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I. SUPPLEMENTARY ANALYSES
I.1 DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS
Table S1 reports descriptive statistics for our three main sample groups – that is, Members, Never-members, and Dropouts (see Section 2 of the paper) - with respect to the three variables that were used in the recruitment to screen participants, that is, gender, age and education.
Apart from slightly oversampling people younger than 30 in the Dropouts group, the demographic characteristics of the three groups appear very similar. The null hypothesis that the three sample groups come from the same distribution cannot be rejected in a Kruskal-Wallis test, although the p-value lies just outside the conventional levels of significance for age (Gender: p=0.99; n1=262, n2=34, n3=77; Education: p=0.41; n1=254, n2=33, n3=77; Age: p=0.11; n1=262, n2=34, n3=76; All tests being reported in the SOM are two-tailed). However, the three groups appear to differ in their declared level of household income, which we did not control during recruitment due to its sensitivity for participants’ privacy (see Section III.2A). In this case, the null hypothesis that the three sample groups come from the same distribution can be rejected, although only at weak significance levels (p=0.058; n1=218, n2=28, n3=68). Overall, Members declared higher income levels than others.




[bookmark: _I.2_Econometric_models]I.2 ECONOMETRIC MODELS
We analyze the Amount Sent (AS) in the Trust Game (TG) within a Negative Binomial regression model. In this model, AS is assumed to be generated by a Poisson-like process, except that the variance of the random variable is not constrained to be equal to the expected value of the random variable as in the Poisson distribution. The model assumes the following distribution for AS for individual i:

	( 1 )
)					( 2 )

[bookmark: _Hlk76246055]is the expected value of AS and is modelled as a function of the vector of covariates used in the regression (for instance, models 1 and 2 in section 3.1 in main paper),  being the vector of estimated coefficients. α is the parameter that determines over-dispersion of the distribution with respect to the Poisson case. The variance for the negative binomial distribution is equal to  and it boils down to the Poisson case for . In all of our regressions the null hypothesis that  is rejected at p<0.05 (not reported; see output from analysis codes), thus confirming the validity of the negative binomial model. We also used a negative binomial model to analyze the expectation on AS,  in equation (6) in the main paper.

We analyzed Return Rates (RR) through a Tobit estimator applied to the panel dataset given by the six observed RR choices (one for each of the six AS levels). This model assumes that a latent variable defined on a continuum generated the observed RR choices:

 							( 3 )
 					( 4 )

 is an individual’s trustworthiness, i.e. her latent propensity to reward trust for each  level. This is modelled as a linear function of the vector of covariates , while  is the vector of estimated coefficients,  and  are an individual-specific and an idiosyncratic error term, respectively. The Tobit estimator takes into account that the observed  is censored at both the upper bound of  and the lower bound of . An individual willing to return either more than  , or less than  is prevented from doing so because such choices are unfeasible in the TG. Eq. (4) describes the mapping between the latent trustworthiness  and the observed trustworthiness  due to the censoring rules. 
We also used a Tobit estimator to analyze the expectation over RR,, in model (5) of the main paper. In this case we only had one observation for each individual, i.e. the expected RR corresponding to individual i’s actual choice  . Therefore, the dataset is a cross-section rather than a panel, and the mapping between the latent variable  and the observed variable is as follows:
 						( 5 )
			( 6 )

where the variables have the same meaning as before. 

[bookmark: _I.3_Analysis_of]I.3 ANALYSIS OF DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
Firstly, we comment on the demographic effects to predict AS as per the model of SOM: Table S6, column 2. Consistently with previous research (Bellemare and Kroger, 2007), we detected a non-linear effect of the participant’s age (β= 0.143; p=0.039 for the linear term; β=-0.0016; p=0.015 for the quadratic term). According to our model, trust in others peaks at an age of 42.6 years, and later decreases. Women sent significantly less than men (p=0.041). Keeping all other values at their means, a woman (man) had a 52% (64%) probability of sending more than 10 tokens to their counterparts. People who declared to believe in God, rather than being agnostic or atheists, sent significantly less than others (p=0.003). On the other hand, increased church attendance had a positive sign, though the coefficient was not significantly different from zero (p=0.14). Hence, people declaring to believe in God (labelled Believer) but who would not attend church meetings were those trusting the least. These individuals had a 45% probability of sending more than 10 tokens to the receiver, while non-believers had, ceteris paribus, a 68% probability of sending more than 10 tokens. Overall, this result may sound surprising at first, but is consistent with Putnam et al. (1993)’s findings of lower levels of trust among church-attendants. Putnam’s interpretation of this result is that, consistently with his theory, the hierarchical relationships typical of the Catholic Church harms trust in others. 
People born in Italy’s Southern regions (South) sent significantly less than others. Self-reported actual income, which about a quarter of the subjects declined to state, did not show any effect on the transferred amount, whether this was adjusted for household size (p=0.53) or not (p=0.95; not reported, available upon request). The significant effects of both Member_Ing (p<0.01) and Member_Out (p=0.043) were confirmed even in regressions including household income (not reported). Education, and whether a subject is retired or unemployed, were insignificant predictors of AS. Dissatisfaction with one’s income had instead a negative effect on AS (p=0.022). Given the result on self-reported income, we conjecture that this is driven by the element of “dissatisfaction” measured by this question, rather than by the actual income component.
Among the remaining variables, declaring that one is inclined to take financial risks had a weakly positive effect (p=0.065). This question had been taken from Fehr et al. (2002) and Dohmen et al. (2011), who showed its validity to predict experimental measures of risk aversion. This result shows that some participants saw the experimental decision as involving financial risk. Being born in a larger family was negatively correlated with AS, but the effect was weak (p=0.098). We also controlled for a possible effect of the experimenter conducting the session. We detected an effect, but this was weak (p=0.054) and turned insignificant in other specifications. All other demographic covariates and the number of errors committed in a comprehension test carried out before decisions (see section III.3 for greater details) turned out to be non-significant.
As for the Return Rate (RR) (Table S6, column 4), the non-linear effect of age was no longer statistically significant for receivers, although the signs were consistent with an inverted-U effect. Women returned less than men, though at weak significance levels (p=0.061). Among the variables defining the subject’s socio-economic status, we found a negative effect for being a pensioner (p=0.068). Among the remaining variables, having a larger family had a wakly significant negative effect on RR (p=0.070). Consistently with Ermisch and Gambetta (2010), we tentatively suggest that having more numerous and more intense family ties thwarts trust and trustworthiness, because particularized trust increases at the expense of generalized trust. The number of errors had in this case a significant positive effect (p=0.011), as well as the South dummy variable (p<0.01). The impact of “Believer” is again negative as for senders, but not significantly different from zero (p=0.114). All the other controls do not have a significant impact on .
We now comment on demographic effects in the econometric analysis to predict expectations of AS (Table S11, column 2). Women and participants who were particularly dissatisfied with their financial situation had lower expectations on others’ AS. A dummy variable identifying one of the two experimenters who conducted the sessions (Experimenter) is also significant at p<0.05. In order to check whether the above results are caused by a specific experimenter effect, we interacted this dummy variable with Member_Out. We found no significant effects of such interacted terms in predicting the two expectations measures (not reported). We thus conclude that Experimenter had a significant impact on the mean of the expectation measures, but not on the intensity of the effect of Member_Out. This ensures that the result we found were not driven by which experimenter conducted the session. Moreover, we also note that Experimenter does not exert effects in the ensuing regressions (see Tables S8, columns 3-6), once expectations measures are included in the model. 

[bookmark: _I.4_Association-level_analysis]I.4 ASSOCIATION-LEVEL ANALYSIS OF INGROUP EFFECTS
In this section we report the analysis of association heterogeneity. A conservative test on the existence of ingroup bias (H2 in Section 2.2 in main paper) is a Wilcoxon sign test on AS taking as an “observation” the mean (or median) behavior of members belonging to the association. We found no evidence to reject the null hypothesis that the mean AS in the Ingroup treatment is the same as in the Outgroup treatment (p=1.00). Since the mean AS is higher in the Ingroup treatment than in the Outgroup treatment in exactly five cases out of ten, the hypothesis of an ingroup bias is soundly rejected. The same occurs considering the median amount sent. In this case we have four ties, and four (two) associations for which the median is higher in the Outgroup (Ingroup) treatment.
[bookmark: _Hlk73012365]We conducted individual-level analysis fitting a Negative Binomial model interacting each association with dummies identifying participation in the Ingroup or Outgroup treatments. We examined the hypothesis H2 of ingroup bias for each association by conducting a series of Wald tests on the pair of coefficients relative to the same association in the Ingroup and the Outgroup treatment. These are reported in Table S8 (see Table S6, column 5 for the full results). Only two associations out of ten show a significant ingroup discrimination effect. Such are the trade union TU1 (p<0.01) and the social welfare (SW) association SW4 (p=0.033). Incidentally, such associations are the largest and the smallest in our sample (see Section III.1), hinting at the possibility that association size does not have a clear-cut effect on ingroup bias. On the contrary, the cultural association (CA) CA2 shows significant outgroup favoritism (p=0.049). In the remaining associations, five reveal a tendency towards ingroup favoritism, while two exhibit a tendency towards outgroup favoritism. However, such tendencies are not statistically significant in any of those seven cases. 
A relevant issue is that members may belong to more than one association, thus making their assignment to one or the other group uncertain. This does not represent a problem in the Ingroup treatment, as the one association at which members were recruited is explicitly stated as the relevant one to determine the individual with whom one individual is matched. However, in the Outgroup treatment no association is recalled. We modify the models in Table S6 by introducing the variable Number, which is the count of the number of associations to which an individual belongs. Number is not significant in predicting either Amount Sent (p= 0.56 for the model of Table S6, column 1; p=0.99 for model of Table S6, column 5) or Return Rate (p= 0.92 for the model of Table S6, column 3; p= 0.90 for model model of Table S6, column 6). Moreover, all of the coefficients relative to Member_Ing and Member_Out remain virtually unaltered, as well as the ingroup effect analysis per association reported in Table S8 and Table S9[footnoteRef:2] (not reported, available upon request). We conclude that our results are robust to multiple memberships.  [2:  The only relevant difference concerns the ingroup effect for association SW1 in the regression on return Rate (Table S9). The p-value of the Wald test over the null hypothesis that the difference of coefficients for Member_Ing and Member_Out equal zero passes from 0.115 in the model not including Number to 0.085 in the model including Number.] 

The p-values of tests on the null hypothesis that RR come from the same distribution across associations in the ingroup treatment are: 0.040 (Transfer =0); 0.009 (Transfer =5); 0.009 (Transfer =10); 0.055 (Transfer =15); 0.054 (Transfer =20); 0.067 (Transfer =25). The corresponding p-values in the outgroup treatment are: 0.48 (Transfer =0); 0.50 (Transfer =5); 0.77 (Transfer =10); 0.59 (Transfer =15); 0.38 (Transfer =20); 0.47 (Transfer =25).


[bookmark: _I.5_The_effect]I.5 ANALYSIS OF INTENSITY OF GROUP MEMBERSHIP
Not only does the social capital literature claim that members are more trusting than non-members, but it also posits a causal effect of joining on trust. However, the alternative idea that more trusting people are more likely to become members, is also plausible. Putnam (1995) suggests that both linkages operate. The empirical support for either causal effect is inconclusive. Claibourn and Martin (2000) use longitudinal data and find no evidence in their “youth sample”, and contrasting evidence in their “parent sample”, for a causal effect of voluntary membership on trust. They conclude that the impact of membership may be relatively short-lived. Wollebaek and Selle (2002), too, do not find any confirmation of the idea that active membership makes a difference in developing generalized trust. Brehm and Rahn (1997) find higher likelihood for a causality effect from group memberships to interpersonal trust than the reverse in their structural equations model. Using a different specification, nevertheless, Uslaner (2002) finds a strongly significant effect of trust on associational membership, but an effect close to zero in the opposite direction, which points to a self-selection effect. Stolle (1998) tests for whether higher engagement levels in associations, measured by time spent in an association, are linked with higher trust levels. She fails to find a durable relationship between these two variables. However, she finds an early trust increase from joining, which occurs within the first year of joining. 
	In the paper we have already commented the effect of the number of years (labelled Years) an individual has been a member of associations. We have also analyzed the total amount of hours spent volunteering with associations (labelled Hours), a variable emphasized by Putnam (2000) as key to build social capital. As in this case of Years, the effect is not significantly different from 0 when Hours is entered directly in the econometric model related to senders’ decision (p=0.55) (Table S14, column 1). Moreover, the sign of Hours is negative and strongly significant in the outgroup treatment (p=0.007), while it is positive and weakly significant in the ingroup treatment (p=0.093) (Table S14, column 2). This differential outgroup-ingroup effect is strongly significant (p=0.001). The negative sign observed for Hours is surprising and is consistent with the idea that increasing involvement in the associations fosters moderate group attachment at the expense of others. To be sure, reverse causality effects may also be at work. 
As for the relationship between Hours and RR, we do not detect any significant effect, though the signs of the coefficients are the same as those found for AS (Table S13, column 3-4). 
Another hypothesis that we investigate is whether being a member of more than one association increases trust in others. Multiple memberships allow individuals to amplify their network of connections, thus magnifying the beneficial effects of social capital (Almond and Verba, 1963; Putnam et al., 1993; Wollebaek and Selle, 2002; Paxton, 2007). To test for this idea, we deploy the number of associations of which an individual is a member (labelled Number) in our econometric analysis. This does not exert any significant effect neither in the aggregate (p=0.54) (Table S15, column 1), nor when it is broken down into ingroup and outgroup treatments (p=0.65 for outgroup; p=0.49 for ingroup) (Table S15, column 2). We also test for a non-linear effect of Number, finding no significant effects (Table S15, column 3). We do not detect any significant effect of Number on trustworthiness, either. (Table S15, columns 4-6).
Another way to test for membership effects is comparing dropouts’ behavior to non-members. If involvement in association was a relevant factor for promoting pro-sociality, we would expect to see some durable differences between dropouts and non-members’ behavior. However, this was not the case. Dropouts’ sending and return rates were indistinguishable from non-members’ for both AS (p=0.64, SOM: Table S6, column 2; d=-0.07, BSE=0.22, CI=[-0.51,0.36]) and RR (p=0.94, SOM: Table S6, column 4; d=-0.18, BSE=0.22, CI=[-0.53,0.17]) and were significantly lower than members’ in the Outgroup condition for both AS (p=0.020; d=-0.64, BSE=0.23, CI=[-1.08,-0.19]) and RR (p=0.041; d=-0.61, BSE=0.19, CI=[-0.98,-0.24]). Like any form of capital, pro-sociality may “depreciate” over time in the absence of some “investment”, i.e. interaction with other members. We would then expect that trust and trustworthiness was higher for more recent Dropout than those who left associations earlier. However, we did not find evidence for this effect. The variable measuring the number of years since an individual had her last active membership in an association (Years_Since_Dropout) is not a significant predictor of either AS (p=0.15, d=0.26, CI=[-0.42;0.93]) nor RR (p=0.53, d=0.07, CI=[-0.61;0.74]) in a regression limited to dropouts (SOM: Table S12), effect sizes having been computed for the groups above and below the median of Years_Since_Dropout.

[bookmark: _II._Supplementary_Tables]II. SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES
Table S1: Sample demographic characteristics
	Variable
	
	Members

	Never-members

	Dropouts


	Gender:
	Female
	60.38%
	59.74%
	58.82

	Age:
	<30                  
30-50               
51-60               
>60                   
	11.15%
43.08%
22.69%
23.88%
	13.33%
42.67%
26.67%
17.33%
	23.53%
44.12%
29.41%
2.94%

	Education:

	No Title                         
Primary School 
Junior high School 
Secondary School certificate (3 Years)
Secondary-School certificate (5 Years)
Bachelor’s degree 
Master’s degree  
PhD     
	0%
1.59%
15.08%

8.73%

42.25%
25.79%
3.97%
1.59%
	0%
1.30%
14.29%

5.19%

45.45%
31.17%
2.60%
0%
	0%
0%
3.03%

3.03%

60.61%
30.30%
0%
0%

	Obs.:
	
	263
	77
	34



Table S2: Definition of variables
	Amount Sent (AS)
	Number of tokens sent by the sender to the receiver in the Trust Game (TG). Senders could transfer to the receiver any multiple of 5€ from 0€ to 25€.

	Return Rate (RR)

	Money transferred by the receiver to the sender, divided by the total amount of money in receiver’s possession. Computed for every possible transfer level. In formulas, . In Table S4G we use average of Return rate over the six transfer levels.

	Member
	Identifies participants who were active association members in some organizations

	Dropout
	Identifies participants who belonged to associations in the past but were not active members at the time of research.

	Other_Associations 
	Dummy variable identifying association members recruited by Demoskopea (see SOM: Section III.2).

	Income_Dissatisfaction

	Satisfaction with personal financial situation as declared by the respondent. It is the answer to question “How well would you say that you are doing financially these days?” Possible answers were: “Living in a comfortable way” (Option 4); “Living in an acceptable way” (Option 3); “Barely getting by” (Option 2); “It goes really badly” (Option 1). Answers have been reverse-scaled and normalized to 1.

	South
	Identifies participants born in Southern Italian regions.

	Inhabitants
	Identifies participants living in urban areas with more than 100.000 inhabitants.

	Uni_Degree
	Identifies participants who attained university degree.

	High_School_Diploma
	Identifies participants who attained high-school diploma (“Maturità” or “Licenza” in the Italian education system) as their highest educational achievement.

	Family_Size
	Answer to the question “How many members does your family have (considering only people who live with you)?”

	Believer
	Identifies participants who answered they were not atheists or agnostics to question on their religious beliefs.

	Attends_Rel_Serv
	Answer to the question “Normally how often do you go to church or other worship place?” Options were “Every day”; “Some times a week”; “Once a week”; “Some times a month (less than 4)”; “Some times a year”; “Never”.

	Health_Satisfaction
	Answer to the question “All considered, how satisfied are you with your health?” Options were “Not at all” (Option 1); “A little” (Option 2); “Somewhat” (Option 3) “Very” (Option 4).

	Financial_Risk
	Answer to the question: “Are you generally a person who is fully prepared to take risks in financial matters, or do you try to avoid taking risks? The answer was a point in a 0-10 scale, where 0 meant: “unwilling to take risks” and 10 meant: “fully prepared to take risk”.

	Errors
	Number of mistakes in the 6-question comprehension quiz administered after the instructions.

	Experimenter
	Identifies sessions conducted by one of the authors, while the other sessions were held simultaneously by the other author.

	Years
	Number of years for which a participant has been an association member divided by participant’s age. Note that this variable differs from 0 for non-members due to dropouts’ engagement with associations in the past.

	Hours
	Weekly number of hours that participants would spend in association activities.

	Number
	Number of associations of which a participant was a member at the time of the research

	Trust

	Answer to the GSS trust question “Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted, or that you can't be too careful in dealing with people?” 1 identifies answer to option “Most people can be trusted”.


All other variables are self-explanatory

Table S3: Descriptive statistics per association and type of association: AMOUNT SENT (AS) (as a percentage of total tokens)
	Association
	CA1
	CA2
	CA3
	CA4
	Cultural Associations

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup

	Mean
	0.64
	0.57
	0.90
	0.60
	0.50
	0.43
	0.59
	0.64
	0.60
	0.57

	Median
	0.60
	0.60
	0.90
	0.60
	0.50
	0.40
	0.60
	0.60
	0.60
	0.60

	St. Dev.
	0.24
	0.21
	0.14
	0.22
	0.25
	0.20
	0.23
	0.26
	0.24
	0.24

	Obs.
	9
	7
	2
	9
	10
	8
	25
	14
	46
	38

	Association
	SW1
	SW2
	SW3
	SW4
	Social Welfare

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup

	Mean
	0.71
	0.67
	0.55
	0.59
	0.64
	0.53
	0.36
	0.83
	0.61
	0.62

	Median
	0.80
	0.60
	0.40
	0.60
	0.60
	0.60
	0.20
	0.90
	0.60
	0.60

	St. Dev.
	0.26
	0.27
	0.25
	0.14
	0.28
	0.30
	0.26
	0.20
	0.28
	0.22

	Obs.
	17
	6
	11
	20
	17
	9
	5
	6
	50
	41

	Association

	TU1
	TU2
	Trade Unions
	Other Associations
	All Associations
	Non-Members

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup

	Mean
	0.57
	0.66
	0.51
	0.55
	0.56
	0.63
	0.44
	0.58
	0.61
	0.42

	Median
	0.60
	0.60
	0.60
	0.40
	0.60
	0.60
	0.60
	0.6
	0.6
	0.40

	St. Dev.
	0.25
	0.29
	0.29
	0.23
	0.26
	0.27
	0.22
	0.26
	0.24
	0.28

	Obs.
	36
	22
	11
	8
	47
	30
	11
	154
	109
	111




Table S4A: Descriptive statistics per association and type of association: RETURN RATES (sending =0 tokens)
	Association
	CA1
	CA2
	CA3
	CA4
	Cultural Associations

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup

	Mean
	0.27
	0.27
	0
	0.07
	0.22
	0.10
	0.08
	0.08
	0.14
	0.12

	Median
	0
	0.12
	0
	0
	0.08
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	St. Dev.
	0.36
	0.37
	0
	0.10
	0.32
	0.21
	0.23
	0.13
	0.28
	0.21

	Obs.
	9
	7
	2
	9
	10
	8
	25
	14
	46
	38

	Association
	SW1
	SW2
	SW3
	SW4
	Social Welfare

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup

	Mean
	0.09
	0.36
	0.31
	0.34
	0.18
	0.08
	0.04
	0.20
	0.17
	0.26

	Median
	0
	0.20
	0
	0.40
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	St. Dev.
	0.21
	0.42
	0.37
	0.25
	0.29
	0.14
	0.09
	0.33
	0.28
	0.29

	Obs.
	17
	6
	11
	20
	17
	9
	5
	6
	50
	41

	Association

	TU1
	TU2
	Trade Unions
	Other Associations
	All Associations
	Non-Members

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup

	Mean
	0.16
	0.15
	0.14
	0.18
	0.26
	0.16
	0.11
	0.15
	0.18
	0.13

	Median
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	St. Dev.
	0.27
	0.29
	0.28
	0.35
	0.29
	0.30
	0.26
	0.27
	0.27
	0.24

	Obs.
	36
	22
	11
	8
	47
	30
	11
	154
	109
	111





Table S4B: Descriptive statistics per association and type of association: RETURN RATES (sending =5 tokens)
	Association
	CA1
	CA2
	CA3
	CA4
	Cultural Associations

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup

	Mean
	0.30
	0.20
	0.14
	0.21
	0.29
	0.36
	0.23
	0.19
	0.25
	0.24

	Median
	0.21
	0.14
	0.14
	0.21
	0.14
	0.36
	0.20
	0.17
	0.17
	0.17

	St. Dev.
	0.28
	0.16
	0.12
	0.08
	0.23
	0.23
	0.19
	0.05
	0.21
	0.15

	Obs.
	9
	7
	2
	9
	10
	8
	25
	14
	46
	38

	Association
	SW1
	SW2
	SW3
	SW4
	Social Welfare

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup

	Mean
	0.28
	0.45
	0.31
	0.41
	0.20
	0.17
	0.14
	0.32
	0.24
	0.35

	Median
	0.29
	0.29
	0.29
	0.43
	0.14
	0.14
	0.14
	0.18
	0.21
	0.29

	St. Dev.
	0.14
	0.32
	0.17
	0.21
	0.10
	0.09
	0.08
	0.28
	0.14
	0.24

	Obs.
	17
	6
	11
	20
	17
	9
	5
	6
	50
	41

	Association

	TU1
	TU2
	Trade Unions
	Other Associations
	All Associations
	Non-Members

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup

	Mean
	0.26
	0.30
	0.28
	0.30
	0.27
	0.30
	0.20
	0.25
	0.30
	0.20

	Median
	0.18
	0.21
	0.14
	0.29
	0.14
	0.23
	0.17
	0.21
	0.22
	0.14

	St. Dev.
	0.20
	0.23
	0.24
	0.12
	0.20
	0.20
	0.10
	0.18
	0.21
	0.17

	Obs.
	36
	22
	11
	8
	47
	30
	11
	154
	108
	111






Table S4C: Descriptive statistics per association and type of association: RETURN RATES (sending =10 tokens)
	Association
	CA1
	CA2
	CA3
	CA4
	Cultural Associations

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup

	Mean
	0.31
	0.22
	0.22
	0.28
	0.33
	0.44
	0.36
	0.28
	0.34
	0.31

	Median
	0.33
	0.22
	0.22
	0.33
	0.22
	0.44
	0.33
	0.33
	0.33
	0.33

	St. Dev.
	0.15
	0.11
	0.16
	0.10
	0.25
	0.18
	0.24
	0.10
	0.22
	0.14

	Obs.
	9
	7
	2
	9
	10
	8
	25
	14
	46
	38

	Association
	SW1
	SW2
	SW3
	SW4
	Social Welfare

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup

	Mean
	0.31
	0.48
	0.37
	0.48
	0.28
	0.26
	0.24
	0.39
	0.30
	0.42

	Median
	0.33
	0.33
	0.33
	0.50
	0.22
	0.27
	0.29
	0.33
	0.33
	0.33

	St. Dev.
	0.11
	0.33
	0.14
	0.21
	0.16
	0.07
	0.12
	0.27
	0.14
	0.23

	Obs.
	17
	6
	11
	20
	17
	9
	5
	6
	50
	41

	Association

	TU1
	TU2
	Trade Unions
	Other Associations
	All Associations
	Non-Members

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup

	Mean
	0.31
	0.34
	0.34
	0.28
	0.32
	0.32
	0.28
	0.32
	0.35
	0.25

	Median
	0.33
	0.33
	0.33
	0.28
	0.33
	0.33
	0.27
	0.33
	0.33
	0.22

	St. Dev.
	0.17
	0.20
	0.19
	0.13
	0.18
	0.18
	0.09
	0.18
	0.20
	0.20

	Obs.
	36
	22
	11
	8
	47
	30
	11
	154
	108
	111






TableS4D: Descriptive statistics per association and type of association: RETURN RATES (sending =15 tokens)
	Association
	CA1
	CA2
	CA3
	CA4
	Cultural Associations

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup

	Mean
	0.37
	0.25
	0.39
	0.33
	0.35
	0.45
	0.37
	0.33
	0.37
	0.34

	Median
	0.36
	0.27
	0.39
	0.36
	0.32
	0.45
	0.36
	0.36
	0.36
	0.36

	St. Dev.
	0.08
	0.13
	0.03
	0.16
	0.16
	0.18
	0.18
	0.09
	0.16
	0.15

	Obs.
	9
	7
	2
	9
	10
	8
	25
	14
	46
	38

	Association
	SW1
	SW2
	SW3
	SW4
	Social Welfare

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup

	Mean
	0.38
	0.48
	0.42
	0.48
	0.35
	0.29
	0.25
	0.45
	0.37
	0.43

	Median
	0.36
	0.41
	0.36
	0.48
	0.36
	0.27
	0.36
	0.39
	0.36
	0.36

	St. Dev.
	0.14
	0.34
	0.14
	0.20
	0.22
	0.09
	0.15
	0.24
	0.17
	0.22

	Obs.
	17
	6
	11
	20
	17
	9
	5
	6
	50
	41

	Association

	TU1
	TU2
	Trade Unions
	Other Associations
	All Associations
	Non-Members

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup

	Mean
	0.35
	0.37
	0.36
	0.35
	0.35
	0.37
	0.35
	0.36
	0.38
	0.28

	Median
	0.36
	0.36
	0.36
	0.32
	0.36
	0.36
	0.36
	0.36
	0.36
	0.27

	St. Dev.
	0.18
	0.19
	0.20
	0.25
	0.18
	0.20
	0.12
	0.17
	0.19
	0.20

	Obs.
	36
	22
	11
	8
	47
	30
	11
	154
	108
	111






Table S4E: Descriptive statistics per association and type of association: RETURN RATES (sending =20 tokens)
	Association
	CA1
	CA2
	CA3
	CA4
	Cultural Associations

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup

	Mean
	0.32
	0.22
	0.47
	0.37
	0.38
	0.38
	0.43
	0.38
	0.40
	0.35

	Median
	0.38
	0.23
	0.47
	0.38
	0.31
	0.42
	0.46
	0.46
	0.38
	0.38

	St. Dev.
	0.13
	0.12
	0.04
	0.14
	0.23
	0.18
	0.20
	0.12
	0.19
	0.15

	Obs.
	9
	7
	2
	9
	10
	8
	25
	14
	46
	38

	Association
	SW1
	SW2
	SW3
	SW4
	Social Welfare

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup

	Mean
	0.42
	0.56
	0.45
	0.47
	0.38
	0.31
	0.29
	0.48
	0.40
	0.45

	Median
	0.46
	0.54
	0.46
	0.46
	0.31
	0.31
	0.31
	0.46
	0.42
	0.46

	St. Dev.
	0.14
	0.31
	0.16
	0.21
	0.21
	0.15
	0.14
	0.25
	0.17
	0.22

	Obs.
	17
	6
	11
	20
	17
	9
	5
	6
	50
	41

	Association

	TU1
	TU2
	Trade Unions
	Other Associations
	All Associations
	Non-Members

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup

	Mean
	0.42
	0.41
	0.36
	0.38
	0.40
	0.40
	0.39
	0.40
	0.40
	0.29

	Median
	0.46
	0.38
	0.38
	0.35
	0.38
	0.38
	0.38
	0.38
	0.39
	0.31

	St. Dev.
	0.17
	0.21
	0.13
	0.30
	0.16
	0.23
	0.15
	0.17
	0.21
	0.21

	Obs.
	36
	22
	11
	8
	47
	30
	11
	154
	108
	111






Table S4F: Descriptive statistics per association and type of association: RETURN RATES (sending =25 tokens)
	Association
	CA1
	CA2
	CA3
	CA4
	Cultural Associations

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup

	Mean
	0.38
	0.24
	0.53
	0.40
	0.41
	0.36
	0.41
	0.40
	0.41
	0.36

	Median
	0.40
	0.27
	0.53
	0.47
	0.33
	0.43
	0.40
	0.40
	0.40
	0.33

	St. Dev.
	0.19
	0.12
	0
	0.14
	0.25
	0.19
	0.23
	0.11
	0.22
	0.15

	Obs.
	9
	7
	2
	9
	10
	8
	25
	14
	46
	38

	Association
	SW1
	SW2
	SW3
	SW4
	Social Welfare

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup

	Mean
	0.42
	0.54
	0.35
	0.51
	0.40
	0.31
	0.29
	0.50
	0.39
	0.47

	Median
	0.47
	0.50
	0.33
	0.50
	0.40
	0.40
	0.33
	0.48
	0.40
	0.47

	St. Dev.
	0.17
	0.34
	0.15
	0.22
	0.22
	0.17
	0.15
	0.26
	0.18
	0.25

	Obs.
	17
	6
	11
	20
	17
	9
	5
	6
	50
	41

	Association

	TU1
	TU2
	Trade Unions
	Other Associations
	All Associations
	Non-Members

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup

	Mean
	0.41
	0.45
	0.38
	0.40
	0.40
	0.43
	0.40
	0.40
	0.42
	0.31

	Median
	0.42
	0.47
	0.40
	0.42
	0.40
	0.47
	0.40
	0.40
	0.47
	0.33

	St. Dev.
	0.19
	0.21
	0.14
	0.35
	0.18
	0.25
	0.15
	0.19
	0.22
	0.22

	Obs.
	36
	22
	11
	8
	47
	30
	11
	154
	108
	111






Table S4G: Descriptive statistics per association and type of association: RETURN RATES (average on six possible transfer rates)
	Association
	CA1
	CA2
	CA3
	CA4
	Cultural Associations

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup

	Mean
	0.32
	0.23
	0.29
	0.28
	0.33
	0.35
	0.31
	0.26
	0.32
	0.28

	Median
	0.31
	0.21
	0.29
	0.26
	0.29
	0.31
	0.29
	0.30
	0.29
	0.29

	St. Dev.
	0.09
	0.08
	0.03
	0.09
	0.22
	0.13
	0.18
	0.10
	0.17
	0.11

	Obs.
	9
	7
	2
	9
	10
	8
	25
	14
	46
	38

	Association
	SW1
	SW2
	SW3
	SW4
	Social Welfare

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup

	Mean
	0.32
	0.48
	0.37
	0.45
	0.30
	0.24
	0.21
	0.39
	0.31
	0.40

	Median
	0.32
	0.36
	0.35
	0.48
	0.28
	0.25
	0.25
	0.32
	0.31
	0.33

	St. Dev.
	0.12
	0.32
	0.14
	0.16
	0.16
	0.07
	0.11
	0.26
	0.14
	0.21

	Obs.
	17
	6
	11
	20
	17
	9
	5
	6
	50
	41

	Association

	TU1
	TU2
	Trade Unions
	Other Associations
	All Associations
	Non-Members

	
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup
	Outgroup
	Ingroup
	Outgroup

	Mean
	0.32
	0.34
	0.31
	0.31
	0.32
	0.33
	0.29
	0.31
	0.34
	0.24

	Median
	0.29
	0.32
	0.28
	0.30
	0.29
	0.32
	0.27
	0.29
	0.32
	0.22

	St. Dev.
	0.17
	0.18
	0.16
	0.16
	0.16
	0.17
	0.10
	0.15
	0.17
	0.18

	Obs.
	36
	22
	11
	8
	47
	30
	11
	154
	109
	111








Table S5: Descriptive statistics for variables used in following regressions
	
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Max
	Median
	Min
	N. Obs.

	Non-members
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Amount Sent
	0.42
	0.28
	1
	0.40
	0
	111

	Return Rate (Tokens Sent=0)
	0.13
	0.24
	1
	0
	0
	111

	Return Rate (Tokens Sent=5)
	0.20
	0.17
	1
	0.14
	0
	111

	Return Rate (Tokens Sent=10)
	0.25
	0.20
	1
	0.22
	0
	111

	Return Rate (Tokens Sent=15)
	0.28
	0.20
	1
	0.27
	0
	111

	Return Rate (Tokens Sent=20)
	0.29
	0.21
	1
	0.31
	0
	111

	Return Rate (Tokens Sent=25)
	0.31
	0.22
	1
	0.33
	0
	111

	Dropout
	0.31
	0.46
	1
	0
	0
	111

	Female
	0.59
	0.49
	1
	1
	0
	111

	Age
	45.60
	13.12
	74
	47
	21
	109

	Income Dissatisfaction
	0.30
	0.46
	1
	0
	0
	111

	South
	0.23
	0.42
	1
	0
	0
	110

	Inhabitants
	0.59
	0.49
	1
	1
	0
	106

	Uni_Degree
	0.34
	0.47
	1
	0
	0
	110

	High_School_Diploma
	0.50
	0.50
	1
	0.5
	0
	110

	Retired
	0.12
	0.32
	1
	0
	0
	111

	Unemployed
	0.07
	0.26
	1
	0
	0
	111

	Family_Size
	2.50
	1.15
	5
	2
	0
	109

	Unmarried
	0.32
	0.47
	1
	0
	0
	111

	Only_Child
	0.19
	0.39
	1
	0
	0
	111

	Believer
	0.68
	0.47
	1
	1
	0
	111

	Attends_Rel_Services
	0.33
	0.47
	1
	0
	0
	111

	Divorced
	0.05
	0.21
	1
	0
	0
	111

	Health_Satisfaction
	3.27
	0.60
	4
	3
	1
	111

	Financial_Risk
	3.49
	2.79
	10
	3
	0
	110

	Errors
	1.18
	1.39
	5
	1
	0
	110

	Experimenter
	0.51
	0.50
	1
	1
	0
	111

	Years 
	0.07
	0.13
	0.45
	0
	0
	108

	Years (Number)
	2.70
	5.59
	25
	0
	0
	110

	Hours
	0.00
	0.00
	0
	0
	0
	111

	Number
	0.00
	0.00
	0
	0
	0
	111

	Trust
	0.29
	0.46
	1
	0
	0
	107

	Members
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Amount Sent (both treatments)
	0.59
	0.25
	1
	0.6
	0
	263

	Amount Sent (Outgroup)
	0.58
	0.26
	1
	0.6
	0
	154

	Amount Sent (Ingroup)
	0.61
	0.24
	1
	0.6
	0
	109

	Return Rate (Tokens Sent=0)(both treatments)
	0.16
	0.27
	1
	0
	0
	263

	Return Rate (Tokens Sent=0) (Outgroup)
	0.15
	0.27
	1
	0
	0
	154

	Return Rate (Tokens Sent=0)(Ingroup)
	0.18
	0.27
	1
	0
	0
	109

	Return Rate (Tokens Sent=5)(both treatments)
	0.27
	0.19
	1
	0.21
	0
	262

	Return Rate (Tokens Sent=5) (Outgroup)
	0.25
	0.18
	1
	0.21
	0
	154

	Return Rate (Tokens Sent=5)(Ingroup)
	0.30
	0.21
	1
	0.22
	0
	108

	Return Rate (Tokens Sent=10)(both treatments)
	0.33
	0.18
	1
	0.33
	0
	262

	Return Rate (Tokens Sent=10) (Outgroup)
	0.32
	0.18
	1
	0.33
	0
	154

	Return Rate (Tokens Sent=10)(Ingroup)
	0.35
	0.20
	1
	0.33
	0
	108

	Table S5 (continued)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Return rate (Tokens Sent=15)(both treatments)
	0.37
	0.18
	1
	0.36
	0
	262

	Return rate (Tokens Sent=15) (Outgroup)
	0.36
	0.17
	1
	0.36
	0
	154

	Return rate (Tokens Sent=15)(Ingroup)
	0.38
	0.19
	0.98
	0.36
	0
	108

	Return rate (Tokens Sent=20)(both treatments)
	0.40
	0.19
	1
	0.38
	0
	262

	Return rate (Tokens Sent=20) (Outgroup)
	0.40
	0.17
	1
	0.38
	0
	154

	Return rate (Tokens Sent=20)(Ingroup)
	0.40
	0.21
	1
	0.39
	0
	108

	Return rate (Tokens Sent=25)(both treatments)
	0.41
	0.20
	1
	0.40
	0
	262

	Return rate (Tokens Sent=25) (Outgroup)
	0.40
	0.19
	1
	0.40
	0
	154

	Return rate (Tokens Sent=25)(Ingroup)
	0.42
	0.22
	1
	0.47
	0
	108

	Dropout
	0.00
	0.00
	0
	0
	0
	263

	Female
	0.60
	0.49
	1
	1
	0
	260

	Age
	48.20
	14.04
	79
	49
	19
	260

	Income Dissatisfaction
	0.16
	0.37
	1
	0
	0
	258

	South
	0.13
	0.34
	1
	0
	0
	253

	Inhabitants
	0.53
	0.50
	1
	1
	0
	259

	Uni_Degree
	0.31
	0.46
	1
	0
	0
	252

	High_School_Diploma
	0.43
	0.50
	1
	0
	0
	252

	Retired
	0.19
	0.39
	1
	0
	0
	263

	Unemployed
	0.01
	0.11
	1
	0
	0
	263

	Family_Size
	2.83
	1.47
	16
	3
	0
	260

	Unmarried
	0.29
	0.45
	1
	0
	0
	261

	Only_Child
	0.19
	0.40
	1
	0
	0
	263

	Believer
	0.71
	0.46
	1
	1
	0
	252

	Attends_Rel_Services
	0.49
	0.50
	1
	0
	0
	260

	Divorced
	0.03
	0.17
	1
	0
	0
	261

	Health_Satisfaction
	3.29
	0.67
	4
	3
	1
	259

	Financial_Risk
	2.92
	2.43
	10
	3
	0
	257

	Errors
	0.94
	1.45
	6
	0
	0
	256

	Experimenter
	0.53
	0.50
	1
	1
	0
	263

	Years 
	0.32
	0.21
	1.0
	0.3
	0.0
	252

	Years (Number)
	16.06
	12.60
	69.0
	13.0
	0.1
	254

	Hours
	6.64
	8.06
	60
	4
	0
	238

	Number
	2.03
	1.42
	14
	2
	1
	262

	Trust
	0.41
	0.49
	1
	0
	0
	260







Table S6: Analysis of Amount Sent and Return Rate: Effects of membership and treatment
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	Dependent Variable:
	Amount Sent
	Amount Sent
	Return Rate
	Return Rate
	Amount Sent
	Return Rate

	Model

	Negative Binomial
	Negative Binomial
	Tobit

	Tobit

	Negative Binomial
	Tobit


	Member
	0.278***
	
	0.0834***
	
	 
	

	
	(0.0836)
	
	(0.0303)
	
	 
	

	Member_Ing
	
	0.349***
	
	0.104***
	 
	

	
	
	(0.088)
	
	(0.0340)
	 
	

	Member_Out
	
	0.233***
	
	0.0716**
	 
	

	
	
	(0.084)
	
	(0.0310)
	 
	

	Association_CA1_Ing
	
	
	
	
	0.139
	-0.0696

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0997)
	(0.0670)

	Association_ CA1_Out
	
	
	
	
	0.428***
	0.0284

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0902)
	(0.0563)

	Association_ CA2_Ing
	
	
	
	
	0.281*
	0.0220

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.146)
	(0.0510)

	Association_ CA2_Out
	
	
	
	
	0.640***
	0.0109

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.109)
	(0.0483)

	Association_ CA3_Ing
	
	
	
	
	0.180
	0.133*

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.127)
	(0.0730)

	Association_ CA3_Out
	
	
	
	
	0.143
	0.118

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.144)
	(0.0871)

	Association_CA4_Ing
	
	
	
	
	0.309***
	0.0512

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0850)
	(0.0393)

	Association_ CA4_Out
	
	
	
	
	0.248**
	0.0271

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.107)
	(0.0426)

	Association_ SW1_Ing
	
	
	
	
	0.377
	0.322**

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.251)
	(0.142)

	Association_ SW1_Out
	
	
	
	
	0.413***
	0.0731

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.115)
	(0.0528)

	Table S6 (continued)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Association_ SW2_Ing
	
	
	
	
	0.343***
	0.173***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0830)
	(0.0636)

	Association_ SW2_Out
	
	
	
	
	0.147
	0.140**

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0924)
	(0.0651)

	Association_ SW3_Ing
	
	
	
	
	0.458*
	0.100

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.251)
	(0.0632)

	Association_ SW3_Out
	
	
	
	
	0.411***
	0.0926*

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.131)
	(0.0517)

	Association_SW4_Ing
	
	
	
	
	0.538***
	0.159

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.125)
	(0.110)

	Association_ SW4_Out
	
	
	
	
	-0.0832
	-0.107

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.423)
	(0.0789)

	Association_ TU1_Ing
	
	
	
	
	0.427***
	0.0963*

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.123)
	(0.0565)

	Association_ TU1_Out
	
	
	
	
	0.159
	0.0806*

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.120)
	(0.0427)

	Association_ TU2_Ing
	
	
	
	
	0.412**
	0.128*

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.192)
	(0.0771)

	Association_ TU2_Out
	
	
	
	
	0.178
	0.0760

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.157)
	(0.0696)

	Other_Associations
	
	
	
	
	-0.0778
	0.0539

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.160)
	(0.0555)

	Dropout
	-0.0476
	-0.0500
	-0.00161
	-0.00248
	-0.0283
	-0.00168

	
	(0.179)
	(0.178)
	(0.0457)
	(0.0451)
	(0.181)
	(0.0443)

	Female
	-0.0855
	-0.0897*
	-0.0460*
	-0.0478**
	-0.0673
	-0.0386

	
	(0.0536)
	(0.0511)
	(0.0238)
	(0.0243)
	(0.0497)
	(0.0259)

	Age
	0.0301
	0.0327
	0.00415
	0.00473
	0.0337
	0.00757

	
	(0.0207)
	(0.0206)
	(0.00580)
	(0.00558)
	(0.0222)
	(0.00588)

	Age Squared
	-0.000343*
	-0.000369*
	-1.89e-05
	-2.48e-05
	-0.000356*
	-5.53e-05

	
	(0.000206)
	(0.000204)
	(6.29e-05)
	(6.09e-05)
	(0.000212)
	(6.43e-05)
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	Income_Dissatisfaction
	-0.191**
	-0.187**
	0.0104
	0.0122
	-0.145
	0.0143

	
	(0.0944)
	(0.0949)
	(0.0301)
	(0.0307)
	(0.0938)
	(0.0314)

	South
	-0.290***
	-0.291***
	-0.102***
	-0.103***
	-0.300***
	-0.103***

	
	(0.108)
	(0.108)
	(0.0310)
	(0.0311)
	(0.108)
	(0.0316)

	Inhabitants
	0.0197
	0.0208
	0.00917
	0.00941
	0.0253
	0.0298

	
	(0.0609)
	(0.0613)
	(0.0198)
	(0.0211)
	(0.0675)
	(0.0234)

	Uni_Degree
	0.0331
	0.0643
	-0.0239
	-0.0137
	0.0881
	-0.0157

	
	(0.0866)
	(0.0894)
	(0.0311)
	(0.0331)
	(0.0940)
	(0.0351)

	High_School_Diploma
	-0.0234
	0.00132
	-0.000575
	0.00730
	0.0280
	0.00367

	
	(0.0794)
	(0.0781)
	(0.0297)
	(0.0307)
	(0.0768)
	(0.0320)

	Retired
	0.0711
	0.0764
	-0.0768*
	-0.0758*
	0.0861
	-0.0761*

	
	(0.0866)
	(0.0868)
	(0.0424)
	(0.0426)
	(0.0928)
	(0.0435)

	Unemployed
	-0.320*
	-0.305
	0.0310
	0.0334
	-0.312*
	0.0322

	
	(0.191)
	(0.191)
	(0.0602)
	(0.0617)
	(0.177)
	(0.0600)

	Family_Size
	-0.0237
	-0.0247
	-0.0143*
	-0.0146*
	-0.0202
	-0.0104

	
	(0.0209)
	(0.0210)
	(0.00829)
	(0.00796)
	(0.0226)
	(0.00789)

	Unmarried
	-0.125
	-0.118
	-0.0352
	-0.0346
	-0.132
	-0.0255

	
	(0.0830)
	(0.0845)
	(0.0253)
	(0.0262)
	(0.0914)
	(0.0267)

	Only_Child
	-0.0165
	-0.0309
	0.00470
	0.00230
	-0.0450
	0.00231

	
	(0.0635)
	(0.0613)
	(0.0273)
	(0.0274)
	(0.0737)
	(0.0288)

	Believer
	-0.234***
	-0.226***
	-0.0409
	-0.0402
	-0.227**
	-0.0423

	
	(0.0844)
	(0.0836)
	(0.0260)
	(0.0258)
	(0.0968)
	(0.0275)

	Attends_Rel_Services
	0.0950
	0.0886
	0.0401
	0.0386
	0.0741
	0.0362

	
	(0.0624)
	(0.0621)
	(0.0260)
	(0.0252)
	(0.0695)
	(0.0262)

	Divorced
	-0.0781
	-0.0864
	-0.0116
	-0.0126
	-0.0202
	0.0134

	
	(0.0980)
	(0.0927)
	(0.0909)
	(0.0900)
	(0.107)
	(0.0924)

	Health_Satisfaction
	-0.000375
	0.000982
	0.0196
	0.0200
	0.00920
	0.0165

	
	(0.0351)
	(0.0344)
	(0.0174)
	(0.0181)
	(0.0333)
	(0.0180)

	Financial_Risk
	0.0226*
	0.0246**
	-0.00454
	-0.00413
	0.0210*
	-0.00732

	
	(0.0119)
	(0.0120)
	(0.00555)
	(0.00524)
	(0.0122)
	(0.00577)
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	Errors
	-0.00439
	-0.00557
	0.0203**
	0.0201**
	-0.0107
	0.0153*

	
	(0.0178)
	(0.0171)
	(0.00805)
	(0.00842)
	(0.0158)
	(0.00840)

	Experimenter
	0.118*
	0.118*
	0.0337
	0.0332
	0.0910
	0.0358*

	
	(0.0673)
	(0.0661)
	(0.0213)
	(0.0211)
	(0.0714)
	(0.0217)

	Sender_Transfer
	
	
	0.0289***
	0.0289***
	 
	0.0153*

	
	
	
	(0.00201)
	(0.00201)
	 
	(0.00840)

	Sender_Transfer_Square
	
	
	-0.000689***
	-0.000690***
	 
	-0.000689***

	
	
	
	(5.97e-05)
	(5.99e-05)
	 
	(5.97e-05)

	Constant
	2.026***
(0.602)
	1.933***
(0.599)
	-0.106
	0.0289***
	-0.106
(0.151)
	0.0289***

	
	
	
	(0.151)
	(0.153)
	
	(0.158)

	Observations
	320
	320
	1,920
	1,920
	320
	1,920

	Pseudo R2
	0.0313
	0.0324
	
	
	0.0388
	

	chi2
	167.2
	185.2
	418.6
	426.0
	
	484.8

	sigma_e
	
	
	0.148
	0.148
	
	0.148

	sigma_u
	 
	 
	0.163
	0.163
	
	0.155


Notes: A negative binomial regression has been fitted to the analysis of the number of tokens sent by the sender (columns 1-2). The possible levels of the dependent variable are all multiple of 5 from 0 to 25. Standard errors reported in brackets are robust to heteroschedasticity. A Tobit model has been fitted to the receiver’s Return Rate in models in columns 3-4. The censoring values are 0 (lower limit) and the total possible amount which the receiver may have returned (upper limit). Bootstrapped standard errors (generated in 1000 repetitions) are reported in parenthesis. Member_Ing (Member_Out) identifies members who participated in the ingroup (outgroup) treatment. Association_a_b, a={CA1---CA4; SW1—SW4; TU1, TU2}, b={Ing, Out} identifies the associations from which members were recruited, and whether they participated in the ingroup or the outgroup treatment. Other_Associations identify association members recruited by Demoskopea (see Section III.2). Sender_Transfer is the amount sent by the sender. Sender_Transfer_Square is the square value of the amount sent by the sender. See also SOM: Section I.2 for details of the econometric specification. ***: p<0.01, **: p<0.05, *: p<0.1. 


Table S7: Marginal Effects for Relevant Covariates predicting Amount Sent
	VARIABLES
	Member_Ing
	Member_Out
	Dropout
	Female
	Age
	Age Squared
	Income_Dissatisfaction
	South

	Average Marginal Effect
	4.795***
	3.194***
	-0.686
	-1.231*
	0.449
	-0.00507*
	-2.564**
	-3.991***

	Std. err. (Delta-method)
	(1.186)
	(1.129)
	(2.439)
	(0.708)
	(0.281)
	(0.00279)
	(1.307)
	(1.484)

	P-value
	5.28e-05
	0.00468
	0.778
	0.0821
	0.110
	0.0689
	0.0497
	0.00717

	Confidence Interval
	(2.470 - 7.119)
	(0.981 - 5.408)
	(-5.466 - 4.094)
	(-2.618 - 0.157)
	(-0.102 - 1.000)
	(-0.0105 - 0.000393)
	(-5.126 - -0.00297)
	(-6.900 - -1.082)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	VARIABLES
	Inhabitants
	Uni_Degree
	High_School_Diploma
	Retired
	Unemployed
	Family_Size
	Umarried
	Only_Child

	Average Marginal Effect
	0.286
	0.882
	0.0181
	1.049
	-4.191
	-0.339
	-1.618
	-0.424

	Std. err. (Delta-method)
	(0.839)
	(1.228)
	(1.072)
	(1.191)
	(2.603)
	(0.287)
	(1.156)
	(0.844)

	P-value
	0.734
	0.473
	0.987
	0.379
	0.107
	0.238
	0.162
	0.616

	Confidence Interval
	(-1.359 - 1.930)
	(-1.526 - 3.289)
	(-2.083 - 2.120)
	(-1.286 - 3.383)
	(-9.293 - 0.911)
	(-0.902 - 0.224)
	(-3.883 - 0.648)
	(-2.077 - 1.230)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	VARIABLES
	Believer
	Attends_Rel_Services
	Divorced
	Health_Satisfaction
	Financial_Risk
	Errors
	Experimenter
	

	Average Marginal Effect
	-3.104***
	1.216
	-1.185
	0.0135
	0.338**
	-0.0764
	1.620*
	

	Std. err. (Delta-method)
	(1.145)
	(0.847)
	(1.280)
	(0.473)
	(0.164)
	(0.235)
	(0.896)
	

	P-value
	0.00670
	0.151
	0.354
	0.977
	0.0399
	0.745
	0.0706
	

	Confidence Interval
	(-5.348 - -0.860)
	(-0.445 - 2.877)
	(-3.693 - 1.323)
	(-0.913 - 0.940)
	(0.0156 - 0.660)
	(-0.536 - 0.383)
	(-0.136 - 3.377)
	


Notes: Average Marginal Effects (AME) for the covariates of the model of Table 6, column 2, are reported. AME are computed averaging over the marginal effects of all the observations using the delta-method. Standard errors clustered at the session level are reported in the second raw. P-values of the null hypothesis that the AME is equal to zero are reported in the third row. 95% confidence intervals for the coefficients are reported in the fourth row. See notes to Table S6 and section I.2 for a description of the negative binomial model that has been used. ***: p<0.01, **: p<0.05, *: p<0.1




Table S8: Analysis of ingroup effects per association: Amount Sent 
	
	
	(1)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable:
	
	Amount Sent
Association CA1
	Amount Sent
Association CA2
	Amount Sent
Association CA3
	Amount Sent
Association CA4
	Amount Sent
Association SW1
	Amount Sent
Association SW2
	Amount Sent
Association SW3
	Amount Sent
Association SW4
	Amount Sent
Association TU1
	Amount Sent
Association TU2

	Member_Ing (βMI)
	
	0.139
	0.281*
	0.180
	0.309***
	0.377
	0.343***
	0.458*
	0.538***
	0.427***
	0.412**

	
	
	(0.099)
	(0.146)
	(0.127)
	(0.0850)
	(0.251)
	(0.0830)
	(0.251)
	(0.125)
	(0.123)
	(0.192)

	Member_Out (βMO)
	
	0.428***
	0.640***
	0.143
	0.248**
	0.413***
	0.147
	0.411***
	-0.0832
	0.159
	0.178

	
	
	(0.090)
	(0.109)
	(0.144)
	(0.107)
	(0.115)
	(0.0924)
	(0.131)
	(0.423)
	(0.120)
	(0.157)

	βMI- βMO
	
	-0.289**
	-0.359**
	0.036
	0.060
	-0.036
	0.195***
	0.047
	0.622
	0.268***
	0.233

	
	
	(0.113)
	(0.151)
	(0.143)
	(0.077)
	(0.246)
	(0.054)
	(0.216)
	(0.399)
	(0.103)
	(0.202)


Notes: Extract of association-specific coefficients of the model reported in Table S6, column 5. See notes to Table S6 and section I.2 for a description of the negative binomial model that has been used. We report coefficients and robust standard errors clustered at the session level (in brackets) for the variables Member_Ing and Member_Out identifying members involved in the Ingroup and Outgroup treatments, respectively. The residual category is never-members. The previous to last line reports the results of a Wald test over the null hypothesis that the difference of the coefficients for Member_Ing and Member_Out equals zero.   ***: p<0.01, **: p<0.05, *: p<0.1




Table S9: Analysis of ingroup effects per association: Return rate
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)

	Dependent Variable:
	Return rate
Association CA1
	Return rate
Association CA2
	Return rate
Association CA3
	Return rate
Association CA4
	Return rate
Association SW1
	Return rate
Association SW2
	Return rate
Association SW3
	Return rate
Association SW4
	Return rate
Association TU1
	Return rate
Association TU2

	
	

	Member_Ing (βMI)
	-0.0696
	0.0220
	0.133*
	0.0512
	0.322**
	0.173***
	0.100
	0.159
	0.0963*
	0.128*

	
	(0.0670)
	(0.0510)
	(0.0730)
	(0.0393)
	(0.142)
	(0.0636)
	(0.0632)
	(0.110)
	(0.0565)
	(0.0771)

	Member_Out (βMO)
	0.0284
	0.0109
	0.118
	0.0271
	0.0731
	0.140**
	0.0926*
	-0.107
	0.0806*
	0.0760

	
	(0.0563)
	(0.0483)
	(0.0871)
	(0.0426)
	(0.0528)
	(0.0651)
	(0.0517)
	(0.0789)
	(0.0427)
	(0.0696)

	βMI- βMO
	-0.098
	0.011
	0.015
	0.024
	0.249*
	0.033
	0.0078
	0.265**
	0.016
	0.052

	
	(0.075)
	(0.052)
	(0.101)
	(0.040)
	(0.144)
	(0.073)
	(0.069)
	(0.125)
	(0.054)
	(0.093)

	Model: Tobit; Observations: 1,920; chi2: 486.0


Notes: Table S9 offers an extract for some association-specific coefficients of the model reported in Table S6, column 6. See notes to Table S6 and Section I.2 for a description of the Tobit model, and notes to Table S8 for an explanation of coefficients and tests.  ***: p<0.01, **: p<0.05, *: p<0.1.


Table S10: Descriptive statistics over beliefs on others’ trust and trustworthiness
	
	Belief on Amount Sent (Amount Sent Exp)
	Belief on Return Rate
(Return Rate exp)

	
	Median
	Mean
(Std. Dev)
	Median
	Mean
(Std. Dev)

	Members in the ingroup
	15
	14.35
(6.55)
	0.33
	0.34
(0.18)

	Members in the outgroup
	10
	12.65
(5.69)
	0.29
	0.31
(0.18)

	Non-members
	10
	11.51
(6.93)
	0.28
	0.29
(0.19)

	Dropouts
	10
	10.97
(6.48)
	0.22
	0.28
(0.20)



Table S11: Analysis of beliefs
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	Dependent Variable

	Return Rate exp
	Amount Sent Exp
	Amount Sent

	Amount Sent
	Amount Sent
	Return Rate

	Model
	Tobit
	Negative Binomial
	Negative Binomial
	Negative Binomial
	Negative Binomial
	Tobit

	Amount Sent Exp
	
	
	0.0425***
	
	0.244*
	0.00884***

	
	
	
	(0.0055)
	
	(0.141)
	(0.0025)

	Return Rate exp
	
	
	0.383***
	
	0.0381***
	0.194**

	
	
	
	(0.143)
	
	(0.0051)
	(0.081)

	Member_Ing
	0.0453*
	0.211***
	0.220**
	0.282***
	0.199**
	0.0702**

	
	(0.0260)
	(0.0663)
	(0.090)
	(0.079)
	(0.085)
	(0.0322)

	Member_Out
	-6.73e-05
	0.0457
	0.223***
	0.189***
	0.199**
	0.0672**

	
	(0.0250)
	(0.0648)
	(0.086)
	(0.071)
	(0.078)
	(0.0289)

	Average Return Rate
	
	
	
	1.221***
	0.674***
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.198)
	(0.175)
	

	Sender_Transfer
	
	
	
	
	
	0.0293***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.00191)

	Sender_Transfer_Square
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.000701***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(5.79e-05)

	Financial_Risk
	0.00687
	0.00760
	0.0223**
	-0.0317
	0.0266**
	-0.00558

	
	(0.00454)
	(0.0116)
	(0.00958)
	(0.166)
	(0.0106)
	(0.00478)

	Dropout
	-0.0337
	-0.0580
	-0.0603
	-0.0279
	-0.0428
	0.000949

	
	(0.0500)
	(0.124)
	(0.146)
	(0.0533)
	(0.144)
	(0.0388)

	Female
	-0.0152
	-0.140**
	0.0171
	0.0325*
	0.0413
	-0.0251

	
	(0.0231)
	(0.0581)
	(0.0456)
	(0.0184)
	(0.0479)
	(0.0214)

	Age
	0.00260
	0.00701
	0.0294**
	-0.000398**
	0.0294**
	0.00357

	
	(0.00742)
	(0.0186)
	(0.0141)
	(0.000184)
	(0.0137)
	(0.00535)

	Age Squared
	-2.09e-06
	-6.38e-05
	-0.000346**
	-0.206**
	-0.000359**
	-1.83e-05

	
	(8.28e-05)
	(0.000198)
	(0.000144)
	(0.0884)
	(0.000140)
	(5.94e-05)

	Income_Dissatisfaction
	-0.00900
	-0.162**
	-0.116
	-0.0317
	-0.133*
	0.0287
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	(0.0311)
	(0.0772)
	(0.0801)
	(0.166)
	(0.0751)
	(0.0302)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	South
	-0.121***
	-0.329***
	-0.0985
	-0.192*
	-0.0703
	-0.0495

	
	(0.0365)
	(0.0735)
	(0.0986)
	(0.108)
	(0.100)
	(0.0315)

	Inhabitants
	-0.00397
	-0.00363
	0.0320
	0.0285
	0.0323
	0.0109

	
	(0.0181)
	(0.0514)
	(0.0567)
	(0.0623)
	(0.0574)
	(0.0202)

	Uni_Degree
	0.0205
	0.0538
	0.00313
	0.0661
	0.0121
	-0.0225

	
	(0.0323)
	(0.0914)
	(0.0739)
	(0.0812)
	(0.0690)
	(0.0307)

	High_School_Diploma
	0.0338
	0.113
	-0.0758
	-0.0283
	-0.0820
	-0.00893

	
	(0.0325)
	(0.0765)
	(0.0601)
	(0.0731)
	(0.0606)
	(0.0274)

	Retired
	-0.0631
	-0.0298
	0.137
	0.167**
	0.173**
	-0.0566

	
	(0.0392)
	(0.107)
	(0.0874)
	(0.0812)
	(0.0850)
	(0.0379)

	Unemployed
	0.0713
	-0.0810
	-0.296**
	-0.321*
	-0.296**
	0.0324

	
	(0.0701)
	(0.155)
	(0.135)
	(0.164)
	(0.134)
	(0.0484)

	Family_Size
	-0.0113*
	-0.0269
	-0.00624
	-0.0105
	-0.000942
	-0.00911

	
	(0.00664)
	(0.0206)
	(0.0193)
	(0.0205)
	(0.0187)
	(0.00815)

	Unmarried
	-0.0398
	-0.0709
	-0.0776
	-0.0820
	-0.0640
	-0.0209

	
	(0.0350)
	(0.0849)
	(0.0612)
	(0.0800)
	(0.0595)
	(0.0247)

	Only_Child
	-0.0210
	0.0144
	-0.0266
	-0.0331
	-0.0312
	0.00460

	
	(0.0200)
	(0.0749)
	(0.0528)
	(0.0634)
	(0.0546)
	(0.0257)

	Believer
	-0.00509
	-0.110
	-0.164**
	-0.176**
	-0.142**
	-0.0275

	
	(0.0258)
	(0.0747)
	(0.0639)
	(0.0759)
	(0.0598)
	(0.0224)

	Attends_Rel_Services
	0.0421*
	0.135**
	0.00908
	0.0535
	-0.000856
	0.0170

	
	(0.0217)
	(0.0559)
	(0.0543)
	(0.0567)
	(0.0516)
	(0.0224)

	Divorced
	-0.00846
	0.108
	-0.173
	-0.105
	-0.173
	-0.0320

	
	(0.0620)
	(0.171)
	(0.107)
	(0.102)
	(0.114)
	(0.0743)

	Health_Satisfaction
	0.0204
	0.0732*
	-0.0448
	-0.0244
	-0.0515
	0.00990

	
	(0.0199)
	(0.0395)
	(0.0367)
	(0.0343)
	(0.0351)
	(0.0157)

	Errors
	0.00833
	0.0450***
	-0.0269*
	-0.0243
	-0.0358**
	0.0140*

	
	(0.00850)
	(0.0174)
	(0.0140)
	(0.0159)
	(0.0142)
	(0.00738)
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	Experimenter
	0.0658***
	0.146***
	0.0298
	0.0898
	0.0290
	0.00575

	
	(0.0182)
	(0.0482)
	(0.0553)
	(0.0624)
	(0.0543)
	(0.0191)

	Constant
	0.0937
	2.103***
	1.465***
	1.640***
	1.373***
	-0.232

	

	(0.180)
	(0.467)
	(0.460)
	(0.541)
	(0.445)
	(0.143)

	Observations
	318
	319
	318
	320
	318
	1,908

	Pseudo R2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	chi2
	131.2
	186.2
	328.0
	179.1
	426.9
	572.8

	sigma_e
	
	
	
	
	
	0.145

	sigma_u
	
	
	
	
	
	0.148


Notes: Column 1 reports the regression results for the Tobit model put forward in equation (5) in section 3.4 in the main paper having expected RR as dependent variable. Column 2 reports the regression results for the negative binomial model put forward in equations (6) in section 3.4 in the main paper with expected AS as dependent variable (Note that we report the Average Marginal Effects, rather than the regression coefficients, in Table 2. Column 2). The censoring values for expected RR are 0 and 1 possible levels of expected AS are all multiple of 5 from 0 to 25. Columns 3, 4 and 5 report the regression results for the negative binomial model put forward in equations (1) and (2) in section 3.1 in main paper, and Table S6, relative to AS when also belief measures are included among regressors. Column 6 reports the regression results for the Tobit model put forward in equation (3) and (4) in section 3.1 in main paper relative to RR including belief measures in the regression. ***: p<0.01, **: p<0.05, *: p<0.1. 

Table S12: Analysis of Amount Sent and Return Rate: Effects of length of time since dropout
	
	(1)
	(2)

	VARIABLES
	1:Amount Sent
	2:Return Rate

	
	
	

	Years_Since_Dropout
	-0.0683
	-0.00852

	
	(0.0420)
	(0.0178)

	Female
	-0.00535
	0.0294

	
	(0.263)
	(0.120)

	Age
	0.211
	0.00995

	
	(0.144)
	(0.0462)

	Age Squared
	-0.00236
	-7.46e-05

	
	(0.00170)
	(0.000561)

	Income_Dissatisfaction
	-0.590
	0.139

	
	(0.666)
	(0.194)

	South
	-1.137**
	-0.276

	
	(0.511)
	(0.307)

	Uni_Degree
	-0.573
	-0.225

	
	(0.388)
	(0.279)

	High_School_Diploma
	-0.213
	0.0329

	
	(0.192)
	(0.0582)

	Errors
	0.933**
	0.0880

	
	(0.384)
	(0.131)

	Experimenter
	-0.0683
	0.0294

	
	(0.0420)
	(0.120)

	Sender_Transfer
	-0.00535
	0.0240***

	
	
	(0.00609)

	Sender_Transfer_Square
	
	-0.000560***

	
	
	(0.000169)

	Constant
	
	-0.114

	
	
	(0.813)

	Observations
	28
	168

	Pseudo R2
	0.0590
	

	chi2
	
	28.92

	Number of clusters
	
	28

	sigma_e
	
	0.146

	sigma_u
	
	0.171


Notes: We used the same models as in Table S6 to predict AS and RR (see also Section I.2). Due to the paucity of observations, fitting a model with the full list of covariates as in Table S6 would cause the model not to converge. For this reason, we have restricted the set of controls to basic demographic characteristics and experiment controls.
Table S13: Analysis of Amount Sent and Return Rate: Effects of length of membership
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	Dependent Variable:
	Amount Sent
	Amount Sent
	Amount Sent
	Return Rate
	Return Rate
	Return Rate

	Model

	Negative Binomial
	Negative Binomial
	Negative Binomial
	Tobit

	Tobit
	Tobit

	Years_Dummy
	0.302***
	
	0.282**
	0.114***
	
	0.130**

	
	(0.0984)
	
	(0.126)
	(0.0353)
	
	(0.0563)

	Years
	-0.0892
	
	
	-0.0979
	
	

	
	(0.156)
	
	
	(0.0683)
	
	

	Years_Dummy_Out
	
	0.263**
	
	
	0.123***
	

	
	
	(0.109)
	
	
	(0.0403)
	

	Years_Dummy_Ing
	
	0.366***
	
	
	0.0975**
	

	
	
	(0.121)
	
	
	(0.0457)
	

	Years_X_Out
	
	-0.114
	
	
	-0.164*
	

	
	
	(0.213)
	
	
	(0.0844)
	

	Years_X_Ing
	
	-0.0629
	
	
	0.00829
	

	
	
	(0.218)
	
	
	(0.0994)
	

	Years_2
	
	
	0.0822
	
	
	-0.0238

	
	
	
	(0.125)
	
	
	(0.0536)

	Years_3
	
	
	-0.0944
	
	
	-0.0437

	
	
	
	(0.116)
	
	
	(0.0542)

	Years_4
	
	
	0.0142
	
	
	-0.0682

	
	
	
	(0.112)
	
	
	(0.0520)

	Dropout
	-0.334**
	-0.292*
	-0.323**
	-0.101**
	-0.0964**
	-0.100**

	
	(0.159)
	(0.159)
	(0.156)
	(0.0398)
	(0.0402)
	(0.0407)

	Female
	-0.0948*
	-0.0983*
	-0.0875
	-0.0582**
	-0.0592**
	-0.0589**

	
	(0.0547)
	(0.0516)
	(0.0556)
	(0.0232)
	(0.0241)
	(0.0252)

	Age
	0.0299
	0.0323
	0.0299
	0.00438
	0.00517
	0.00478

	
	(0.0209)
	(0.0208)
	(0.0206)
	(0.00571)
	(0.00599)
	(0.00595)

	Age Squared
	-0.000343*
	-0.000366*
	-0.000341*
	-1.93e-05
	-2.70e-05
	-2.38e-05

	Table S13 (continued)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(0.000207)
	(0.000205)
	(0.000205)
	(6.17e-05)
	(6.57e-05)
	(6.40e-05)

	Income_Dissatisfaction
	-0.185*
	-0.182*
	-0.167*
	0.0115
	0.0109
	0.00825

	
	(0.0988)
	(0.0991)
	(0.0961)
	(0.0312)
	(0.0322)
	(0.0317)

	South
	-0.296***
	-0.295***
	-0.304***
	-0.109***
	-0.107***
	-0.108***

	
	(0.110)
	(0.110)
	(0.110)
	(0.0323)
	(0.0324)
	(0.0315)

	Inhabitants
	0.0233
	0.0256
	0.0153
	0.0153
	0.0148
	0.0155

	
	(0.0627)
	(0.0635)
	(0.0615)
	(0.0206)
	(0.0217)
	(0.0212)

	Uni_Degree
	0.0414
	0.0732
	0.0410
	-0.0186
	-0.0110
	-0.0187

	
	(0.0871)
	(0.0894)
	(0.0882)
	(0.0334)
	(0.0346)
	(0.0312)

	High_School_Diploma
	-0.0185
	0.00594
	-0.0103
	0.00528
	0.00809
	0.00645

	
	(0.0812)
	(0.0799)
	(0.0816)
	(0.0317)
	(0.0330)
	(0.0292)

	Retired
	0.0833
	0.0862
	0.0827
	-0.0704
	-0.0662
	-0.0722

	
	(0.0904)
	(0.0899)
	(0.0891)
	(0.0434)
	(0.0438)
	(0.0444)

	Unemployed
	-0.334*
	-0.321*
	-0.312
	0.0229
	0.0212
	0.0196

	
	(0.190)
	(0.188)
	(0.199)
	(0.0597)
	(0.0593)
	(0.0615)

	Family_Size
	-0.0241
	-0.0255
	-0.0270
	-0.0155*
	-0.0158*
	-0.0155*

	
	(0.0208)
	(0.0208)
	(0.0207)
	(0.00846)
	(0.00832)
	(0.00833)

	Unmarried
	-0.135
	-0.126
	-0.144*
	-0.0363
	-0.0330
	-0.0339

	
	(0.0882)
	(0.0902)
	(0.0874)
	(0.0271)
	(0.0268)
	(0.0267)

	Only_Child
	-0.0189
	-0.0342
	-0.0194
	-0.00256
	-0.00798
	-0.00452

	
	(0.0648)
	(0.0626)
	(0.0644)
	(0.0283)
	(0.0276)
	(0.0280)

	Believer
	-0.248***
	-0.241***
	-0.251***
	-0.0526**
	-0.0518**
	-0.0545**

	
	(0.0909)
	(0.0907)
	(0.0894)
	(0.0254)
	(0.0252)
	(0.0270)

	Attends_Rel_Services
	0.104
	0.0997
	0.0921
	0.0505*
	0.0484*
	0.0498*

	
	(0.0661)
	(0.0662)
	(0.0626)
	(0.0258)
	(0.0263)
	(0.0264)

	Divorced
	-0.0743
	-0.0838
	-0.0871
	-0.0109
	-0.0139
	-0.00835

	
	(0.0958)
	(0.0933)
	(0.0964)
	(0.0923)
	(0.0886)
	(0.0935)

	Health_Satisfaction
	0.00149
	0.000503
	0.0112
	0.0232
	0.0210
	0.0236

	
	(0.0369)
	(0.0364)
	(0.0367)
	(0.0175)
	(0.0172)
	(0.0181)

	Financial_Risk
	0.0236*
	0.0255**
	0.0233*
	-0.00392
	-0.00389
	-0.00461

	Table S13 (continued)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(0.0125)
	(0.0126)
	(0.0123)
	(0.00531)
	(0.00533)
	(0.00517)

	Errors
	-0.0102
	-0.0115
	-0.00828
	0.0186**
	0.0180**
	0.0187**

	
	(0.0182)
	(0.0173)
	(0.0185)
	(0.00883)
	(0.00884)
	(0.00871)

	Experimenter
	0.122*
	0.123*
	0.131*
	0.0360*
	0.0350
	0.0357*

	
	(0.0680)
	(0.0667)
	(0.0688)
	(0.0207)
	(0.0214)
	(0.0207)

	Sender_Transfer
	
	
	
	0.0295***
	0.0295***
	0.0295***

	
	
	
	
	(0.00199)
	(0.00190)
	(0.00196)

	Sender_Transfer_Square
	
	
	
	-0.000703***
	-0.000703***
	-0.000703***

	
	
	
	
	(6.08e-05)
	(5.85e-05)
	(5.92e-05)

	Constant
	2.038***
	1.953***
	2.002***
	-0.125
	-0.138
	-0.129

	
	(0.611)
	(0.607)
	(0.609)
	(0.152)
	(0.156)
	(0.159)

	Observations
	312
	312
	312
	1,872
	1,872
	1,872

	Pseudo R2
	0.0311
	0.0323
	0.0322
	
	
	

	chi2
	184.5
	191.7
	215.9
	513.3
	522.9
	475.0

	sigma_e
	
	
	
	0.143
	0.143
	0.143

	sigma_u
	 
	 
	 
	0.165
	0.164
	0.164


Notes: See Table S6 and Section I.2 for the description of econometric models. All variables labelled “Y_Dummy” takes a value of 1 when Y is greater than 0 and a value of 0 when Y is equal to 0. For example,  . The “X” operator defines an interaction term between the two variables specified before and after the “X”. So, the variables Years_X_Out (Years_X_Ing) are interaction variables given by the product of Years and the Outgroup (Ingroup) dummy. Our econometric specification combines a dummy variable associated with a certain variable (for instance, Years_Dummy), and the variable itself (for instance, Years). In this way, the dummy variable captures the effect of having zero (as opposed to a positive) level of the variable, while the variable itself captures the effect of its increase along its positive range. Since never-members always have a value of zero for the “intensity” variables we considered (Years, Hours, Number), this specification is appropriate in order to distinguish between the effect of pure participation and the effect of increase in intensity among members. Years_2, Years_3, Years_4 are dummy variables identifying (with the value of 1) participants who have been members of some associations for a portion of their life less than the 20% percentile, between the 20% percentile and the 40% percentile, between the 40% percentile and the 60% percentile, respectively, of the variable Years. Alternative specifications of membership lengths have been tested with qualitatively similar results to those presented here (available in companion papers).


Table S14: Analysis of Amount Sent: Effects of length of hours spent in association per week
	Dependent Variable:
	Amount Sent
	Return Rate

	
	(1)
	(2)
	 (3)
	(4)

	Hours_Dummy
	0.322***
	
	0.0917***
	

	
	(0.0874)
	
	(0.0298)
	

	Hours
	-0.00557
	
	-0.000746
	

	
	(0.00474)
	
	(0.00189)
	

	Hours_Dummy_Out
	
	0.380***
	
	0.0985***

	
	
	(0.0993)
	
	(0.0328)

	Hours_Dummy_Ing
	
	0.357***
	
	0.101***

	
	
	(0.0915)
	
	(0.0358)

	Hours_X_Out
	
	-0.0234***
	
	-0.00350

	
	
	(0.00673)
	
	(0.00318)

	Hours_X_Ing
	
	0.00333
	
	0.00109

	
	
	(0.00276)
	
	(0.00227)

	Dropout
	-0.0401
	-0.0263
	0.00378
	0.00537

	
	(0.180)
	(0.181)
	(0.0463)
	(0.0446)

	Female
	-0.0889
	-0.0901*
	-0.0412*
	-0.0423*

	
	(0.0564)
	(0.0531)
	(0.0247)
	(0.0238)

	Age
	0.0291
	0.0335
	0.00409
	0.00498

	
	(0.0214)
	(0.0208)
	(0.00607)
	(0.00563)

	Age Squared
	-0.000334
	-0.000379*
	-1.68e-05
	-2.59e-05

	
	(0.000215)
	(0.000207)
	(6.67e-05)
	(6.25e-05)

	Income_Dissatisfaction
	-0.189*
	-0.172*
	0.0111
	0.0153

	
	(0.0981)
	(0.0990)
	(0.0330)
	(0.0312)

	South
	-0.295***
	-0.279**
	-0.114***
	-0.111***

	
	(0.112)
	(0.109)
	(0.0333)
	(0.0312)

	Inhabitants
	0.0204
	0.0452
	0.0186
	0.0232

	
	(0.0624)
	(0.0621)
	(0.0201)
	(0.0203)

	Uni_Degree
	0.0476
	0.105
	-0.0193
	-0.00679

	
	(0.0879)
	(0.0861)
	(0.0341)
	(0.0353)

	High_School_Diploma
	-0.00944
	0.0303
	0.00162
	0.0105

	
	(0.0792)
	(0.0747)
	(0.0313)
	(0.0326)

	Retired 
	0.0941
	0.161*
	-0.0505
	-0.0390

	
	(0.0906)
	(0.0931)
	(0.0437)
	(0.0430)

	Unemployed
	-0.332*
	-0.323*
	0.0334
	0.0346

	
	(0.186)
	(0.185)
	(0.0634)
	(0.0660)

	Family_Size
	-0.0312
	-0.0348*
	-0.0155*
	-0.0163**

	
	(0.0202)
	(0.0204)
	(0.00853)
	(0.00809)

	Unmarried
	-0.163*
	-0.153*
	-0.0365
	-0.0346

	
	(0.0845)
	(0.0828)
	(0.0272)
	(0.0262)

	Only_Child
	-0.0324
	-0.0426
	0.00329
	0.00113

	
	(0.0648)
	(0.0639)
	(0.0290)
	(0.0280)

	Believer
	-0.264***
	-0.267***
	-0.0458*
	-0.0462*

	
	(0.0879)
	(0.0859)
	(0.0267)
	(0.0267)

	Attends_Rel_Services
	0.128**
	0.116*
	0.0345
	0.0312

	
	(0.0648)
	(0.0630)
	(0.0266)
	(0.0272)

	Table S14 (continued)
	
	
	
	

	Divorced
	-0.0956
	-0.113
	-0.0589
	-0.0589

	
	(0.108)
	(0.0935)
	(0.101)
	(0.0979)

	Health_Satisfaction
	-0.00572
	0.0117
	0.0271
	0.0301*

	
	(0.0378)
	(0.0378)
	(0.0183)
	(0.0179)

	Financial_Risk
	0.0212*
	0.0248**
	-0.00472
	-0.00394

	
	(0.0123)
	(0.0127)
	(0.00570)
	(0.00548)

	Errors 
	-0.00174
	-0.00108
	0.0204**
	0.0205**

	
	(0.0190)
	(0.0182)
	(0.00875)
	(0.00859)

	Experimenter
	0.124*
	0.120*
	0.0263
	0.0253

	
	(0.0701)
	(0.0693)
	(0.0219)
	(0.0222)

	Sender_Transfer
	
	
	0.0287***
	0.0287***

	
	
	
	(0.00184)
	(0.00191)

	Sender_Transfer_Square
	
	
	-0.000671***
	-0.000671***

	
	
	
	(5.46e-05)
	(5.72e-05)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	2.095***
	1.864***
	-0.131
	-0.175

	
	(0.620)
	(0.614)
	(0.160)
	(0.151)

	Observations
	303
	303
	1,818
	1,818

	Pseudo R2
	0.0868
	0.0372
	
	

	chi2
	94.69
	223.8
	502.7
	474.4

	sigma_e
	
	
	0.137
	0.137

	sigma_u
	
	
	0.165
	0.164


Notes: See Table S6 and Section I.2 for the description of econometric models. See Table S13 for notation and definition of variables. Other specifications controlling for multiple memberships give the same qualitative results (see companion papers).


Table S15: Analysis of Amount Sent and Return Rate: Effects of number of joined associations
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	Dependent variable:
	Amount Sent
	Amount Sent
	Amount Sent
	Return Rate

	Return Rate

	Return Rate


	Model:
	Negative Binomial
	Negative Binomial
	Negative Binomial
	Tobit

	Tobit

	Tobit


	Number_Dummy
	0.285***
	
	
	0.0786**
	
	

	
	(0.101)
	
	
	(0.0368)
	
	

	Number
	-0.00260
	
	
	0.00248
	
	

	
	(0.0188)
	
	
	(0.00937)
	
	

	Number_Dummy_X_Out
	
	0.259**
	
	
	0.0761*
	

	
	
	(0.106)
	
	
	(0.0394)
	

	Number_Dummy_X_Ing
	
	0.355***
	
	
	0.0931**
	

	
	
	(0.117)
	
	
	(0.0442)
	

	Number_X_Out
	
	-0.0126
	
	
	-0.00211
	

	
	
	(0.0218)
	
	
	(0.0110)
	

	Number_X_Ing
	
	-0.00226
	
	
	0.00506
	

	
	
	(0.0318)
	
	
	(0.0145)
	

	Number_1
	
	
	0.301***
	
	
	0.0823**

	
	
	
	(0.0970)
	
	
	(0.0332)

	Number_2
	
	
	0.262***
	
	
	0.0846***

	
	
	
	(0.0808)
	
	
	(0.0325)

	Dropout
	-0.0474
	-0.0494
	-0.0475
	-0.00154
	-0.00213
	-0.00155

	
	(0.179)
	(0.178)
	(0.179)
	(0.0449)
	(0.0443)
	(0.0464)

	Female
	-0.0875
	-0.0918*
	-0.0892*
	-0.0459*
	-0.0472*
	-0.0461*

	
	(0.0534)
	(0.0504)
	(0.0542)
	(0.0254)
	(0.0254)
	(0.0247)

	Age
	0.0300
	0.0328
	0.0301
	0.00409
	0.00462
	0.00414

	
	(0.0207)
	(0.0205)
	(0.0207)
	(0.00581)
	(0.00592)
	(0.00573)

	Age Squared
	-0.000343*
	-0.000370*
	-0.000341*
	-1.84e-05
	-2.35e-05
	-1.89e-05

	
	(0.000206)
	(0.000203)
	(0.000205)
	(6.22e-05)
	(6.40e-05)
	(6.24e-05)

	Income_Dissatisfaction
	-0.188*
	-0.184*
	-0.185*
	0.0108
	0.0129
	0.0106

	
	(0.0963)
	(0.0966)
	(0.0963)
	(0.0314)
	(0.0320)
	(0.0317)

	South
	-0.291***
	-0.291***
	-0.294***
	-0.103***
	-0.102***
	-0.103***

	
	(0.109)
	(0.108)
	(0.108)
	(0.0319)
	(0.0322)
	(0.0312)

	Inhabitants
	0.0208
	0.0221
	0.0178
	0.00934
	0.0101
	0.00944

	
	(0.0608)
	(0.0616)
	(0.0616)
	(0.0212)
	(0.0211)
	(0.0209)

	Uni_Degree
	0.0354
	0.0689
	0.0445
	-0.0247
	-0.0145
	-0.0243

	
	(0.0869)
	(0.0898)
	(0.0875)
	(0.0307)
	(0.0344)
	(0.0328)

	High_School_Diploma
	-0.0208
	0.00372
	-0.0152
	-0.000624
	0.00633
	-0.000570

	
	(0.0803)
	(0.0789)
	(0.0823)
	(0.0301)
	(0.0310)
	(0.0304)

	Retired 
	0.0720
	0.0785
	0.0700
	-0.0770*
	-0.0760*
	-0.0766*

	
	(0.0871)
	(0.0870)
	(0.0862)
	(0.0397)
	(0.0412)
	(0.0425)

	Unemployed
	-0.322*
	-0.308
	-0.329*
	0.0314
	0.0337
	0.0313

	
	(0.190)
	(0.190)
	(0.189)
	(0.0602)
	(0.0628)
	(0.0623)

	Family_Size
	-0.0239
	-0.0249
	-0.0244
	-0.0142*
	-0.0143*
	-0.0143*

	
	(0.0208)
	(0.0209)
	(0.0208)
	(0.00851)
	(0.00796)
	(0.00824)

	Unmarried
	-0.126
	-0.118
	-0.126
	-0.0357
	-0.0349
	-0.0355

	
	(0.0835)
	(0.0851)
	(0.0835)
	(0.0267)
	(0.0257)
	(0.0262)

	Only_Child
	-0.0167
	-0.0300
	-0.0158
	0.00428
	0.00254
	0.00453

	
	(0.0634)
	(0.0613)
	(0.0633)
	(0.0275)
	(0.0273)
	(0.0274)

	Believer
	-0.234***
	-0.229***
	-0.238***
	-0.0397
	-0.0400
	-0.0404

	
	(0.0857)
	(0.0851)
	(0.0854)
	(0.0264)
	(0.0252)
	(0.0252)

	Attends_Rel_Services
	0.0941
	0.0909
	0.0976
	0.0388
	0.0383
	0.0396

	
	(0.0640)
	(0.0640)
	(0.0640)
	(0.0248)
	(0.0260)
	(0.0249)

	Divorced
	-0.0785
	-0.0901
	-0.0776
	-0.0107
	-0.0133
	-0.0115

	
	(0.0980)
	(0.0938)
	(0.100)
	(0.0906)
	(0.0907)
	(0.0900)

	Health_Satisfaction
	-0.000644
	0.000481
	-0.00113
	0.0194
	0.0196
	0.0196

	
	(0.0349)
	(0.0341)
	(0.0352)
	(0.0165)
	(0.0175)
	(0.0171)

	Financial_Risk
	0.0225*
	0.0247**
	0.0230*
	-0.00462
	-0.00412
	-0.00459

	
	(0.0120)
	(0.0121)
	(0.0120)
	(0.00575)
	(0.00544)
	(0.00554)

	Errors 
	-0.00423
	-0.00511
	-0.00369
	0.0203**
	0.0203**
	0.0203**

	
	(0.0179)
	(0.0174)
	(0.0179)
	(0.00795)
	(0.00839)
	(0.00810)

	Experimenter
	0.117*
	0.116*
	0.118*
	0.0338
	0.0327
	0.0336

	
	(0.0674)
	(0.0660)
	(0.0673)
	(0.0212)
	(0.0220)
	(0.0205)

	Sender_Transfer
	
	
	
	0.0288***
	0.0288***
	0.0288***

	
	
	
	
	(0.00202)
	(0.00194)
	(0.00205)

	Sender_Transfer_Square
	
	
	
	-0.000688***
	-0.000688***
	-0.000688***

	
	
	
	
	(5.96e-05)
	(5.75e-05)
	(6.13e-05)

	Constant
	2.028***
	1.931***
	2.023***
	-0.103
	-0.125
	-0.105

	
	(0.602)
	(0.598)
	(0.602)
	(0.155)
	(0.154)
	(0.152)

	Observations
	319
	319
	319
	1,914
	1,914
	1,914

	Pseudo R2
	0.0312
	0.0324
	0.0313
	
	
	

	chi2
	179.8
	200.1
	179.3
	401.9
	443.0
	442.1

	sigma_e
	
	
	
	0.148
	0.148
	0.148

	sigma_u
	
	
	
	0.163
	0.163
	0.163


Notes: See Table S6 and Section I.2 for the description of econometric models. See Table S13 for notation and definition of variables. Other specifications controlling for multiple memberships give the same qualitative results (see companion papers).
Number_1 and Number_2 are defined as follows:
; . 
In this way, the model in specification 3 enables us to compare the incremental effect of being associated with more than 1 association and exactly 1 association. This can be done through a Wald test on the null hypothesis that the coefficients associated with  and  are not significantly different from each other: . The test fails to reject the null hypothesis both for amounts sent , and return rates . We tested other specifications, varying the number of associations being considered, with equivalent results (see omitted authors, 2013).
Table S16: Analysis of Amount Sent: Effects of intensity of associational participation - Summary
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	Dependent Variable:
	Amount Sent
	Amount Sent
	Amount Sent

	Intensity Measure:
	Years
	Hours
	Number

	Intensity_Ing (βIntI)
	-0.0629
	0.00333
	-0.00226

	
	(0.218)
	(0.00276)
	(0.0318)

	Intensity_Out (βInt0)
	-0.114
	-0.0234***
	-0.0126

	
	(0.213)
	(0.00673)
	(0.0218)

	βIntI - βInt0
	0.051 
	-0.027***
	-0.010

	
	(0.303)
	(0.008)
	(0.038)

	Observations
	312
	209
	319

	Pseudo R2 
	0.0323
	0.0372
	0.0324


Notes: Table S16 offers an extract of the regressions included in Tables S13-S15 for some variables of interest. The full list of covariates for the models of columns 1, 2, and 3 can be found in SOM: Table S13, column 2, Table S14, column 2 and Table S15, column 2, respectively. The third to last line reports the results of Wald tests over the null hypothesis that the difference of the coefficients for Member_Ing and Member_Out equals zero. 
***: p<0.01, **: p<0.05, *: p<0.1.

Table S17: Analysis of Return rates: Effects of intensity of associational participation - Summary
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	Dependent Variable:
	Return rate
	Return rate
	Return rate

	Intensity Measure:
	Years
	Hours
	Number

	Intensity_Ing (βIntI)
	0.00829
	0.00109
	0.00506

	
	(0.0994)
	(0.00227)
	(0.0145)

	Intensity_out (βInt0)
	-0.164*
	-0.00350
	-0.00211

	
	(0.0844)
	(0.00318)
	(0.0110)

	βIntI - βInt0
	0.172
	0.0046
	0.0072*

	
	(0.134)
	(0.0039)
	(0.047)

	Observations
	1,872
	1,818
	1,914

	chi2
	522.9
	474.4
	443.0


Note: Table S17 offers an extract of the regressions included in Tables S13-S15 for some variables of interest. The full list of covariates for the models of columns 1, 2, and 3 can be found in SOM: Table S13, column 5, Table S14, column 5 and Table S15, column 5, respectively. The third to last line reports the results of Wald tests over the null hypothesis that the difference of the coefficients for Member_Ing and Member_Out equals zero. 
***: p<0.01, **: p<0.05, *: p<0.1.
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[bookmark: _III._Methods_and]III. METHODS AND MATERIALS
[bookmark: _III.1_Description_of]III.1 DESCRIPTION OF ASSOCIATIONS
(At the time the research was realized)
We recruited association members from ten associations, whose general goals, number of active members, encounter frequency, are described below. Descriptions refer to the time in which the study was carried out.
A. Trade Unions
[bookmark: _Hlk155367005]CGIL (Confederazione Generale Italiana del Lavoro – Italian General Confederation of Labour) and UIL (Unione Italiana del Lavoro – Italian Labour Union) are two of the most representative - in terms of number of members - Italian trade unions, CGIL being the largest. They are structured into several different branches, each focusing on one specific sector of the economy. Our sample came from CGIL and UIL “delegates”. These are employees who have been appointed to represent the trade union in the firm where they work. Delegates do not receive extra payment for their activities, so these can be considered akin to a voluntary activity. Meetings are regularly organized to discuss various issues related to industrial relations. With respect to the context where the research was conducted, CGIL delegates meet every month, UIL delegates meet less frequently, when specific issues need to be discussed. The number of delegates belonging to each branch may vary significantly. They range from 259 for the largest branch (FIOM, active in the metalworking sector) to 25 for the smallest one (SLC, active in the -insurance and credit sector) for CGIL active in Parma. Normally between approximately 20 and 50 members attend such meetings. The number of delegates is significantly lower for UIL. For example, the delegates in the metalworking sector are 45 for UIL. Overall, we estimate the total number of delegates active in the province of Parma to be 1246 for CGIL and 224 for UIL. We recruited members from five different branches of CGIL and two branches for UIL.
B. Cultural associations
We recruited from three choirs (Corale Giuseppe Verdi, Coro Renata Tebaldi, and Coro “Voci di Parma”) and one ethnic and traditional dance association (Terra di Danza - Land of Dance).
All the three choirs operate in Parma and are formed by opera amateur singers who meet to practice opera under the direction of a choral conductor. All the three choirs also perform in public events. Choir members are not paid for their performance. The rehearsals are normally held once or twice a week. The choirs meet in the city of Parma. The Giuseppe Verdi choir counts about 75 singers, while the other choirs are smaller: The Renata Tebaldi choir counts on about 50 affiliates and the Voices of Parma choir has about 40 members.
Terra di Danza is active in the provinces of Reggio Emilia and Modena and the neighboring province of Parma. We recruited people attending classes held in Parma. It is a voluntary association organizing courses, stages and events in relation to different types of dances, such as Jewish, Celtic, and other ethnic dances. Classes are structured in three different levels: beginner, intermediate and advanced. People can enroll in quarterly courses. Classes are held once a week and participants in a class may vary between a few people (less than ten) to some dozens (but normally no more than 35 people). Overall, we estimate that around 140 people are active members of this association.
C. Social welfare and health services associations
We recruited from four associations active in social health and services. 
AVIS (Associazione Volontari Italiani Sangue – Italian Association of Blood Donors) is the main Italian association organizing the collection of blood donation. It is structured in different branches that organize blood collection in various municipalities of the province of Parma. We recruited people from active volunteers, i.e. participants who help in the organization of AVIS associational activity in the province of Parma. These participants meet in the headquarters of their branch to organize the associational activities and blood collection. The frequency of the meetings varies in relation to the dimension and the type of activity carried out by each branch. The total number of active volunteers equals around 700 members throughout the province and 250 for the city of Parma and surroundings municipalities.
A.VO.PRO.RI.T (Associazione Volontaria Promozione Ricerca Tumori - Voluntary Association for the Promotion of Cancer Research) is an association active in the province of Parma since 1981. It promotes medical research on cancer, it offers assistance to people suffering from cancer, and it carries out several activities to raise people’s awareness on cancer-related issues. Members usually meet every month to plan and organize the association’s activity. The number of active members of A.VO.PRO.RI.T is around 300 people.
Giocamico (Friendly-play) is an association of volunteers founded in 1998. It is active in the area of the Parma province, although two branches have been formed in two other Italian provinces (Bergamo and Sassari). Its goal is to assist hospitalized children. Volunteers spend their time in hospitals, carrying out various recreational activities with children such as playing, reading books, painting, etc. The main aim of Giocamico is to allow hospitalized children to continue to play. Members have regular monthly meetings at the association home. The number of volunteers is around 200.
Comunità di Sant’Egidio (Community of Saint Giles) is an association active nationwide dedicated to charitable activities and Catholic evangelization. In Parma, the number of active volunteers belonging to the association equals 25 members, while 20 more people follow the association activities less regularly. Active members meet several times a month for worshipping and discussing associational activities. We recruited people from the more active group of 25 members.
[bookmark: _III.2_Sampling_objectives]
III.2 SAMPLING OBJECTIVES AND IMPLEMENTATION
A. Rationale
Our general goals in the selection of association members were, on the one hand, to recruit members from a broad range of the association spectrum, and, on the other, to cluster recruitment into a limited number of association types in order to have sufficient statistical power to detect possible differences across these types[footnoteRef:3]. We opted for sampling trade unions (TU), cultural associations (CA), and social welfare and health services associations (SW). According to the classification proposed by Knack and Keefer (1997), TU and CA stand at the opposite extremes of a spectrum ranking associations on the basis of their rent-seeking orientation. TU are typical “Olsonian” associations, as their main goal is to extract benefits for their members through lobbying and bargaining activities at the societal level. Other Olsonian associations are “political parties or groups” and “professional associations”. At the other side of the spectrum, CA are typical “Putnamesque” associations, in that they are the least likely to seek benefits for their members from the society as a whole. “Religious or church organizations”, “education, arts, music, activities”; and “youth work” are also Putnamesque. SW lie in a residual intermediate category between Olsonian and Putnamesque. These associations also differ according to the recipients of the goods they produce. Members are the principal beneficiaries of association activity in TU. Both members and non-members can access the activities of CA, as members can enjoy the specific activity carried out in the association (e.g. singing), but CA typically also offer public performances, often for free. The general public is instead the primary recipient of goods produced by SW, as their main goal is to improve the welfare of people affected by illnesses or being marginalized. We conjectured that SW would have been characterized by a particularly high level of bridging social capital, as SW are created specifically to take care of others’ welfare (Degli Antoni 2009; Sabatini, Modena and Tortia, 2014; Degli Antoni and Sabatini 2017). We then thought that restricting recruitment to these three association groups would ensure a broad variability in terms of the association objectives and type of good being produced.  [3:  The analysis of differences across types of associations is the subject of a companion paper to the present one.] 

We selected associations from the list of non-profit associations active in the area of Parma compiled by the Solidarity Forum-Service Centre for Volunteering in Parma (Forum Solidarietà – Centro di Servizi per il Volontariato in Parma, 2011). Our goal was to have a roughly equal representation of members active in the three types of target associations. We set out to achieve a minimal recruitment target of 20 participants per association, to be allocated evenly between Ingroup and Outgroup treatment, taking into account that attrition and no-shows may have been considerable. We gathered information on the number of members per association, and excluded many associations that were unlikely to attain the target. Among the (relatively few) associations that were left, we selected associations that appeared to have a large enough number of active members. While a random selection would have been preferable on methodological grounds, we elected to prioritize the need to avoid low-turnout, which would have invalidated the test of behavioral differences between ingroup and outgroup treatments As can be noticed in the descriptive statistics reported in Section II, Table S2, our concerns were well-founded, as the desired target was not achieved for some associations, both because of no-shows and attrition. 
After an association had been selected, one of the two authors contacted one of the associations’ coordinators. The author explained in very general terms the research goals, demanding to coordinators maximum confidentiality in not revealing them to anyone else. If the coordinator agreed to be involved in the research, an appointment was made for one of the authors to attend an associational meeting and give an announcement of the research. All participants were contacted following the same recruitment script reported in the next section, which was read aloud. Participants in the meeting were told they were invited to participate in a research on inter-personal decision-making. It was specified that participants’ earnings could vary between approximately 0€ and 50€ depending on the participant and others’ choices. It was stressed that the option of earning 25€ for sure was always available to participants. It was also made clear that we aimed at recruiting a cross-section of residents of the province of “Anonymized city from Northern Italy” and neighboring provinces in research on individual decision-making run by University of Parma researchers. At no time were participants given the impression that the research focused on association members’ behavior in social interactions. Participants who accepted to participate had to fill out a registration form requiring stating their demographic characteristics and occupational status.
Participants were required to sign up and indicate in the registration form three demographic characteristics that we deemed relevant, i.e. gender, age, and educational attainment, the latter proxying for socio-economic status. Income levels would have been preferable to better identify socio-economic status, but we preferred not to ask this information during recruitment because of the sensitiveness of this question. The participant’s occupation may have also been used to estimate socio-economic status, but we opted to use educational attainment because of the possible ambiguities in mapping occupations into levels of socio-economic status.
To address the main objectives of our research we also needed to recruit a control sample of people who were not association members - labelled “Non-Members”. In order to ensure comparability between the Non-Members and Members groups, we aimed to recruit a sample of Non-Members having the same demographic characteristics, with respect to gender, age, and educational attainment, as Members. This was possible because recruitment of members took place before that of non-members. We contracted Demoskopea - one of the most active opinion polls and market research agency in Italy - to select non-members from the general population according to a quasi-random quota sampling technique. We instructed Demoskopea to recruit a sample of non-members whose characteristics matched that of members with respect to gender, age, and education levels. More precisely, the quotas we considered in recruitment were three age groups - [18-30; 31-50; 50+] -, three education levels - (1) Primary and Secondary School; (2) A-levels (Maturità/Licenza); (3) Bachelor Degree, Master and Ph.D. -, and two gender groups. This originates an 18-cell matrix of possible demographic characteristics. We demanded Demoskopea to target the same number of people in each cell as the member sample, up to a tolerance level of a few units (about 10% of the target) for each cell. We requested Demoskopea to follow a recruitment script similar to the one used by the authors (see section III.2.B-C for the recruitment scripts). In this way, all participants were given the same information prior to attending the research sessions. 
Within the target given by the quota sampling method, Demoskopea followed a recruitment strategy that combined random selection from a pre-existing sample of people who already took part in previous surveys, and contacting people randomly from the general population with the objective of filling up the various quotas of the sample as desired. It has to be noted that people who had already participated in Demoskopea research had never participated in experiments before. Rather, they had taken part in meetings such as focus groups for market research. 
In practice, there have been some exceptions to this general strategy. Even if Demoskopea was instructed to only recruit non-members, 11 participants recruited by Demoskopea reported in the post-experiment questionnaire that they were active association members at the time of the research. We suppose this may be due to participants’ absent-mindedness when answering the recruitment interview. We have kept these 11 participants in the sample as members, although only for two of them did the associations of which they are member fall into the categories of cultural, or social welfare and health, or trade unions. In Table S3 and in the ensuing econometric analysis we refer to these participants as belonging to “Other associations”. Overall, Demoskopea recruited 118 participants (including the 11 members). The remaining 256 participants were recruited by the two authors, one of them conducting all recruitment announcements at association meetings but one, which was conducted by the other author. Four non-members were recruited by the authors in the vicinity to the research venue to make up for Demoskopea no-shows. Association members were randomly assigned to either the ingroup or outgroup treatments.

Overall, this recruitment strategy seems to have been successful, as there were no statistically significant differences between the groups of Members and Never Members (further broken down into Dropouts and Never-Members; see section 1 of the main paper), with respect to the target demographic characteristics of gender, age and education (see SOM: Section I.1 and Table S1 for descriptive demographic statistics).
As customary for Demoskopea, its recruitment was carried out through telephone calls. We requested Demoskopea recruiters to follow as closely as possible the announcements the researchers gave at the association meetings in their screening interviews.  Recruiting a portion of the participant pool through personal announcements and another portion through phone calls is not optimal, because it may induce differential expectations by the participants, and different degrees of identification with the experimenter. However, alternative recruitment strategies that would have addressed this issue were unfeasible. An alternative strategy, for instance, would have been to communicate to Demoskopea association members’ telephone contacts from the associations, and have Demoskopea call on the phone members as well as non-members. However, this strategy was unfeasible because associations are generally unwilling to pass their members’ contact details to external agencies. Another strategy might have been to sub-contract to Demoskopea the recruitment of both members and non-members. However, given the relative scarcity of active members in the general population[footnoteRef:4], and the consequent need for Demoskopea to contact a very large number of people, this method would have proved far too expensive with respect to our available budget. We believe that carrying out recruitment following the same protocol in the two samples ensures that the effect of the differential recruitment is at most small. [4: According to ISTAT (2011), 11,21% of Parma. residents are active voluntary members of some associations.] 


B. Recruitment protocol and script for members
One of the authors gave the following announcement below before association meetings.
Good morning. I'm a member of a research group that is working with the University of Parma. We are carrying out a research project on individual decisions. We would like to ask you if you would be interested in participating in the research. The participation implies the possibility to earn a sum of money, as I will explain shortly. Residents in the province of Parma or in neighboring provinces contacted by us or by other people who collaborate in the project will be invited to take part in the research.
One of the requirements of the research methodology is not to reveal in advance the specific objectives and the precise methodology characterizing the research. For this reason, in what follows I cannot be completely exhaustive. I will indicate only the essential aspects of the project. The goals and results of the research will be explained to those who are interested once it is finished. A seminar will be held where we will present the results of this study.
The objectives of the research are to study individual decisions in a group setting. Several people will be invited to participate in our sessions. Each participant will be endowed with an amount of money to make these decisions. The endowment can be used to choose among different options. The final earnings of each participant will depend on his individual decision and of those of the other people in his group. In the second part of the research you will be asked to fill out a questionnaire concerning your opinions on today's society. The research will last up to one hour.
How in practice the activity will take place and how you can earn money will be explained in detail during the research session. However, the basic idea is the following. Each participant will receive an endowment equal to 25 Euros. The choice will consist of allocating these 25 Euros between different options. One of the choice options can duplicate the sum of 25 Euros, bringing to 50 Euros, but it can also lead to entirely lose the 25 Euros. Other options can generate gains between these two extremes and, in some cases, even higher gains. The participant may always choose the option not to commit the initial 25 Euros, thus ensuring that his final gain is exactly 25 Euros. In all other cases, the final gain will depend in part on chance and in part on the decisions of other participants. The payment will be paid in cash at the end of the research. The decisions and responses to the questionnaire will be completely anonymous.
No special skills are required for participation. The only requirements are that you have lived in the province of Parma or in neighboring provinces for at least one year, and that you are an Italian citizen. You will be free, if you want, to leave the research session in any moment.

After this announcement, researchers handed out a registration form including name, phone contacts, the sessions in which the participant was able to participate within the research calendar, and some questions about the participants’ demographic characteristics, i.e. gender, age, educational achievements, occupation. Participants were subsequently re-contacted to communicate the slot to which they had been assigned. About 50% of people being present at the meeting agreed to participate.

C. Recruitment protocol and script for non-members 
People were contacted by phone by Demoskopea collaborators, following the instructions reported below.
Good morning. I'm calling on behalf of a research group that is working with the University of Parma. We are carrying out a research project on individual decisions. We would like to ask you if you would be interested in participating in the research. The participation implies the possibility to earn a sum of money, as I will explain shortly. Residents in the province of Parma. or in neighboring provinces contacted by us or by other people who collaborate in the project will be invited to take part in the research.

In case the participant is interested proceed with screening demographic questions.
FILTER QUESTION. Are you a voluntary member (without receiving remuneration) of some associations (e.g. associations of volunteers such as the Red Cross or WWF, or cultural associations such as choirs, reading circles, sport associations) or organizations (e.g. professional associations, such as Confcommercio[footnoteRef:5] or trade unions)?  [5:  Confcommercio is a well-known professional association in Italy - author entry.] 

(See the list of types of associations in the end of the protocol).

If yes, how many hours do you spend volunteering in this activity per month?
If No, in the past were you a voluntary member of some associations/organizations? How many hours did you spend volunteering in this activity per month?

If participant was currently an active member, the invitation was declined. The interviewer thanked and greeted the interviewee. If the participant was not currently an active member, the interviewer proceeded as follows: 

Now we can go into the details of the research project.
One of the requirements of the research methodology is not to reveal in advance the specific objectives and the precise methodology characterizing the research. For this reason, in what follows I cannot be completely exhaustive. I will indicate only the essential aspects of the project. The goals and results of the research will be explained to those who are interested once it is finished. A seminar will be held where we will present the results of this study.
The objectives of the research are to study individual decisions in a group setting. Several people will be invited to participate in our sessions. Each participant will be endowed with an amount of money to make these decisions. The endowment can be used to choose among different options. The final earnings of each participant will depend on his individual decision and of those of the other people in his group. In the second part of the research you will be asked to fill out a questionnaire concerning your opinions on today's society. The research will last up to one hour.
How in practice the activity will take place and how you can earn money will be explained in detail during the research session. However, the basic idea is the following. Each participant will receive an endowment equal to 25 Euros. The choice will consist of allocating these 25 Euros between different options. One of the choice options can duplicate the sum of 25 Euros, bringing to 50 Euros, but it can also lead to entirely lose the 25 Euros. Other options can generate gains between these two extremes and, in some cases, even higher gains. The participant may always choose the option not to commit the initial 25 Euros, thus ensuring that his final gain is exactly 25 Euros. In all other cases, the final gain will depend in part on chance and in part on the decisions of other participants. The payment will be paid in cash at the end of the research. The decisions and responses to the questionnaire will be completely anonymous.
No special skills are required for participation. The only requirements are that you have lived in the province of Parma or in neighbouring provinces for at least one year, and that you are an Italian citizen. You will be free, if you want, to leave the research session in any moment. 


The following note was given to the interviewer with regards to the filter question: 
Please note: to be a "member" of an association involves having regular membership and registration, usually accompanied by a card and a registration number. The question on hours spent in the association per month differentiates the "active" members (at least one hour per month of participation in the activities of the association) from "non-active" members.
Associations that are deemed relevant in relation to the filter question
	Social welfare services for elderly, handicapped, or deprived people 

	Religious or church organizations

	Education, arts, music or cultural activities (for example: members of choirs, theatre groups, reading groups)

	Trade Unions 

	Political parties or groups 

	Third world development or human rights (e.g. Fair Trade, Amnesty International) 

	Conservation, the environment, ecology (e.g. Greenpeace, WWF).

	Professional associations

	Youth work (e.g., scouts, guides, youth clubs, etc.)

	Sport or recreational associations

	Feminist organizations or groups

	Peace movements

	Health organizations of volunteers (e.g..  Red Cross; Blood donations etc.)




III.3  EXPERIMENT INSTRUCTIONS AND PROTOCOL
A. General description of experimental protocol
Experiments were conducted between May and October 2011 in Parma, Italy. For each experimental session, two groups of participants were convened at two different locations of the University of Parma. The authors were present at the two locations. Upon their arrival, participants were asked to draw at random one envelope form a stack of envelopes. The envelope contained an ID number, and 5 paper tokens representing 5 Euros each. It was explained to participants that the ID number would guarantee their anonymity throughout the research, and that the tokens would have been used in the experimental decisions. Handing participants the tokens at the beginning of the session was functional to assuring participants that the promised guaranteed payment of 25 Euros would in fact take place. 
In the ingroup treatment, participants who had signed up to participate were randomly allocated to the two groups. In the outgroup treatment, one of the two groups comprised people recruited by Demoskopea, while the other group was formed by association members recruited by the experimenters (see SOM: Section III.2). To form the latter group, we mixed people coming from several different associations, so that most of the people part of this group would, with high probability, not be acquainted with each other. In this way, we believe that association members could see in their own group a cross-section of Parma residents that, for the most part, was unacquainted to them. That this was in fact the case can be confirmed by the results of a control question included in the questionnaire, which asked people to state whether they thought they knew personally people present in the other research room. Around 41% of members participating in the ingroup treatment answered positively to such question. On the contrary only 7% of members and 2% of non-members answered positively to the same question in the outgroup treatment. This ensures that people matched in the ingroup treatment experienced lower social distance than people matched in the outgroup treatment. 
The two groups were then separately conducted to two different rooms of the University library. Experimental sessions were run in parallel by the two experimenters. The assignment of the two experimenters to either room or group was randomized. After having been seated, instructions were administered orally, but written instructions and diagrams representing the situation of choice were also made available at participants’ desk. Participants were instructed they would participate in two decisions, and that payments would be given by the payoff of only one of the two. The decision determining the payment was selected by a 50-50 random draw realized by the computer at the end of the session. 
The rules of the TG were then illustrated to participants, making use of some graphs and examples. The instructions are reported below in Section III.3.B. Each participant was paired with another participant present in the other room. Were the number of participants in the two groups unbalanced, some randomly drawn participants from the least numerous group (say, Player A) would have been matched with two participants from the most numerous group (say, Player Bs). In this way, player A’s actions would determine the payoffs for both player Bs, and the actions of one randomly chosen player between the Player Bs would determine Player A’s payoff. Participants were assured they could meet the other experimenter and the other group at the end of the session, should they wish so. It was explained that individual choices would have been transferred to the experimenter in the other room via an internet connection.
Given the expected low computer literacy of participants, all experiments were conducted with “pen and paper”. In the first decision, all participants acted as senders. When participants made their decision as senders, they were not aware they would have made a decision as receivers later on. It was explained that both senders and receivers were endowed with 25€. Senders’ choice consisted of placing their five 5€ tokens into two envelopes named “Personal” and “Send”. Each token put into the Personal envelope would enter directly the sender’s final account, whereas each token put into the “Send” envelope would have been multiplied by a factor of two and transferred to the receiver. Prior to making their choice as senders, participants’ comprehension was assessed in a six-question quiz. Answers to the test were illustrated after all participants had answered. Participants were given ample time to understand the decision and ask questions. We comment below on the results of the comprehension test.
In the second decision, participants acted as receivers. We applied the strategy method, so participants had to indicate in a form the amount they wished to return for each of the possible six options available to the sender. Receivers could send back any amount between zero and the sum of the amount transferred by the sender, multiplied by two, and the 25€ endowment. Before making their choices, participants were asked to complete a six-question comprehension test on a paper sheet. These were collected by the experimenters and then the solution to the test was explained to participants. No feedback was given between the two decisions. It was specified that a player’s partner when acting as a sender would have been different to the same player’s partner when acting as a receiver. To compute payoffs, we randomly matched a sender’s (receiver’s) decision from a participant in one room to a receiver’s (sender’s) decision by a participant from the other room. We then performed a random draw to determine whether participants from a room would be paid for their decisions when acting as senders or receivers. After the two experimental choices, we elicited participants’ beliefs. Participants earned €1 both if their guess on AS was correct and if their guess on RR was correct up to a €3 margin of error. We then administered the attitudinal and demographic questionnaire. Payments were computed by the experimenters while participants answered the questionnaire, and distributed in cash at the end of the session. The random pairing was determined by the order with which participants’ decision envelopes were extracted from a box. A pre-set Excel algorithm automatically performed the random matching and ensured no re-matching with the same person would take place between the two decisions.
We preferred not to ask participants to re-answer the questions in case of mistakes in the comprehension quiz, because we thought this would have conveyed the impression that participants had “to pass an exam” to qualify for the experiment. This would have likely sounded unnatural and stressful for many participants. We preferred to collect participants’ answers, and use the number of mistakes in the quizzes as a covariate in the econometric analysis. As shown in Table S5, the average number of errors was 1.18 for non-members and 0.94 for members. The difference is statistically significant (P= 0.0197). Overall, about 53.7% of participants made no mistakes, 15.5% made one mistake, 15.2% made two mistakes, and the remaining participants made between three and six mistakes. All our results on membership and intensity are unaffected, and in fact somewhat strengthened, by expunging from the sample participants who answered incorrectly the comprehension test (not reported, available upon request). The results on the absence of ingroup effects cannot be replicated because of the considerable drop in observations. The research session lasted around 75 minutes. Average payoffs were 31.7 Euros (std. dev. 11.99). In three cases did a participant in the pair earn nothing while the other earned the maximum available amount – 75 Euros.
In what follows we report the experimental protocol. All parts in italics were read aloud to participants. The final questionnaire is available upon request.
B. Ethical approval and data anonymity protection
Since our research could not provide any harm to participants and did not involve any medical treatment, it was exempt from ethical approval by an ethics committee or institutional review board at our universities. The experiments were run according to the ethical standards of the experimental economics profession that do not allow deception. We followed standard procedures when dealing with human subjects, and provided all relevant information on the research session, risks and benefits to participants, during the recruitment sessions (see SOM: section III.2 B-C). Data were fully anonymized upon starting the session, as participants were assigned ID codes as soon as they entered the experiment room, and every one of their decision and answer to the questionnaire was recorded through that number. Payments were paid in cash inserted in a sealed envelope at the end of the session. Participants were asked to sign a receipt, but this was not handled by researchers but was sent to the university administrative office. Participants were free to leave the research session at any time, and only one participant decided to do so. Participants were given the researchers’ contacts and were free to ask for a debriefing over the research goals at the termination of data collection.

[bookmark: _C._Instructions_and]C. Instructions and experimental protocol
Two groups of participants are summoned in two different locations at the University of Parma. The two experimenters are present, welcome participants as they arrive, and check their registration. When a sufficient number of people have arrived, the experimenters administer the following instructions:
Welcome to this research on individual decisions. My name is [Omitted authors] and I am here to conduct this research session. Before going to the room where the research session will take place, I would like you to draw one envelope from this deck, and to keep the envelopes closed until the beginning of the research. The envelope contains materials that will be used later. In particular, inside the envelope you will find your identification number, which will be important to ensure your anonymity at all stages of the research. We will record your choices and responses through this identification number, rather than through your name. It will also be the number that will allow you to be paid at the end of the research. For this reason, it is important that you keep your number safe, without showing it to anyone but the researchers. Inside the envelope you will also find five cards, each card representing €5. These cards will be used during the research and will be converted into cash at its end. Could you please come towards me one by one and draw one envelope? Thank you!
Once the two groups are formed, they are conducted to the library in two separate rooms. We take care that the two groups do not meet. Participants sit at desks separated by opaque screens to protect privacy. Participants can choose the seat that they prefer. Once everyone is seated the experimenters can start with the following set of instructions.
Welcome again to this research project organized in collaboration with the University of Parma. A group of researchers is working on the way in which individuals make decisions. The researchers present today are [Give name of leading researcher], and my colleague [Give name of other researcher], who is leading a session in another room of this library. Our two locations are connected through the internet.
Researchers show their personal computers at their desks, and explain that participants’ decisions will be entered in an Excel spreadsheet, and then sent via the internet to the researcher present in the other room.
The research session is divided into two phases. In the first phase you will take some decisions involving other people. In the second part you will be asked to fill out a questionnaire. The entire session will last approximately one hour. You are kindly requested not to talk to other participants and to be quiet throughout the session. If something is not clear please raise your hand and ask us questions. You can now open the envelope that you drew earlier. You can find inside a sheet of several stickers where an identification number has been printed. As already explained, this is the number that guarantees your anonymity in the research. You may also find an envelope. At the end of this session, while you fill the questionnaire, we will compute your earnings and leave the money in that envelope. After having calculated your earnings and inserted them into the envelopes, we will leave the envelopes on this table.
Researchers show a table, close to the exit, where the envelopes will be placed at the end of the session.
You will pick up the envelope associated with your identification number after having completed the questionnaire. Inside the envelope you will also found two receipts that you should fill out after having checked your earnings. You will leave the receipts in the large envelope named "RECEIPTS" hang onto the exit door, and you will be free to leave the room. Please take out the sheet of stickers now and attach a sticker on the back of the envelope. Leave the receipts in the envelope. I will collect the envelope later on.
Researchers show the large envelope named “RECEIPTS” pasted to the exit door.
Finally, you may find inside the envelopes 5 cards representing €5 each. Please remove them from the envelope.
Each card has “5€” printed on them.
Let us now describe the situation of choice. It is important to pay attention to these instructions because the amount you will earn at the end of the session depends on these decisions. You will take part in two decisions. However, you will be paid only for one of them. Which decision you will be paid for is determined by a random draw at the end of the session. Each decision has an equal chance of being drawn.
In the first decision you will be paired with another person who is not in this room. He is with the other group of people with whom we are carrying out this session. The other group is listening to instructions like the ones I am reading to you. If you want, at the end of this session you will be able to meet this other group of people. However, the identity of the person with whom you have been paired will not be revealed, nor your identity will be revealed to him or her.
In the ingroup treatment instructions read:
The person with whom you will be paired is a member of the Association X {researcher states the name of the association} of which you are also a member, and is resident in Parma, or its province, or in neighbouring provinces. He was asked to take part in the research in a similar way as you have been contacted.
In Outgroup Treatment instructions read:
The person with whom you will be paired is resident in the province of Parma or in neighbouring provinces. This person has been contacted within a large sample of people of Italian citizenship residing in Parma, or its province, or in neighbouring provinces. We have contacted more than a thousand people from various age groups and socio-economic status, to participate in this research.
From now on, instructions were the same in both treatments: 
The first decision takes place as follows. We will call the two participants in this decision, "SENDER" and "RECEIVER". At the beginning of this session, both have received 25€ in tokens of 5€ each. The decision takes place in two stages. In the first stage, the SENDER can send a part of the 25€ to the RECEIVER. The SENDER may choose not to send anything, or to send 5€, or 10€, or 15€, or 20€, or the full amount of 25 €. The amount sent by the SENDER will be doubled by the researchers and transferred to the RECEIVER.
In the second stage, the RECEIVER has the opportunity to send back to the SENDER part of the total amount in his possession. This is determined by his initial 25€, plus the sum received by the SENDER that has been doubled by the researchers. The RECEIVER may decide to send back any percentage of the total amount in his possession. The amount that is transferred from the RECEIVER will not be doubled. The RECEIVER will not know the amount sent by the SENDER when making his decision. He must indicate on a sheet of paper the amount he wants to send back for each of the six possible amounts that can be sent by the SENDER. At the end of the session my colleague and I will match via the internet the decisions of each SENDER and RECEIVER who have been paired.
Let us now see an example of a decision through a chart.
Show the poster as an example. Posters are reported in the next page of instructions.
Copies of the examples are available on your desk.
Both the SENDER and the RECEIVER receive 25€ at the beginning of the decision. In the first phase, the SENDER sends a part of these 25€ to the RECEIVER (10€ in this example). The SENDER is free to send 0€, 5€, 10€, 15€, 20€, or 25€. The amount sent is doubled and added to the 25€ already in possession of the RECEIVER. In the second phase, the RECEIVER can send back to the SENDER any part of what he holds. The amount transferred from the RECEIVER to the SENDER is not doubled (in this example, the RECEIVER sends back 15€). The final sum for the SENDER is given by the initial 25€ minus the amount sent plus the sum sent back by the RECEIVER. The final sum for the RECEIVER is given by the initial €25plus the double of the sum sent by the SENDER, minus the sum sent back.
Researchers illustrate the example showing A2-format posters, reproduced in the following pages.










We will now see some examples and we will try to calculate the final earnings of the SENDER and the RECEIVER. Please take the example sheet on your desk. Please attach another sticker with your identification number on the sheet on your table and try to answer the questions. When you have finished, please raise your hand and we will pick up the sheet with your answers, along with the envelope with your identification number. We will deliver also other envelopes. We will then go through the solutions together.

Examples sheet
Example 1Identification 
Number



Suppose that the SENDER sends0 € to the RECEIVER and the RECEIVER do not send anything back to the SENDER. How much is the final sum for the two people?


Final sum sender						Final sum receiver

____________________					____________________


Example 2


Suppose that the SENDER sends20 € out of the 25€ in his possession to the RECEIVER and the RECEIVER sends back to the SENDER 5€.How much is the final sum for the two people?


Final sum sender						Final sum receiver

____________________					____________________


Example 3


Suppose that the SENDER sends all his 25€ to the RECEIVER and the RECEIVER sends back to the SENDER 35€. How much is the final sum for the two people?


Final sum sender						Final sum receiver

____________________					____________________

Researchers answer participants’ questions and then collect the answers to quiz from all participants. While collecting the answer sheets researchers also pick up the ID envelope. They check that the identification number has been stuck on the front of the envelope and that the envelope contains the receipts. At the same time Researchers hand out the envelopes named “PERSONAL” and “AMOUNT SENT”.
Now, let us consider the solutions of the examples.
Consider the first example: Would someone like to tell me what is the final sum for the two people?
Wait for the answers from the participants.
In this case it is quite simple. Both earn 25€ that have been allocated to them at the beginning.
Researchers explain example showing to participants A2-format posters, reproduced in the following pages.
Consider the second example: Would someone like to tell me what is the final sum for the two people?
Wait for the answers from the participants.
The correct answer is that the SENDER earns 10€. This is equal to the initial 25€, minus the 20€ sent to the RECEIVER, plus 5€ received from the RECEIVER. The RECEIVER earns 60€. This is equal to the initial 25€, plus 20€ received from the SENDER (which are doubled), minus 5€ who are sent back.
Consider the third example: 
Would someone like to tell me what is the final sum for the two people?
Wait for the answers from the participants.
The correct answer is that the SENDER earns 35€ in total. This is equal to the 35€ that have been sent back by the RECEIVER. The RECEIVER earns 40€. This is equal to the initial 25€, plus 25€ that are sent by the SENDER and that have been doubled, minus 35€ which are sent back to the SENDER.
It is clear what this choice situation is all about? If there are no further questions, we can now move on to your actual decisions.







Firstly, we are going to reveal who will act as SENDER and who as RECEIVER. The role of SENDER has been assigned to each of you, while the role of RECEIVER has been assigned to the people in the other room. Now you have to choose how much you want to send to the RECEIVER. Two envelopes have been handed out to you. They are named “PERSONAL” and “AMOUNT SENT”. Please attach two stickers with the identification number on the back of these envelopes. You have to put the number of 5€ cards that you want to send to the RECEIVER in the envelope “AMOUNT SENT”. You have to put the number of cards equal to the sum that you want to keep in the envelope “PERSONAL”. For example, if you want to send 15€ you will have to insert two cards in the envelope marked “PERSONAL” and three cards in the envelope marked “AMOUNT SENT”. After your decision is completed, we will collect your envelopes in a box. Later on, while you fill out the questionnaire, we will match the decision of each of you with that of the RECEIVER to whom you have been paired, and this will determine your payment for this first decision.
In most cases, each person will be paired with another person. But there is the possibility that the number of people in the other room is a little less or greater than the number of people present in this room. Although we tried to have the same number of people in the two groups, it is possible that someone is not present or that someone leaves the research session. What shall we do in these cases? For most of you nothing will change with respect to what we have already said, but for some of you the rule we follow to form pairs will be modified. For example, if this group has one person more than the other group, we will use the decisions of a person of the other group to determine the payments for two people in this group. Who exactly are these two people in this group and who is the person in the other group will be determined by a random draw during the calculation of payments. In addition, we will use the choice of only one of the two people in this group to determine the payments of the person in the other group. It is clear how the pairs are formed in this case?
Are the characteristics of this decision clear? If there are no questions, please proceed to your choice. When everyone has finished I will pick your choices.
Leave a little time for the participants to complete their choice. Researchers sit at their desk, not interfering with participants’ choices and avoiding eye contact. After a couple of minutes researchers ask if everyone is finished. When this is the case they go round with a box, and ask participants to stick their envelopes into the box.

We can now move on to the second decision. For this decision you will be paired again with a person present in the other room. The person with whom you are paired will be different from that of the first decision.
The choice situation is the same as the one previously described, but in this second decision you will have the role of RECEIVER, while the person in the other room is assigned the role of SENDER.
Since we still do not know the decisions of the people in the other room, please indicate in the sheet that will be handed out to you in a few moments the amount you wish to send back to the SENDER for each of the possible choices.
Researchers show a copy of the decision sheets and illustrate it. They point out it is necessary to fill out each row of the form. When everyone is clear, they start handing out the sheets.
Please attach a sticker with your identification number onto the sheet. Please make sure you write in the amount you wish to send back for each possible amount sent by the SENDER. Remember that the sum that you can send back can never exceed what is in your possession. While you fill out the questionnaire we will check the amount sent by the SENDER, and we will send back what you have decided. This will determine your payment for this second decision. Is that clear? You can now fill out the decision sheet. When you have finished, please raise your hand, and fold the sheet. When everyone has finished we will pass to collect the sheets. 
Researchers leave the participants a few minutes to make their choice. They sit at their desk and start entering participants’ prior decision in an Excel worksheet. When everyone has finished they go round and collect decision sheets in the box.
We have thus concluded the decisions phase. Before moving on to the questionnaire, we would like to give you another opportunity to earn some money. We would like to ask your expectations on the behavior of the other person you have been matched with. That is, we would like to ask how much the receiver with whom you have been matched sent back when you acted as sender, and how much the sender you have been matched with sent to you when you acted as a receiver. You will earn 1 Euro if your answer is correct. Please fill out the form that I am going to hand out.
Researchers hand out the form reproduced in the next page.


Identification 
Number




Question 1
(You will receive 1euro if your answer differs no more than 3euros from the correct answer).
Consider the first decision you made, that is, when you acted as a sender. How much do you think the receiver sent back to you?
(Remember that the receiver could return a maximum equal to the doubled amount transferred by you and the initial endowment of 25€).
Please indicate how much you sent to the receiver[footnoteRef:6]: _______ [6: Note by the authors: At the moment of making their decision as senders, participants were instructed to take note of the amount they had sent.] 

Please indicate how much you think the receiver sent back to you: _______


Question 2
(You will receive 1euro if your answer is correct)
Consider the second decision you made, that is, when you acted as a receiver.
How much do you think that the sender has sent to you? _______
(Recall that the sender could send a maximum of 25€).

After all participants have finished, the researchers collect the expectation forms.
We will now conduct a random draw to determine whether you will be paid for the first decision or the second decision you have made. At the end of the session, if you wish, you will be able to learn for which decision you have been paid, and the decisions of the people with whom you have been paired. I am now going to hand out a questionnaire. Please answer all the questions, it is very important for us to know your views on the society in which we live. When you have finished you can go to pick up the envelope with the number corresponding to your identification number on the table here.
After arranging the envelopes on the table of payments, the experimenters stand at some distance from the table not to interfere with participants finding out about their payoffs. Researchers check that participants hand in the questionnaire and collect the envelope with the corresponding ID number.

	                                                                                            RECEIVER’S decisions form                                                                                                    [image: ]


	If the SENDER sends:
	I receive
	Adding the initial 25€, I have in total:
	The SENDER owns:
	In this case I decide to send back:

	
0€
	
0€
	
25€
	
25€
	
(remember that you can transfer between 0€ and 25€)

	
	
	
	
	

	If the SENDER sends:
	I receive
	Adding the initial 25€, I have in total:
	The SENDER owns:
	In this case I decide to send back:

	
5€
	
10€
	
35€
	
20€
	
(remember that you can transfer between 0€ and 35€)

	
	
	
	
	

	If the SENDER sends:
	I receive
	Adding the initial 25€, I have in total:
	The SENDER owns:
	In this case I decide to send back:

	
10€
	
20€
	
45€
	
15€
	
(remember that you can transfer between 0€ and 45€)

	
	
	
	
	

	If the SENDER sends:
	I receive
	Adding the initial 25€, I have in total:
	The SENDER owns:
	In this case I decide to send back:

	
15€
	
30€
	
55€
	
10€
	
(remember that you can transfer between 0€ and 55€)

	
	
	
	
	

	If the SENDER sends:
	I receive
	Adding the initial 25€, I have in total:
	The SENDER owns:
	In this case I decide to send back:

	
20€
	
40€
	
65€
	
5€
	
(remember that you can transfer between 0€ and 65€)

	
	
	
	
	

	If the SENDER sends:
	I receive
	Adding the initial 25€, I have in total:
	The SENDER owns:
	In this case I decide to send back:

	
25€
	
50€
	
75€
	
0€
	
(remember that you can transfer between 0€ and 75€)




[bookmark: _D._Questionnaire]
D. Questionnaire




QUESTIONNAIREIdentification Number


Instructions for filling out the questionnaire

Please consider the following recommendations while answering the survey questions:

· Read the text of the questions carefully
·  Tick the answer by placing a mark on the box or on the number next to your answer or fill in the boxes with the required information
· Consider carefully any "filter questions" (e.g. if this is not the case,  go to the question ...; respond only if ..., etc.).


1. Do you think that the instructions on the previous choices were clear (from 1 –Not at all clear, to 5 – Extremely clear)? 

Not at all clear		Extremely clear

    1      2      3      4      5

2. Date of Birth |__||__||__||__|		

3. Sex		 	M	           F
     			                  		

4. Place of birth (town and province) ______________________________________

5. How many inhabitants live in your town:

0-5.000 		 
5.001-15.000 		 
15.001-50.000		 					
50.001-100.000 	 
100.001-300.000 	 
more than 300.000	 

6. Indicate the ZIP code of your residential address |__||__||__||__||__|

7. Indicate your height (in cm) ___________________

8. Marital status

Single					
Married				
Cohabitant				
Widow/er				
Separated	
Divorced	

9. How many relatives do you have at present in the following list?

Parents	 		|__||__|
Brothers/sisters	|__||__|
Sons			|__||__|
Grandparents		|__||__|
Nephews/nieces	|__||__|
Cousins		|__||__|

10. How many members does your family have (considering only people who live with you)? 	|__||__|				




11. How often do you get in touch with the following people: 

	
	Every day 
	At least once a week
	At least once a month
	Many times per year
	Less frequently
	Never

	Father
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mother 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sons/daughters
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Brothers/sisters
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grandparents
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Nephews/nieces
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cousins
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Friends
	
	
	
	
	
	



12. How often do you lend your personal belongings (such as musical cds, books, bicycle, car etc.) to the following people:

	
	More than once a week
	About once a week
	About once a month
	About once every two months
	Once a year or less
	Never

	Parents or family members
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Friends
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Colleagues
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Neighbours
	
	
	
	
	
	



13. How often do you borrow your personal belongings (such as musical cds, books, bicycle, car etc.) from the following people:

	
	More than once a week
	About once a week
	About once a month
	about once every two months
	Once a year or less
	Never

	Parents or family members
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Friends
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Colleagues
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Neighbours
	
	
	
	
	
	



14. How often do you happen to:
Lend money to your friends:
More than once a week		
About once a week			
About once a month				
About once every two months	
Once a year or less			
Never					
a) Talk with neighbours

Every day		
Every week 		
Every month	 	
Less frequently	
Never				

15. How often do you happen to:

	
	Often
	Sometimes
	Never

	Leave your house door unlocked
	
	
	

	Deliberately leave your car or bike unlocked
	
	
	

	Leave valuables unattended
	
	
	

	Trust unknown people
	
	
	



16. How often have people you trusted betrayed your trust?

Often			
Sometimes		
Never			

17. How often have you benefited from spontaneous and selfless behaviour by a stranger?

Often			
Sometimes		
Never			

18. You are: 					
							
Catholic						
Atheist							
Agnostic						
Some other religion (specify) __________		

19. How often do you attend a place of worship: 

More than once a week	
Once a week			
A few times a month		
A few times a year		
Never				

20. Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted, or that you can't be too careful in dealing with people?

Most people can be trusted			Can’t be too careful 
             							   

21. Consider the following people, groups or institutions and indicate your level of confidence towards them:

                                    No                    Little 	           Enough		Total
                                   trust                  trust               trust               	trust
Family			     		      		    		     
Neighbours		     		      		    		    
Friends		     		      		    		    
Colleagues		     		      		    		    
Banks and 
financial institutions	     		      		    		    
Education	  	     		      		    		    
Political parties	     		      		    		    
Press and TV		     		      		    		    
Big companies	     		      		    		    
Religious organisations  		      		    		    
Public health		     		      		    		    
Police			     		      		    		    
Judicial system	     		      		    		    

22. Are you generally a person who is fully prepared to take risks or do you try to avoid taking risks? Please tick a box on the following scale, where the value 0 means: ‘unwilling to take risks’ and the value 10 means: ‘fully prepared to take risk’.”

unwilling to take risks		fully prepared to take risk’


					0   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9   10

23. Using the same scale as above, would you say that you generally are a person who is fully prepared to take risks or do you try to avoid taking risks with respect to the following issues/activities:
unwilling to take risks		fully prepared to take risk’


Driving a car				0   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9   10 
Financial matters			0   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9   10 
Leisure and sport			0   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9   10 
Career					0   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9   10 
Health					0   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9   10 

24. How often do you read newspaper?

Every day			
More than once a week	
Once a week			
A few times a month		
Never				

25. In your opinion, which of the following causes is most often to blame if a person is poor?

Lack of effort						 
Bad luck or circumstances beyond personal control	 

26. How important are to the success of a person hard work and spirit of initiative:

Totally important			
Pretty important			
Not very important 			
Not important at all			

27. If you go out at night alone, how safe do you feel?

Totally safe			
Pretty safe			
Not very safe 			
Not safe at all			

28. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements:

We should restrict and control the entry of people in our country more than we do.
            completely                  quite	              quite	               completely
              agree                          agree             disagree                     disagree
				           	           		           

29. How often do you: 
	
	Never
	Frequently

	  Very frequently

	Contribute to the campaigns of international aid for victims of
natural disasters (such as hurricanes, earthquakes, tsunamis)

	
	
	

	Donate to humanitarian associations 

	
	
	

	Donate blood

	
	
	

	Give alms

	
	
	



30. How often do you go to vote in political election or referendum? 
Always			
Almost always		
Rarely				
Never				

31. Thinking of your friends - not your family members - how many close friends (people you do not have problems to talk about your personal life with) would you say you have? n.___




32. How often do you not keep promises made to the following people?
                                              Never	       Rarely		Sometimes 	Frequently
Parents or relatives 		     		      		    		    
Friends 			     		      		    		    
Colleagues			     		      		    		    
Neighbours			     		      		    		    

33. Generally speaking, do you think that the following behaviour may be justified?
			       Not at all       Sometimes    Completely 
To receive social benefits (e.g. invalidity pension)		
without having the right								
To avoid a fare on public transport							
To evade taxes									

34. Are you currently a voluntary member (without receiving a salary) of some organisations (such as a trade union) or some associations (such as cultural associations, sport associations, professional associations etc.)?

Yes 	 if Yes go to the following question (number 34)
No 	 if No, go to question number 38


35. 
1. Indicate which and how many of the following organisations and / or associations you are currently a voluntary member. Indicate also the name of the organisations and / or associations of which you are a member
2. Next to the name specify also (by indicating the number of years and possibly of months) how long you have been a member of each organisation and / or association.
	      
	Indicate the number of organisations and / or associations of which you are currently a voluntary member 
	Indicate also the name of the organisation and / or association (or the names if more than one organisation / association)
	With respect to each organisation and / or association indicate how long you have been a member of the organisation/association (specify also the number of months if possible)

	a.    Social welfare services for elderly, handicapped or deprived people

	|__|
	________________
________________
	________________
________________

	b.   Religious or church organisations



	|__|
	_________________
_________________
_________________
	_________________
_________________
_________________

	c.Cultural associations



	
|__|
	________________
________________
_________________
	_________________
________________
_________________

	d.   Sport associations 


	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________
	________________
_________________
________________

	. Environmental and animal rights associations


	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________


	
f.   Trade unions
	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________



	
g.   Political parties or groups


	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________


	h.   Third world development or human rights


	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________


	i.    Professional associations

	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________


	j.   Youth work – e.g scouts, guides, youth clubs etc.

	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________


	k.    Education



	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________


	l.   Feminist groups and organisations

	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________


	m.   Peace movements


	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________


	n. Health associations


	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________


	o. Civil protection

	

|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________
	________________
_________________
_________________

	p. Other
	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________




36. Consider all the associations/organisations where you participate as a voluntary member. How many hours do you spend per week, on average, doing voluntary work?
hours per week |__||__|

37.How far is your home from the organisation / association in which you spend the highest number of hours per week as a volunteer:
Km 									|__||__| 
Time you need on average to reach the association/organisation	|__||__| 

38. Think about the organisation / association in which you spend the highest number of hours per week as a volunteer. How many people who worked or were volunteers in this organisation / association you knew before joining it? |__||__|

39. In the past were you a voluntary member (without receiving a salary) of any organisation (such as trade union) or of any association (such as cultural associations, sport associations, professional associations etc.) of which  you are no longer a voluntary member at the moment?

Yes 	 If yes, go to the following question (number 39)	
No 	 If no, but you are currently a voluntary member of any organisation/association go to the 
                 question number 42
                 If no, and you are NOT a voluntary member, go to the question number 47

40.Indicate the reasons why you stopped  being a member of the organisations and/or associations of which you have been a member in the past (you may tick more than one answer)

Lack of time								  
Either I or the organisation/association has moved			  
End of activities of the organisation/association			  
I disagreed with the decisions taken by 
the organisation’s/association’s managers				  
The activity in the organisation/association 
did not meet my expectations						  
I did not get along well with the other volunteers			 
Impossibility to continue						  
Other (specify) 							 
________________________________________________________

41. If today you are no longer a voluntary member of organisations and / or associations, how long ago did you stop being a voluntary member? (number of years) |__||__|






42. 
1. Indicate which and how many of the following organisations and / or associations you were a voluntary member in the past (and no longer today).
2. Indicate also the name of the organisations and/or associations of which you were a member
3. Next to the name specify also (by indicating the number of years and possibly of months) how long you have been a member of each organisation and / or association.

	
	Indicate the number of organisations and / or associations of which you were a voluntary member in the past 
	Indicate also the name of the organisation and / or association (or the names if more than one organisation/association)
	With respect to each organisation and / or association indicate  how long have you been member of the organisation/association (by specifying also the number of months if possible)

	a.    Social welfare services for elderly, handicapped or deprived people

	|__|
	________________
________________
_________________
	________________
________________
_________________

	b.   Religious or church organisations

	|__|
	_________________
_________________
	_________________
_________________

	c.   Cultural associations


	
|__|
	________________
________________
_________________

	_________________
________________
_________________


	d.   Sport associations 


	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________


	e.    Environmental and animal rights associations


	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________


	
f.   Trade unions
	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________


	
g.   Political parties or groups


	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________


	h. Third world development or human right
	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________
	________________
_________________
_________________

	i. Professional associations

	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________
	________________
_________________
_________________

	j.   Youth work – e.g scouts, guides, youth clubs etc.

	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________


	k.    Education



	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________
	________________
_________________
_________________

	l.   Feminist groups and organisations

	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________
	________________
_________________
_________________

	m.   Peace movements


	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________


	n. Health associations


	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________


	o. Civil protection

	

|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________


	p. Other
	
|__|
	________________
_________________
_________________

	________________
_________________
_________________




43.Consider all the organisations/associations in which you currently participate or participated in the past as a voluntary member. As a whole, how many years did you spend as a voluntary member of organisations/associations? 		years |__||__|

44. Consider all the organisations/associations in which you currently participate or participated in the past as a voluntary member. How many hours did you spend per week, on average, doing voluntary work before 2011?
hours per week |__||__|

45. With respect to your decision to become a voluntary member of the organisations/associations you joined, how important were the following motivations:

	
	Not at all important
	Little important
	Quite important
	Very important

	The desire to increase your number 
of acquaintances or friends
	
	
	
	

	Some of my 
friends are volunteers
	
	
	
	

	The desire to feel useful for others
	
	
	
	

	The pursuit of social recognition    
	
	
	
	

	The possibility to carry out 
an interesting activity
	
	
	
	




46. Consider all the organisations / associations of which you are currently a voluntary member or you were in the past a voluntary member. How many members whom you have met through your participation do you also you regularly see even outside the organisations/associations?
|__||__| (number)

How often do you see them:

More than once a week  	
About once a week 		
About once a month		
Once a year or less		
Never				

47. Do you think that your confidence in other people is increased through your voluntary participation in the organisations/associations you joined?

A lot					
Enough				
Little					
Not at all		


48. If you have never joined an organisation/association in the past, do you think you could consider this possibility in the future

Probably yes				
Is it possible, but I do not know	
Is it possible, but unlikely 		
I do not think so			

49. Consider all the associations/organisations in which you could participate as a voluntary member in the future. How many hours do you think you will spend per week in the future, on average, doing voluntary work?

hours per week |__||__|

50. Educational qualifications:

No title					
Primary School				
Junior high School (from age 11 to 14)	
Secondary-School certificate (3 Years)	
Secondary-School certificate (5 Years)	
Bachelor’s degree				
Master’s degree				
PhD						

51.	Could you please indicate your monthly household income, considering wages, pensions and all the other income concerning your family’s members (after taxation).
___________________________

52. How well would you say that you are doing financially these days?

You would say that:
You live in a comfortable way	
You live in an acceptable way	
You can barely get by		
It goes really badly			

53. Does your family own a house?

Yes		
No		

54. Please, indicate your occupation:

______________________________________________________________________

55. If you are unemployed or retired, please indicate your last occupation:

________________________________________________________

56. Consider your current occupation (or your last occupation if currently unemployed or retired) and indicate to which category your occupation belong to:

Professionals, entrepreneur or business executive 
(responsible for more than 10 people)		
Associate professional or business executive 
(responsible for less than 10 people)  		
Clerk 							
Small employer (fewer than 10 employees)  	
Self-employed						
Foreman						
Skilled worker					
Generic worker					
Salesman 						
Farmhands 						
Breeder/farmer					

57. Place of birth of your father (town and province) _________________________________

58. Date of birth of your father (please specify day, month and year) _____________

59. Place of birth of your mother (town and province) _________________________________

60. Date of birth of your mother (please specify day, month and year) _____________

61. All considered, in these days would you say that you are:

Very happy			
Pretty happy					
Not very happy		
Not happy at all				

62. All considered, how satisfied are you with your:
	
	Not at all
	Little

	Enough

	A lot


	Health
	
	
	
	

	Relations with	members of your family
	
	
	
	

	Relations with	friends
	
	
	
	

	Leisure time
	
	
	
	



63. If you voted today, which political party would you vote for:

I would vote for the following party: ________________________________
I would not vote		 

64. As we have explained, during this research you made decisions together with people in another room of the library. Based on the information in you possession and of those given during the research, do you think you know these people directly?

Yes	 
No	 


Do you think you know these people indirectly? (For example because they are friends of your friends etc.)?
Yes	 
No	 

65. Indicate the way in which you have been contacted for this research:

Direct contact with a researcher					 
Direct contact with a researcher immediately before the session	 
By phone								 
By e- mail								
Other (specify)							

65a.If you have been contacted in relation with your participation in some organisation and / or association, please indicate the name of the organisation / association through which you have been contacted:
_______________________________________________________________

65b Indicate the frequency with which you normally participate in meetings of this organisation / association (e.g. two meetings per month, one meeting every two months)
_______________________________________________________________

65c. Indicate the normal duration (in hours) of these meetings: ___________

66.
Please indicate how often you meet members of this organisation / association outside of the organisation / association:
1.  more than once a week
2.  about once a week            	                             
3.  about once a month
4.  few times a year  	 
5.  never _____________________________________________________________

67.
Indicate how long you have been a member of this organisation/association (specify also the number of months if possible) 
______________________________________________________

68. Please tell us the motivations behind the decisions you made during this research

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

69. Please, tell us, if you want, what you think about this research
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________



The questionnaire is over
Thank you for your collaboration
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