
	.995
	.479

	Social capital (general)
	--
	--
	1.058***

	Constant
	.281**
	.282**
	.139**

	Observations
	604
	604
	604

	Pseudo R-squared (Nagelkerke)
	.110
	.111
	.131

	-2LL
	508.712
	508.609
	500.124


* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%


a) No effects of age squared have been found

Table 7  Returns of  Social Capital 2: OLS Regression on monthly income  
	
	
	Added: membership
	Added: social capital: extensity
	added: social capital: upper reach
	added: social capital: range

	
	Beta
	beta
	beta
	beta
	beta

	Gender (male)
	.404***
	.395***
	.391***
	.399***
	.396***

	Age a)
	  .019
	  .003
	.005
	-.009
	.057

	Origin (Dutch)
	-.006
	-.007
	-.004
	-.005
	-.006

	Prestige of father
	.056
	.058
	.055
	.049
	.057

	Urbanization (ref:highest)
	
	
	
	
	

	1000 - 1500 adr/ km2
	.020
	.026
	.027
	.032
	.029

	> 500  adr/km2 
	.087**
	.078**
	.078**
	.085**
	.078**

	Education   (ref: Less than high school)
	
	
	
	
	

	High school
	.052
	.049
	.046
	.044
	.047

	Associate college
	.272***
	.256***
	.254***
	.242***
	.255***

	Bachelor degree  

and above
	.377***
	.360***
	.357***
	.345***
	.357***

	Partner works
	.027
	.025
	.018
	.018
	.021

	Changed job since 1999
	.002
	-.003
	-.004
	-.006
	-.006

	Membership in voluntary organizations
	--
	.086**
	.070*
	.079**
	.078**

	Social capital 
	--
	--
	.063*
	.076**
	.021

	Constant
	3.567 (.956)
	3.451 (.953)
	2.911 (.999)
	.422 (1.754)
	2.496 (1.230)

	Observations
	595
	595
	595
	595
	595

	Adjusted R-squared
	.334
	.340
	.350
	.360
	.330


* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%

a) No effects of age squared have been found

Table 8:  Returns of Social Capital 3 -  OLS Regression on  satisfaction with financial situation 
	
	
	Added: Voluntary work and extensity
	Added: Upper reach
	Added: Range

	
	Beta
	beta
	beta
	beta

	Gender (male)
	-.076*
	-.056
	-.071*
	-.066

	Age 
	.139***
	.107***
	.119**
	.104**

	Origin (Dutch)
	.114**
	.106**
	.101**
	.100**

	Prestige of father
	.023
	.029
	.033
	.023

	Urbanization (ref:highest)
	
	
	
	

	1000 - 1500 adr/ km2
	-.009
	-.014
	-.022
	-.021

	> 500  adr/km2 
	.017
	.004
	-.006
	.002

	Education   (ref: Less than high school)
	
	
	
	

	High school
	.073
	.063
	.063
	.061

	Associate college
	.103***
	.103**
	.114**
	.099**

	Bachelor degree  

and above
	.037
	.040
	.051
	.041

	Partner works
	.156***
	.158***
	.155***
	.155***

	Changed job since 1999
	-.057
	-.058
	-.058
	-.057

	Income
	.295***
	.299***
	.302***
	.299***

	Doing  voluntary work
	
	.089**
	.077**
	.082**

	Giving money
	
	.094**
	.092***
	.096**

	Social capital 
	
	-.073*
	-.094**
	-.097**

	Constant
	3.350 (.347)***
	2.322 (.897)***
	4.088 (.670)***
	3.535 (.499)***

	Observations
	585
	585
	585
	585

	Adjusted R-squared
	.156
	.160
	.168
	.160


Note: +) significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%. no effects of age squared have been found

Table 9: Returns of Social Capital 4 -  OLS Regression on  subjective health   
	
	
	Added: Voluntary work and extensity
	Added: Upper reach
	Added: Range

	
	beta
	beta
	beta
	beta

	Gender (male)
	.013
	.014
	.002
	.005

	Age 
	-.645*
	-.636*
	-.664**
	-.671**

	Age squared
	.564*
	.544*
	.586*
	.580**

	Origin (Dutch)
	.095**
	.090**
	.091**
	.090**

	Prestige of father
	-.021
	-.014
	-.011
	-.019

	Urbanization (ref:highest)
	
	
	
	

	1000 - 1500 adr/ km2
	.044
	.045
	.040
	.040

	> 500  adr/km2 
	.003
	-.002
	-.009
	-.002

	Education   (ref: Less than high school)
	
	
	
	

	High school
	.060
	.063
	.062
	.061

	Associate college
	.114**
	.108**
	.120**
	.106**

	Bachelor degree  

and above
	.030
	.026
	.037
	.028

	Partner works
	.082*
	.092**
	.089**
	.089**

	Income
	.157**
	.160***
	.161***
	.159***

	Changed job since 1999
	.047
	.046
	.047
	.049

	Membership in voluntary organizations
	
	.064
	.047
	.055

	Social capital 
	
	-.092**
	-.081*
	-.093**

	Constant
	6.404 (.7835)***
	6.567 (.784)***
	7.369 (.940)***
	7.008  (.830)***

	Observations
	595
	595
	595
	595

	Adjusted R-squared
	.061
	.070
	.099
	.077


* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%

Table 10: Returns of Social Capital 4 -  OLS Regression on open mindedness  
	
	
	Added: membership and extensity
	Added: upper reach
	Added: range

	
	beta
	beta
	beta
	beta

	Gender (male)
	-.171***
	-.164***
	-.155***
	-.160***

	Age 
	  .557*
	  .502*
	  .554*
	  .551*

	Age squared
	-.652**
	-.581*
	-.659**
	-.640**

	Origin (Dutch)
	  .063*
	  .065*
	  .060
	  .060

	Prestige of father
	  .022
	  .011
	  .006
	  .017

	Urbanization (ref:highest)
	
	
	
	

	1000 - 1500 adr/ km2
	  .004
	  .021
	  .028
	  .027

	> 500  adr/km2 
	-.019
	  .004
	  .011
	 .002

	Education   (ref: Less than high school)
	
	
	
	

	High school
	 .092**
	  .090**
	  .075*
	  .078*

	Associate college
	.300***
	  .298***
	  .279***
	  .297***

	Bachelor degree  

and above
	.433***
	  .418***
	  .399***
	  .411***

	Partner works
	 .019
	  .017
	  .013
	  .015

	Income
	 .026
	  .008
	-.001
	  .021

	Changed job since 1999
	 .071*
	  .061
	  .058
	  .056

	Church membership
	
	-.140***
	-.131***
	-.137***

	Social capital 
	
	 .046
	  .108***
	  .098***

	Constant
	-1.513 (.674)**
	-1.391 (.672)**
	-2.503 (.795)
	-1.887 (.701)***

	Observations
	597
	590
	590
	590

	Adjusted R-squared
	.232
	.260
	.273
	.272


* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%

Table  11 Summary of Findings


	
	Dependent Variable
	
	

	Predictor
	Extensity
	Upper reach
	Range
	Supervision
	Income
	Satisfaction with income 
	Subjective health
	Open mind

	Male
	+
	
	
	+
	+
	-
	
	-

	Age
	+
	+
	
	
	
	+
	-
	+

	Age squared
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	+
	-

	Education (ref: less than High school)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	High school
	
	+
	
	
	
	
	
	+

	Associate college
	
	+
	
	
	+
	+
	+
	+

	Bachelor degree and above
	
	+
	
	
	+
	
	
	+

	Origin
	
	
	
	
	
	+
	+
	

	Prestige of Fathers’s job
	
	+
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Being employed
	+
	
	
	
	ni
	
	
	

	White collar
	+
	+
	
	
	ni
	
	
	

	Working partner
	+
	
	
	
	
	
	+
	

	Working partner*gender
	+
	+
	+
	
	
	
	ni
	ni

	Urbanization (ref. > 1500 adr/km2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1000-1500 addresses / km2
	-
	-
	-
	
	
	
	
	

	 < 1000 adr/km2
	
	-
	
	
	+
	
	
	

	Membership in voluntary associations
	+
	+
	+
	
	+
	+
	
	+church

	Income
	ni
	ni
	ni
	ni
	ni
	+
	+
	

	Social capital:    Extensity
	ni
	ni
	ni
	+
	+
	-
	-
	

	Upper reach
	ni
	ni
	ni
	
	+
	-
	-
	+

	Range
	ni
	ni
	ni
	
	
	-
	-
	+


Note: + indicates a positive significant coefficient; - a negative significant coefficient, NI indicates that condition has not been included in the particular analysis and en empty cell indicates no significant association. 
[image: image1.jpg]Estimated Marginal Means

15

MALE
— FEMALE

o YEs
PARTNER IS EMPLOYED




[image: image2.jpg]— FEMALE

vES

o

83

254

sueely [euiBIeiy porewnsa

EE

s0-

PARTNER IS EMPLOYED



[image: image3.jpg]Estimated Marginal Means

66|

65

64|

63

—1ALE
==« FEMALE

o YEs
PARTNER IS EMPLOYED






























































Figure 1: Estimated number of positions (extensity) accessed for males and females by employment status of the partners. Numbers are controlled for age, employment status of the respondent and urbanization.





Figure 2: Estimated upper reach of positions accessed for males and females by employment status of the partners. Numbers are controlled for age, employment status of the respondent and urbanization.





Figure 3: Estimated range of positions accessed for males and females by employment status of the partners. Numbers are controlled for age, employment status of the respondent and urbanization.








� Note that in his most recent work Putnam (2007) argues that diversity, in particular ethnic diversity enhances distrust and what he calls the ‘turtle’ effect, i.e. refraining from all kinds of participation and lower trust in all others, also in co-ethnics.


 


� There are of course large differences regarding the type of characteristic under consideration as well as the type of context (see Mollenhorst et al.  2008a). For example, going out places are more heterogeneously composed in terms of sex than work places, and family settings are more heterogeneously composed with regard to age than educational settings. 





� The Dutch zipcode system consists of a 6 digit code, referring to a geographical area. An area of 6 digits consists of 20-30 addresses on average, an area of 5 digits consists of 200-300 addresses and an area of 4 digits comprises 2000-3000 different addresses on average. We chose 5 digit areas in order to sample ecologically meaningful units. Note that the areas of 6 and 5 digits also delineate the route of postmen. 


�    Next to resources social capital is the product of meeting chances. In further research we could make additional assumptions on meeting places that promote meeting specific others (see Mollenhorst et al. 2008a,b)





�  Our design is somewhat better than that by Lin et al. (2008). Lin et al. used retrospective questions to establish social capital earlier on where as we measured social capital seven years before we determined income and supervision.
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