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Abstract In this paper, I adopt Pierre Bourdieu’s theoret-
ical and methodological framework to investigate patterns
of inequality in volunteering fields and practices in Nor-
way. Multiple correspondence analyses of national survey
data indicate a hierarchically structured social space in
Norway according to total volume of capital, while the
positioning of different volunteer fields and practices
seems to be more egalitarian with regard to capital pos-
session, with some exceptions. This resonates well with
established notions of the Norwegian civil society model as
social democratic and egalitarian. Based on the discussions
and findings, and considering growing social, cultural, and
economic differences in many societies, [ argue for a new
volunteering research agenda better tailored for investi-
gating social inequalities and differentiation in volunteer-
ing in different societal contexts, providing a new vantage
point for understanding and explaining such inequalities.

Keywords Volunteering - Capital - Fields - Social
inequality - Bourdieu - Multiple correspondence analysis

Inequality and Volunteering

Patterns of inequality in volunteering are evident in many
different regions of the world, with certain categories of
individuals being more prone to volunteering than others
(Wilson, 2012) and more likely to occupy the most
important positions within organisations (Wilson 2008).
Such inequalities are related to many different individual
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traits like subjective dispositions, life-course phases, gen-
der, race, and social context (Wilson, 2012). In general,
high-status groups are more involved in volunteering than
low-status groups, with educational status as the most
consistent predictor of volunteering (Wilson, 2000, 2012).
Although less consistent, income and occupational status
are often found to correlate positively with volunteering
(Pearce, 1993; Tang, 2006; Wilson, 2012) as well as
homeownership (Rotolo, et al. 2010). Furthermore, patterns
of inequality can also vary between different fields of
volunteering, which also represent diverse functions of
civil society (Meyer & Rameder 2021).

Although the recruitment of resourceful volunteers can
be beneficial for civil society organisations (CSOs) and
recipients of services, inequality in volunteering is unfa-
vourable in several respects. From a political and demo-
cratic perspective (Rokkan, 1987; Rueschmeyer et al.,
1998), systematic inequality among members and those
active in CSOs may contribute to a democratic deficit
where certain groups, voices, and interests are less repre-
sented and fought for by CSOs. From a social integration
perspective, CSOs are considered central arenas for
building community, trust, and social networks, facilitating
integration in local communities (Putnam, 1993, 2000;
Warren, 2000). The absence of certain types of individuals
and groups in CSOs could indicate a lack of social inte-
gration. From an individual-centred and instrumental per-
spective, participation in CSOs is often argued to provide
access to several types of beneficial resources, knowledge,
and competences that can be used in other social arenas and
life situations. For instance, research has found that vol-
unteering helps connect vulnerable groups to welfare ser-
vices (Gilbert et al. 2018; Harris et al.,, 2015) and can
contribute to the improvement of individuals’ physical and
mental health (Salt et al., 2017; Yeung et al., 2017). Quist
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and Munk (2018) have found that volunteering increases
human and social capital among people in the early stages
of their working lives, which in turn allows them to com-
mand a higher wage in their paid work. However, such
observed benefits from volunteering can be caused by the
self-selection of resource-rich individuals into volunteer
work, as indicated by Petrovski et al. (2017) regarding
employability benefits from volunteering, and Wilson et al.
(2020) regarding higher wages among volunteers compared
to non-volunteers.

Inequality in volunteering can also be argued to create
new, or reinforce, existing inequalities. In line with the so-
called Matthew effect (Merton, 1968), voluntary engage-
ment may widen the gap between high- and low-status
groups, potentially infusing the already resourceful with
more resources and benefits. Volunteering may, for
instance, enhance individuals’ existing resources through
reputational gains from formal positions in CSOs (Handy
et al., 2010; Wilson & Musick, 1997, p. 709), while the less
resourceful are blocked from such benefits (Ruiter & De
Graaf, 2009). Van Ingen (2009, p. 144) found that privi-
leged citizens, who do not necessarily need the benefits
from volunteering, are those most likely to volunteer and
occupy the most important positions in CSOs. In other
words, it seems like the individuals and groups who could
benefit the most from volunteering are often the ones least
likely to participate.

In this article, rather than perceiving such inequalities as
the result of active individual choices to participate or not
participate, I utilise Pierre Bourdieu’s theoretical and
methodological approach to direct attention towards how
individuals’ social position, in accordance with their
holdings of different types and amounts of capital, can
restrict or promote access to volunteering arenas and the
potential benefits from participation. Applying such a
perspective to inequality in volunteering will supplement
the dominant individualised approach found in volunteer-
ing research. Using the related MCA method of data
analysis, this will also contribute to a new perspective on
how the interplay of different forms of capital creates
inequalities in volunteering fields and practices.

A Bourdieusian Approach to Inequality
in Volunteering

A key insight from the work of Pierre Bourdieu is that
individuals’ unequal access to different forms of resources,
both in composition and total volume, determine their
position in a social hierarchy, and hence their ability to
influence their own life situation (Bourdieu, 1993). As
such, social inequality is at the core of Bourdieu’s theory of
practice (Bourdieu, 1977, 1983, 1984), with central and

interlinked concepts such as capital; habitus; social space
and fields; and rules/structures of the field.

Bourdieu distinguished between several forms of capital
that are distributed unequally in most societies: economic,
cultural, social (Bourdieu, 1986) and symbolic capital
(Bourdieu, 1986, 1996). Economic capital concerns eco-
nomic resources like income, ownership, and fortune—an
individual’s possession of, or access to, monetary resour-
ces. Cultural capital concerns resources in the forms of
knowledge, competence, taste, preference, and practice.
Cultural capital may be objectified as art or literature col-
lections, institutionalised as educational degrees, or
embodied as cultural taste, practice, interest, and prefer-
ence. Different cultural preferences, forms of knowledge
and taste are hierarchically structured and assigned differ-
ent values and status. Social capital is related to an indi-
vidual’s social network, friendships, and acquaintances,
and to what extent individuals may access resources,
benefits, or advantages through these social relations.' In a
Bourdieusian perspective, social capital denotes belonging
to certain groups informally, but also institutionalised
relations in the form of club or organisational member-
ships. Bourdieu also developed the concept of symbolic
capital, understood as any type of trait, characteristic, or
form of capital that when perceived and recognised by
other actors as valuable, attains a symbolic effect, provid-
ing reputation, prestige, or status to the capital holder, for
instance, honour (Bourdieu, 1996, pp. 61-62, 89). Fur-
thermore, the different forms of capital are convertible with
each other under certain conditions (Bourdieu, 1986).

In a Bourdieusian approach to volunteering, an actor’s
capital volume and certain compositions of capital can
increase access to CSOs and opportunities to attain certain
positions in CSOs, which may further reinforce the actor’s
competences, reputation, or prestige (Meyer & Rameder,
2021; Handy et al., 2010; Wilson & Musick, 1997, p. 709).
As such, capital possession can be self-reinforcing (Mer-
ton, 1968). In being recruited as a volunteer by virtue of
social networks and competences, social and cultural cap-
ital can be transformed into symbolic capital, strengthening
volunteers’ opportunities within CSOs, between similar
CSOs, and possibly also between different organisational
and social fields. Volunteering can thus be an arena for the
reinforcement and conversion of different forms of capital.

Recruitment of volunteers to CSOs is also found to
follow the law of homophily (McPherson et al., 2001) in
which “rational prospectors” select people with charac-
teristics that are already overrepresented among existing
volunteers in an organisation (Brady et al. 1999). This

! In civil society studies, the concept of social capital is widely used,
but dominated by a Putnam-inspired conceptualisation (Putnam
2000).
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relates to another central concept from Bourdieu (1977),
namely habitus, which refers to internalised structures or
“schemes of perception” common to members of the same
group or class, similar in capital volume and composition.
These schemes of perception are lasting, embodied, and
subjective (but not individual) dispositions that regulate
our way of conceiving, assessing, and acting in the social
world (Bourdieu, 1977, p. 86). The habitus concept has
been introduced to volunteering research by Janoski et al.
(1998), who viewed volunteering as a certain mode of
conduct or set of routines and practices that become
habituated (Janoski et al., 1998). Jiager et al. (2013) used
the habitus concept to explore how motivations, career
context, and individual biographies of non-profit executive
directors influenced their careers in non-profit organisa-
tions. Also, Dean (2016) utilises the habitus concept to
explore how volunteer recruiters, due to pressure to meet
certain targets, recruit middle-class young people whose
habitus is a better fit with the tasks in volunteering projects,
unintentionally reinforcing a pattern of middle-class dom-
inated volunteering in the United Kingdom.

The voluntary sector can itself be understood in a
Bourdieusian perspective, as a social field in the larger
social space where social action or—practice unfolds
(Bourdieu, 1998). Macmillan (2011) discussed how the
voluntary sector, and the relations and practices in and
around it, can be conceptualised as a contested field with its
own codes, language, and understandings. In the volun-
teering field, individuals, groups, organisations, practices,
and ideas are positioned in relation to each other, where
some are in a better position than others (Macmillan, 2013,
p- 5; Emirbayer & Johnson 2008). This sector can further
be divided into specific fields with their own dynamics,
rules, or structures (Meyer & Rameder, 2021). Organisa-
tions in different fields may differ substantially regarding
types of activities and purpose, degrees of professionali-
sation, size, and formalisation of organisation. Some
organisations might resemble professional or business
organisations while others are more like informal com-
munity groups. As a result, different types of organisations
will have different requirements for the competence and
skills of volunteers and will also provide different oppor-
tunities for capital conversion and spill-over effects to
other social arenas (Meyer & Rameder, 2021). Accord-
ingly, different organisational fields will have their own
field-specific logics of practice that determine which types
or combinations of capital will provide benefits or sym-
bolic capital. For example, Meyer and Rameder (2021)
found that inequalities in occupational status are widely
transferred to volunteering in the fields of sports and pol-
itics, while inequalities in educational status are more
important within the fields of religion and social services.
They also argue that the fields of sports and politics may
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convey symbolic capital more directly, providing leading
volunteers with economic benefits (spill-over effect), while
symbolic capital within religion and social services is more
specific and less convertible into economic advantages.

Class-Based Volunteering in Norway?

Norway, along with the other Scandinavian countries, is
generally seen as a more egalitarian society than many
others. Norwegians themselves also conceive of Norway as
a more egalitarian society than elsewhere, even compared
to Sweden and Denmark (Hjellbrekke et al., 2015). Com-
pared internationally, social inequalities in Norway are
relatively low and social mobility is high. These traits are
linked to the existence of an encompassing welfare state
characterised by publicly funded and administered welfare
programmes, comprehensive and universal coverage,
egalitarian benefit structures, redistributive general taxes,
programmatic emphases on work, and economic policies
that stress full employment (Swank, 2000). Although social
inequalities in Norway are small compared to many other
countries, economic inequalities have risen over time
(Geier & Grini, 2018), driven more by wealth accumula-
tion and inheritance in certain families (Hansen & Toft,
2021). The educational level of parents also seems to have
a substantial influence on their children’s educational level
(Salvanes, 2017). Hence, economic, and educational
inequalities are reproduced in younger generations.

Often placed within the social democratic model of civil
society (Salamon & Anheier, 1998), the Scandinavian
countries are also characterised by a long history of egal-
itarian civic cultures with broad recruitment across class
formations, including elites, lay groups, and ordinary citi-
zens in civic engagement and organisations (Henriksen
et al., 2019). Although the popular mass movements that
laid grounds for the modern civil society in Scandinavia
were mobilised along class lines, compared to other
European countries, cross-class mobilisation was more
extensive in Scandinavia. This has resulted in a civic cul-
ture in Scandinavia more egalitarian than elsewhere (Selle
et al., 2019). Furthermore, the Scandinavian countries, and
Norway in particular, have been shown to exhibit unusually
high and stable levels of civic engagement, memberships,
and organising over the past 30 years. Between 50 and
60% of the Norwegian population volunteered for a CSO
the preceding year, with sports, culture, and socialisation
the dominant fields (Eimhjellen et al., 2018). Internation-
ally, Norway is ranked on top with regard to share of
population participating in volunteer work (Salamon et al.,
2004).

Despite these relatively egalitarian characteristics, vol-
unteering in Scandinavia is also marked by social
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inequalities (Henriksen et al., 2019). In Norway, besides
gender (more men), ethnicity (more Norwegian born), and
age (more among the early middle-aged), there are higher
levels of voluntary participation among the higher educated
and those with higher incomes levels and larger social
networks (Eimhjellen et al., 2018). However, the educa-
tional gap in volunteering seems to be shrinking, as people
with primary education are becoming more likely to vol-
unteer, and the effect of educational level on time spent
volunteering seems to be decreasing (Qvist et al., 2019).
Still, volunteer recruitment is largely done through social
networks and “weak ties” (Granovetter, 1973), in which
the law of homophily seems to apply, where men, the
higher educated, and those with a sense of neighbourhood
belonging are more likely to be asked to volunteer, sus-
taining patterns of inequality (Wollebzk et al., 2015). As
such, social positions by way of capital possession are
likely to shape the patterns of volunteering in Norway, with
a larger proportion of high-status groups doing volunteer
work compared to low-status groups.

Regarding different organisational fields, we know that
Norwegians with higher personal income are more likely to
volunteer for sports organisations, and economic and
housing organisations (Fladmoe et al., 2018). Norwegians
with higher educational levels are also more likely to
volunteer for social and welfare organisations, civic
organisations, economic and housing organisations, and
culture and leisure organisations (Fladmoe et al., 2018).
This somewhat resonates with Meyer and Rameder’s
(2021) findings on occupational status being more impor-
tant for participation in sports (and politics) and educa-
tional status being more important for participation in
social services (and religion). Hence, we may expect that
volunteering for sports organisations and economic and
housing organisations is situated in economically rich
capital positions, while volunteers for social and welfare
organisations, civic organisations, and culture and leisure
organisations are situated in culturally rich capital
positions.

Patterns of inequality may also be found concerning the
types of tasks and activities in organisations. Although
volunteer tasks may be structured less hierarchically, as
argued for by Quinn and Tomczak (2021), different tasks
may demand different types of resources or skills, and
facilitate different positions, levels of autonomy, and
authority in organisations (Meyer & Rameder, 2021;
Musick & Wilson, 2008). Previous studies in Norway have
not investigated this in detail, but an assumption could be
made that administrative work and board memberships
would demand certain competences related to higher edu-
cation, while practical tasks such as community work or
transport would be less dependent on such competences.
The recruitment of volunteers to competence-dependent

tasks may be particularly aimed at individuals with higher
volumes of capital or specific types of capital
compositions.

Data and Methods

The data used for the analyses come from on a web survey
from 2019, administered by Kantar TNS (http://www.gal
luppanelet.no/) and distributed to a representative sample
of Norwegians, with a response rate of 45%. From a base
of 50,000 randomly recruited individuals,” a stratified
sample of 11,469 individuals was drawn to represent the
population in the composition of gender, age, education,
and geography. A net sample of 5154 individuals respon-
ded to the survey. There is a minor gender skewness (51%
women and 49% men) and geography skewness (fewer
individuals from middle and northern Norway) in the
sample compared to the population, and a larger skewness
in age (fewer in the youngest age categories) and education
(fewer in the lower education categories).

To measure volunteering practices, the respondents were
asked if they had done volunteer work for organisations
categorised by the UN International Classification of Non-
profit Organizations—ICNPO?® and what types of volunteer
tasks they had performed. The other variables of interest
are indicators for the three different forms of capital. To
measure economic capital, I have a crude instrument that
considers yearly household income before tax. Missing
information on capital possession and fortune may provide
a skewed representation of individuals’ economic capital,
but income is still an indicator of individuals’ economic
resources. Cultural capital is measured by several indica-
tors: the level and area of personal education, the number
of books in the household one was brought up in, and
individuals’ positioning (agree/not agree) on several
statements related to arts and culture: most of my friends
are very interested in arts and culture; it is important that
society applies resources to preserve classics within arts
and culture; there is no good or bad art, only different
tastes; the media should limit the coverage of sports and
increase the coverage of art and culture. To measure social
capital, the respondents were asked about the traits of their
social network—how many friends they have—what types

2 Respondents agreed to respond to surveys regularly and should be
considered as a group of individuals with higher motivation for
participation in surveys.

3 Arts&culture(1100); sports(1200); recreation&social clubs(1300);
education&research(2); health(3); social services(4100); environ-
ment&animal protection(5); development&housing(6); law&advo-
cacy(7); political organisations(7300); international(9); religion(10);
business&professional associations, unions(11); not elsewhere
classified(12).
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of resources they can get hold of through their social net-
works—help with money, help to get a job—and if they
know someone in a high-status position.* These capital
measurements will capture central, albeit not all, aspects of
the concept.

Analysis Technique

Different from most research on volunteering, I utilise
multiple correspondence analysis (MCA) with the aim of
identifying groups of individuals with similar profiles
based on their responses on capital indicators, and subse-
quently see how volunteering indicators are structured
according to these groups. This technique is applicable to a
relational understanding of the social world where the
object of research is to identify and model differences and
similarities between individuals and their characteristics—
a relational mode of object construction. MCA is a non-
linear method for identifying the structure of data (Blasius
et al., 2020). Rather than fitting data to a linear model to
explain a dependent variable over a series of independent
variables, as in an ordinary regression, with MCA one tries
to identify the relational structure of data by using a geo-
metric modelling of social spaces and fields. “It is a
technique which ‘thinks’ in terms of relation, as I try to do
precisely with the notion of field” (Bourdieu & Wacquant
1992, p. 96). From such a geometric point of view, survey
data, values, and variables may be conceptualised as clouds
of points within a social space. The underlying geometric
model provides a numerical output that can be interpreted
similarly to principal component analysis.” Such a formally
constructed map of the social space allows us to interpret
nonlinear relations between forms of capital and forms of
volunteering, supplementing previous volunteering
research with an alternative method of analysis and
graphical illustration of how volunteering practices are
positioned in the social space.

Traditionally in a Bourdieu-inspired MCA (but not by
rule), the social space is constructed by a vertical axis,
representing the total volume of capital, and by a horizontal
axis, representing the composition of capital (economic,
cultural, and social). Like other research using MCA, I will
display and interpret the results by investigating the MCA
output in the form of maps of the social space, and the
positioning and distances between positions of categories
in these maps. This is supported by statistics output from
the MCA included in Appendix. The positions of interest in

4 . . . . .
Questionnaire is provided online.

5 A multivariate technique for reducing the number of variables in
large (quantitative) datasets with interval- or ordinal-level variables,
to learn about the underlying structure of data, increasing inter-
pretability, and minimising information loss (Jolliffe 2005).
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the social space will be the positioning of organisational
fields that individuals volunteer within and the types of
tasks they perform for organisations. The MCA is per-
formed using the Coheris Analytics SPAD software. Cat-
egories are shown as markings in the social space with their
corresponding category name.

Descriptive Statistics

Before I start the construction of the social space, I will
present descriptive statistics on the percentage share of
volunteers by different values on key indicators of the three
types of capital: educational level (cultural capital), yearly
household income (economic capital), and number of
friends (social capital). Supported by previous research, the
Gallup data (Fig. 1) shows that the share of volunteers
increases with higher levels of education: from 45% among
respondents with primary or lower secondary education to
67% among those with a higher university or college
degree. Similarly, the share of volunteers increases with
higher income levels.® One exception to this pattern is the
income category below NOK 200,000, with a share of 60%
volunteers, which is a larger share than in the next income
category. A further inspection of the income category
below NOK 200,000 reveals that it is heavily populated by
students, who are also prone to volunteer (Eimhjellen &
Fladmoe, 2020). Regarding social capital, the share of
volunteers is larger among respondents with more friends,
rising from 44% among respondents with no close friends
to 66% among respondents with more than 10 close
friends. These descriptive statics are much in line with
previous research on volunteering in Norway (Eimhjellen
et al., 2018), supporting the claim that volunteering is more
common among groups with higher levels of cultural,
economic, and social capital. Still, in international com-
parison, the level of volunteering among the “capital poor”
in Norway is higher than the general level of volunteering
in many other countries’ [Fig. 1].

Constructing the Social Space

To construct the social space, I utilise the MCA technique
in SPAD based on the set of capital indicators described in
the methods and data section. All the capital indicators are
included in the MCA as active variables in constructing the

S Average Norwegian household income (2019): Median = NOK
686,000/Mean = NOK 859,000  (Statistics  Norway). NOK
1000~ Euro 100.

7 https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/images/8/82/Parti
cipation_in_voluntary_activities_%28formal_and_informal%29%
2C2018.png.
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Fig. 1 Share of volunteers by educational level, household income, and number of friends, in the Gallup data

social space (12 variables/51 categories). The indicators for ~ volunteering are structured and positioned by capital vol-
volunteering (n = 25) are subsequently projected as passive ~ ume and composition in the Norwegian social space.

or supplementary variables into the constructed social The MCA reveals several axes in the data. The first two
space, allowing us to inspect how fields and practices of  axes contribute to a total of 72.6% of the variance in the
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data: axis 1=156.7% and axis 2 = 15.9% (Benzécri’s
modified rate).8 From axis 2 to axis 3 there is a marked
reduction in variance contribution of 5.1%, which prompts
me to concentrate the further analysis on the 1, 2 axes. This
also resonates well with previous analyses of the main
dimensions and structure of the Norwegian social space
(Flemmen et al., 2018; Jarness et al., 2019).

Axis 1 is interpreted as a total capital volume axis,
contrasting high and low volumes of capital. Like Jarness
et al. (2019), this analysis indicates that the volume of
capital is much more important for explaining the structure
of the Norwegian social space than capital composition.
Each variable’s absolute contribution to axis 1 is illustrated
by the size of the circle point in the social space. The
variables contributing the most to the variance on axis 1 are
educational level (20.9%), field of education (16.7%), and
books in the household one grew up in (11.5%). In the
social space (Fig. 2), we find indicators of low capital
positioned in the area below the horizontal line: lower
educational level; fewer books in the household one grew
up in; negative attitudes towards highbrow culture; fewer
friends; lower-income levels; and fields of education
associated with shorter education and low-income levels.
One exception is the lowest income category (< NOK
200,000) positioned in the top half of the social space. As
previously mentioned, this category is populated by many
students, a particular group with low income albeit larger
volumes of cultural capital. Further up in the social space,
indicators of large volumes of capital are positioned. From
the top, we find indicators of higher-level education: many
books in the household one grew up in; positive attitudes
towards highbrow culture; more network resources; and
higher levels of household income.

Axis 2, with a lower contribution to the total data
variance, is interpreted as a capital composition axis,
contrasting cultural capital (left side) with social and eco-
nomic capital (right side). The variables contributing the
most to the variance on axis 2 are attitude towards more
arts and culture in the media (17.5%), having a network of
friends interested in arts and culture (16.8%), and field of
education (13.7%). On the top-left side of the social space,
we find indicators of cultural capital: university education;
many books in the household one grew up in; most friends
interested in arts and culture; positive attitudes towards
highbrow culture; and educational fields like humanities,
social sciences and arts and crafts. On the top-right side of
the social space, we find indicators of economic and social
capital: high income categories; many friends; and access
to resources through social networks. There are also diag-
onal oppositions in the social space from lower income

8 Statistical parameters from the MCA are provided in Appendix
Tables 1 and 2.
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levels, fewer friends, and no network resources in the
bottom-left quadrant to higher income levels, more friends,
and resource access through social networks in the top-
right quadrant. Similarly, there is a diagonal opposition on
attitudes towards arts and culture, with negative attitudes in
the bottom-right quadrant and positive attitudes in the top-
left quadrant (Fig. 2).

Volunteering Fields and Tasks in the Social Space

To inspect the positioning of different forms of volun-
teering, I first turn to the organisational fields that indi-
viduals have volunteered within, by projecting the fields
into the social space. Test values for the organisational
fields (see Appendix Table 1) indicate that their position is
far enough from the barycentre to allow for a substantial
interpretation of their position as influenced by the volume
and composition of capital.” As we can see in Fig. 3, most
organisational fields are positioned in the top half of the
social space, indicating that volunteering in general is a
phenomenon positioned from the middle and halfway up in
Norwegian social space, in positions characterised by a
medium volume of capital.

On the vertical dimension, volunteering for organisa-
tions within the field of education, training, and research is
positioned highest up. Such types of organisations are
concerned with issues related to all levels and types of
education and training, from primary schools to universi-
ties, and may also have more formal and professional-like
qualities. Recruitment of volunteers with higher education
(cultural capital) may be particularly relevant for such
organisations, following the law of homophily (McPherson
et al., 2001), with subsequent individual benefits and spill-
over effects in the form of capital reinforcement and
symbolic capital for the recruited volunteers. In the second
and third highest position, we find volunteers in the field of
international organisations like humanitarian aid organi-
sations, peace organisations or international exchange, and
political organisations. These fields that might also favour
professional competence or higher-level education among
volunteers, making it less attainable for individuals with
less capital.

In the following positions, we find volunteers in the
fields of law and advocacy, such as rights-based, support
and substance abstention organisations; business organi-
sations and unions; arts and culture; and environment and
animal protection. We could perhaps have anticipated a
higher position for business organisations and unions, as

° When the test value of a category is higher than 2 in absolute value,
the category has a statistically significant position outside of the axis’
zero point, using a 5% threshold.
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The social space
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Fig. 2 The social space constructed by capital indicators. Multiple correspondence analysis. N = 5154

these are tightly related to paid work and business. How-
ever, its positioning could also be due to how this organi-
sational category is constructed in the ICNPO scheme,
lumping together labour and employers’ organisations,
assuming two opposites regarding high and low volumes of
(economic) capital. Separating these fields might have
positioned them further apart, with unions being positioned

below business organisations. The same argument can be
made concerning the political field that encompasses all
types of political organisations regardless of its position on
the political spectrum. This may obfuscate differences
regarding right- and left-wing politics and associated cap-
ital composition and volume.
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Fig. 3 Volunteer fields in the social space. Volunteering for types of organisations as supplemental categories. Multiple correspondence analysis.

N = 5154

Closer to the zero line on the vertical dimension, in the
middle area of the social space, we find volunteers within
the fields of religion; social services; cooperatives; and
sports. Furthest down, we find volunteers in fields of
recreation and social clubs; community; other organisa-
tions; and health. Among these fields are the biggest in
Norway, representing the dominant leisure orientation:

@ Springer

sports, community organisations, and recreation and social
clubs. This indicates that the largest volunteering fields in
Norway are less demanding on the capital possession of
volunteers. Diverging somewhat from this picture is the
positioning of the arts and culture field, a fourth repre-
sentation of the leisure orientation in Norway, which seems
more inclined to favour a certain volume of capital among
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its volunteers. Some fields, like health and community
might also be fields where volunteering provides less
benefits, reputation, and symbolic capital for the volun-
teers, as illustrated by Meyer and Rameder’s (2021) find-
ings regarding social services in Austria.

Although contributing less to the data variance, capital
composition also separates between organisational fields
horizontally, with volunteers within law and advocacy, and
arts and culture furthest to the left, favouring cultural
capital over economic and social capital. Sports and busi-
ness organisations and unions, however, are furthest to the
right, favouring social and economic capital. It is inter-
esting to note that the four leisure fields (arts and culture;
recreation and social clubs; community organisations;
sports) are positioned apart as regards typical capital
compositions among their volunteers, which indicates a
somewhat different capital requirement for the inclusion of
volunteers in these fields in Norway (Fig. 3).

Moving on to the types of tasks performed in organi-
sations (Fig. 4) we can see that some tasks particular for
certain organisational fields, such as coaching within sports
and care work within social services, are placed in similar
positions compared to related organisations. Website
management and communication are placed highest up,
indicating demands for a certain level of competence and
hence capital. Care tasks, community work (dugnad), and
transport are placed closer to the zero line, indicating lower
demands for capital. There is less horizontal dispersion of
volunteer tasks regarding capital composition. Interest-
ingly, having a position as a board member does not seem
to require a particularly high volume of capital. This may
be a result of the heterogeneity between CSOs and
organisational fields, where organisations in certain fields,
like business organisations, demand a high capital volume
to enter a board, while others do not (Fig. 4).

Concluding Discussion

The analyses in this article have demonstrated a hierar-
chically structured social space in Norway according to
total volume of capital (cultural capital and education in
particular), in which fields and practices of volunteering are
positioned from the centre to halfway up on the capital
volume axis. Capital composition seems to provide less
variance in volunteering practices. Although the social
space reveals a large dispersion of capital positions, from
high to low, no volunteering fields or practices are placed
in positions characterised by very high or very low vol-
umes of capital. In general, this indicates that the uptake of
volunteers in Norwegian CSOs is relatively egalitarian
with respect to capital possession, which resonates well

with established notions of the Norwegian civil society
model as social democratic and egalitarian.

There are, however, exceptions to this portrayal, with
some volunteering fields (education and research; interna-
tional; politics) having their own specific logics with a
seemingly larger demand for capital, recruiting volunteers
with a field-appropriate habitus and from a certain social
position. Such field-specific logics and demands for com-
petence may follow naturally from the type of activity and
purpose of some organisations and may not pose a chal-
lenge for inequality in volunteering per se, providing such
logics do not become the norm in larger volunteering fields
or volunteering in general.

Furthermore, with the capital volume axis displaying a
markedly hierarchical social structure in Norway, the
analysis somewhat nuances the portrayal of Norwegian
society as particularly egalitarian. Since this Bourdieusian
approach provides structures of differences in Norway
similar to that of Bourdieu’s original empirical context—
France—with different societal features and a welfare
model, it also supports Bourdieu’s contention that this
analytical model reflects more general principles of dif-
ferentiation across societies (Bourdieu, 1991). As such, it
would be of great interest to see if similar analyses per-
formed in other countries with different welfare and civil
society models would produce similar patterns of differ-
entiation, and even more interestingly, demonstrate how
volunteering fields and practices would be positioned in
these social spaces.

A few limitations of this study need to be discussed.
First, the measure of economic capital used in the analy-
ses—household income—is an insufficient measure for
economic capital, as it is not adjusted for household size,
and it misses indicators of wealth like private property,
fortune, and not least inheritance, which is the main driver
of economic inequality in Norway (Hansen & Toft, 2021).
Including such indicators could have changed the structure
of the constructed social space and the positioning of
volunteering fields and practices. Secondly, the ICNPO-
classification scheme used in the survey often subsumes
very different types of organisations under the same cate-
gory, like business, professional organisations and unions,
and political organisations. Such internal differences within
categories can outweigh each other, misplacing the position
of an organisational field. Another type of organisational
classification would likely have changed the positions of
volunteering fields in the social space. Similarly, the survey
question on types of tasks performed in organisations, like
board memberships, is not linked to the specific field or
organisation respondents have volunteered for, obfuscating
potential heterogeneity between organisational fields in
organisations’ demands for a certain composition or vol-
ume of capital among volunteers regarding certain tasks.
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Fig. 4 Volunteer tasks in the social space. Types of volunteer tasks as supplemental categories. Multiple correspondence analysis. N = 5154

To provide a new perspective and methodological
approach to analyse social inequality in volunteering, I
have used the MCA method on national survey data. MCA
is a more inductive and descriptive statistical approach for
analysing multivariate data, in contrast to standard multi-
variate regression modelling. Hence, MCA is less appli-
cable for statistical hypothesis testing about population

@ Springer

parameters based on data from samples of the population
and for tracing the directionality in relations between
variables. Still, what MCA provides is a new glance at
volunteering survey data that uncovers patterns of
inequality based on multiple characteristics and, not least, a
numerically based graphical display of such patterns. I
therefore argue that MCA provides a much-needed
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supplement to, but not a replacement of, standard statistical
methods for investigating inequalities in volunteering.
Based on the theoretical discussion, empirical findings,
and discussed limitations, and along with Hustinx et al.
(2022), I argue for a new volunteering research agenda that
specifically investigates social differentiation in volun-
teering. Along with previous Bourdieu-inspired research
investigating internal and field-specific logics of CSOs and
their volunteers (Krause, 2014, 2018; Quinn, 2019), I
specifically call for future volunteering research to apply a
Bourdieusian perspective. Such an agenda would also
imply the development of a more suitable system for
classifying volunteering fields that better capture social
inequalities and patterns of differentiation in volunteering
(not specifically aimed at mapping the scope and volume as
with the ICNPO scheme). A more suitable classification
system for investigating inequality in volunteering should

Table 1 Test values. Active and supplementary categories

be better at capturing internal and field-specific logics of
CSOs and their volunteers, modes of operation, tasks, and
practices. Additionally, appropriate measures for economic
as well as cultural and social capital should be included.
Applying such a Bourdieusian perspective would provide a
new vantage point for understanding and explaining social
inequality and differentiation within volunteering in dif-
ferent societal contexts. Considering the growing social,
cultural, and economic differences in many societies today,
to further such a research agenda would be of great
importance.

Appendix

See Tables 1 and 2.

Variables Label Weight Distance to origin Axis 1 Axis 2 Axis 3

Active

Houseincome — > 200.000NOK 161.000 5.569 0.539 — 2211 14.042
200-399.000NOK 532.000 2.948 — 16.250 — 18.254 6.137
400-599.000NOK 992.000 2.048 — 8.059 — 10.515 — 2913
600—799.000NOK 896.000 2.180 — 7.938 1.340 — 12.730
800-999.000NOK 774.000 2.379 0.061 8.771 —3.992
1.000-1.199.000NOK 545.000 2.908 10.009 12.135 — 0.795
1.200 K-1.399.000NOK 319.000 3.893 15.266 12.937 8.398
1.400.000 NOK + 278.000 4.188 20.373 5.759 8.441
*Missing*(supplementary) 657.000 2.616 — 1.033 —5.119 — 1.791

Edu PrimarySchool 429.000 3.319 — 25.621 — 11.939 19.715
HighSchool/Vocationall.5 year 2712.000 0.949 — 30.885 13.530 — 28.443
Unidyears 1165.000 1.850 20.048 — 1.511 — 5.473
Uni4years + 848.000 2.253 38.065 — 7.622 29.790

EduField Agriculture 101.000 7.073 — 4.350 1.639 — 6.352
Arts&Crafts 132.000 6.168 - 0.170 — 9.802 —5.237
EconTrade 733.000 2.456 2.780 8.357 — 14.837
GenEdu 1059.000 1.966 — 31.666 — 12.810 5.347
HotelServiceHair 124.000 6.369 — 5.893 1.513 — 11.521
HumanitiesHistory 215.000 4.793 16.944 — 14.481 19.294
Law 86.000 7.6717 10.065 — 1.542 9.606
Medicine 605.000 2.742 7.320 —5.317 —9.940
Pub.Security 110.000 6.772 —0.714 8.561 — 5.469
Science 238.000 4.545 13.468 3.881 22.802
SocSciDramaSports 215.000 4.793 17.632 — 9.094 10.711
Teacher 312.000 3.939 15.269 — 7.311 2.044
TechEngineer 987.000 2.055 — 3.759 22.120 — 8.898
TransportTelecom 138.000 6.029 — 8.804 7.428 7.148
*Missing*(supplementary) 99.000 7.146 — 4.857 — 1.765 2.402

Books 0Books 29.000 13.294 — 5.387 1.834 6.355
— > 20 Books 436.000 3.290 — 19.017 — 0.444 8.642
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Table 1 continued

Variables Label Weight Distance to origin Axis 1 Axis 2 Axis 3
20-99 Books 1582.000 1.503 — 19.759 7.074 — 10.827
100-499 Books 1877.000 1.321 10.711 3.087 — 10.947
500-1000 Books 700.000 2.522 23.134 —7.352 13.684
1000 + Books 236.000 4.565 16.215 —9.992 11.771
*Missing*(supplementary) 294.000 4.066 — 7.161 — 0.667 1.005
CulNnet CulNetNo 2073.000 1.219 — 18.851 34.154 15.113
CulNetYes 1483.000 1.573 25.484 — 32.465 — 14.393
*Missing*(supplementary) 1598.000 1.492 — 4.959 — 4.432 — 1.935
ConcerveCul ConcerveCulNo 441.000 3.269 — 15.576 30.726 20.375
ConcerveCulYes 3512.000 0.684 24.458 — 26.762 — 14.908
*Missing*(supplementary) 1201.000 1.814 — 16.650 9.165 2.949
ArtTaste DiffTasteNo 2527.000 1.020 — 0415 — 14.882 — 27.347
DiffTasteYes 1540.000 1.532 7.262 14.133 26.083
*Missing*(supplementary) 1087.000 1.934 — 7.639 2.379 4.246
MediaCul MediaCulNO 1471.000 1.582 — 15921 33.887 12.271
MediaCulYes 1805.000 1.362 21.984 — 32.525 — 6.790
*Missing*(supplementary) 1878.000 1.321 — 6.851 0.440 — 4.784
Friends OFriends 118.000 6.533 — 6.718 —4.273 6.541
1-2Friends 688.000 2.548 — 13.308 — 5918 20.532
3-5Friends 2095.000 1.208 — 1.759 — 3.702 —0.925
6-10Friends 1351.000 1.678 6.870 — 0.657 — 8.487
10 + Friends 756.000 2.412 11.970 13.724 — 11.514
*Missing*(supplementary) 146.000 5.857 — 5.193 — 0.579 1.803
Netw_job NetJobNo 3062.000 0.827 — 33.442 —26.212 6.153
NetJobYes 2092.000 1.210 33.442 26.212 — 6.153
Netw_money NetMoneyNo 2613.000 0.986 — 31.965 — 25.674 9.961
NetMoneyYes 2541.000 1.014 31.965 25.674 — 9.961
Netw_position NetPositionNo 3973.000 0.545 — 33.149 — 17.988 8.999
NetPositionYes 1181.000 1.834 33.149 17.988 — 8.999
Supplementary
Organisations No 4674.000 0.320 — 8.126 6.865 2.219
ArtsCulture 480.000 3.120 8.126 — 6.865 — 2219
No 4243.000 0.463 —5.522 — 12.841 — 1.673
Sports 911.000 2.158 5.522 12.841 1.673
No 4603.000 0.346 — 2313 — 2.083 1.589
RecrSocial 551.000 2.890 2.313 2.083 — 1.589
No 4898.000 0.229 — 10.595 0.044 — 3.209
EduReseach 256.000 4374 10.595 — 0.044 3.209
No 4977.000 0.189 0.570 0.329 1.058
Health 177.000 5.303 — 0.570 —0.329 — 1.058
No 4847.000 0.252 — 3.508 3.116 1.453
Socialservice 307.000 3.973 3.508 —3.116 — 1.453
No 5001.000 0.175 — 3.854 0.751 — 1.175
Environment 153.000 5.717 3.854 — 0.751 1.175
No 4669.000 0.322 —2.001 —4.930 5.277
Community 485.000 3.103 2.001 4.930 —5.277
No 4656.000 0.327 — 3.656 0.025 0.335
Cooperatives 498.000 3.058 3.656 — 0.025 — 0.335
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Table 1 continued

Variables Label Weight Distance to origin Axis 1 Axis 2 Axis 3
No 5061.000 0.136 — 3.587 4.486 — 1.682
LawAdvoc 93.000 7.377 3.587 — 4.486 1.682
No 4938.000 0.209 — 6.889 — 0.061 2.684
Politics 216.000 4.781 6.889 0.061 — 2.684
No 5054.000 0.141 — 5.933 2.189 — 1.568
International 100.000 7.109 5.933 —2.189 1.568
No 4919.000 0.219 — 5.681 — 3.442 0.957
BusinessUnions 235.000 4.575 5.681 3.442 — 0.957
No 4845.000 0.253 — 4.037 1.670 2.183
Religion 309.000 3.960 4.037 — 1.670 —2.183
No 5024.000 0.161 — 0.087 2.109 1.387
Otherorg 130.000 6.217 0.087 —2.109 — 1.387

Tasks No 4024.000 0.530 —9.377 — 1.194 2.200
Boardmember 1130.000 1.887 9.377 1.194 — 2.200
No 4237.000 0.465 — 11.254 — 3.306 2.359
AdmOffice 917.000 2.150 11.254 3.306 — 2.359
No 4789.000 0.276 — 3.645 — 4.875 1.993
Transport 365.000 3.622 3.645 4.875 — 1.993
No 4735.000 0.297 —7.281 — 5.458 — 3.657
Coach 419.000 3.362 7.281 5.458 3.657
No 3602.000 0.656 - 6.977 — 6.495 3.026
Dugnad 1552.000 1.523 6.977 6.495 — 3.026
No 4756.000 0.289 — 5.996 1.273 1.873
Fundraising 398.000 3.457 5.996 —1.273 — 1.873
No 4841.000 0.254 — 10.572 — 0.869 — 1.625
Webmanagement 313.000 3.933 10.572 0.869 1.625
No 4853.000 0.249 — 10.039 1.479 — 1.995
InfoCom 301.000 4.015 10.039 — 1.479 1.995
No 4756.000 0.289 — 4.150 5.405 2.101
Care 398.000 3.457 4.150 — 5.405 —2.101
No 4698.000 0.312 — 3.817 2.667 0.390
Othertasks 456.000 3.210 3.817 — 2.667 — 0.390

Table 2 Test parameters for the two first axes in the MCA. Cloud variance (matrix trace): 0.817

Axis Axis variance (eigenvalue) % of explained variance Cumulated % of explained variance Benzécri’s modified rates (%)
0.199 5.9 5.9 56.7
0.139 4.1 10.1 15.9

3 0.110 33 133 5.1

Supplementary  InformationThe online version contains comments and input on earlier drafts of this article. I would like to

supplementary material available at https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-
022-00501-7.

Acknowledgements 1 would like to thank the reviewers and col-
leagues in NORCE Social Sciences and at the department of Media
and Information Sciences at the University of Bergen, for valuable

thank Jan Fredrik Hovden at the department of Media and Informa-
tion Sciences (UoB) for advice on the methods and analyses. I would
also like to thank director Bernard Enjolras and The Centre for
research on civil society and voluntary sector in Norway for facili-
tating this publication.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-022-00501-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-022-00501-7

668

Voluntas (2023) 34:654-669

Funding Open Access funding provided by NORCE Norwegian
Research Centre AS.

Declarations

Conflict of interest Author declares that they have no conflict of
interest.

Ethical Approval All procedures performed in studies involving
human participants were in accordance with the ethical standards of
the institutional and/or national research committee and with the 1964
Helsinki declaration and its later amendments or comparable ethical
standards.

Informed Consent Informed consent was obtained from all indi-
vidual participants included in the study.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as
long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate
if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted
use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright
holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Blasius, J., Lebaron, F., Le Roux, B., & Schmitz, A. (2020).
Empirical Investigations of Social Space. Springer.

Bourdieu, P. (1977). Outline of a Theory of Practice. Cambridge
University Press.

Bourdieu, P. (1983). The forms of capital. In R. John (Ed.), Handbook
of Theory and Research for the Sociology of Education.
Greenwood Press.

Bourdieu, P. (1984). Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement
of Taste. Routledge.

Bourdieu, P. (1986). The forms of capital. In J. Richardson (Ed.),
Handbook of Theory and Research for the Sociology of
Education (pp. 241-58). Greenwood.

Bourdieu, P. (1991). First Lecture. Social space and symbolic space:
Introduction to a Japanese reading of distinction. Poetics Today,
12(4), 627-38.

Bourdieu, P. (1993). Language and Symbolic Power. Polity Press.

Bourdieu, P. (1998). Practical Reason: On the Theory of Action.
Stanford University Press.

Bourdieu, P. (1996). Symbolsk makt. Artikler i utvalg, Pax Forlag,
Oslo.

Bourdieu, P., & Wacquant, L. J. D. (1992). An Invitation to Reflexive
Sociology. Polity Press.

Brady, H. E., Schlozman, K. L., & Verba. S. (1999). Prospecting for
participants: Rational expectations and the recruitment of
political activists. American Political Science Review, 93(1),
153-168.

Dean, J. (2016). Class diversity and youth volunteering in the United
Kingdom: Applying Bourdieu’s Habitus and cultural capital.
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 45(15), 95-113.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764015597781

@ Springer

Eimhjellen, L., Steen-Johnsen, K., Folkestad, B., & @degard, G.
(2018). Changing patterns of volunteering and participation. In
B. Enjolras & K. Strgmsnes (Eds.), Scandinavian Civil Society
and Social Transformations: The Case of Norway. Springer.

Eimbhjellen, I., and Fladmoe, A. (2020). Frivillighet, klasse og sosial
ulikhet: Norsk frivillighet i et klasseperspektiv. Rapport 2020: 1,
Senter for forskning pa sivilsamfunn og frivillig sektor.

Emirbayer, M., & Johnson, V. (2008). Bourdieu and organizational
analysis. Theory and Society, 37(1), 1-44.

Fladmoe, A., Sivesind, K.H. & Arnesen. D. (2018). Oppdaterte tall
om frivillig innsats i Norge. 1998-2017. Rapport 2018: 2, Senter
for forkning pa sivilsamfunn og frivillig sektor.

Flemmen, M. P., Jarness, V., & Rosenlund, L. (2018). Social space
and cultural class divisions: The forms of capital and contem-
porary lifestyle differentiation. The British Journal of Sociology,
69(1), 124-153. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-4446.12295

Geier, P. and Grini. K.H. (2018). Brattere trapp til lgnnstoppen, SSB.

Gilbert, G., Holdsworth, S., & Kyle, L. (2017). A literature review
and development of a theoretical model for understanding
commitment experienced by volunteers over the life of a project.
VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit
Organizations, 28(1), 1-25. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-016-
9821-1

Granovetter, M. S. (1973). The strength of weak ties. American
Journal of Sociology, 78(6), 1360-1380.

Handy, F., Cnaan, R. A., Hustinx, L., Kang, C., Brudney, J. L., Haski-
Leventhal, D., et al. (2010). A cross-cultural examination of
student volunteering: Is it all about résume building? Nonprofit
and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 39(3), 498-523. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0899764009344353

Hansen, M. N., & Toft, M. (2021). Wealth accumulation and
opportunity hoarding: Class-origin wealth gaps over a quarter of
a century in a Scandinavian country. American Sociological
Review., 86(4), 603-638. https://doi.org/10.1177/
00031224211020012

Harris, J., Springett, J., Croot, L., Booth, A., Campbell, F., Thompson,
J., et al. (2015). Can community-based peer support promote
health literacy and reduce inequalities? A realist review. Public
Health Research, 3(3), 1-192. https://doi.org/10.3310/phr03030

Henriksen, L. S., Strgmsnes, K., & Svedberg, L. (2019). Civic
Engagement in Scandinavia. Volunteering. Informal Help and
Giving in Denmark. Norway and Sweden. Springer.

Hjellbrekke, J., Jarness, V., & Korsnes, O. (2015). Cultural distinc-
tions in an “egalitarian” society. In P. Coulangeon & J. Duval
(Eds.), Routledge Companion to Bourdieu’s Distinction.
Routledge.

Hustinx, L., Grubb, A., Rameder, P., & Shachar, I. Y. (2022).
Inequality in volunteering: Building a new research front.
VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit
Organizations, 33(1), 1-17. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-022-
00455-w

van Ingen, E.J. (2009). Let’s come together and unite: Studies of the
changing character of voluntary association participation.
Ridderprint.

Jager, U. P., Hover, H., Schréer, A., & Strauch, M. (2013).
Experience of solidarity: Why executive directors work for
market driven nonprofits. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector
Quarterly., 42(5), 1026-1048. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0899764012455698

Janoski, T., Musick, M., & Wilson, J. (1998). Being volunteered? the
impact of social participation and pro-social attitudes on
volunteering. Sociological Forum., 13(3), 495-519. https://doi.
org/10.1023/a:1022131525828

Jarness, V., Flemmen, M. P., & Rosenlund, L. (2019). From class
politics to classed politics. Sociology, 53(5), 879-899. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0038038519838740


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764015597781
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-4446.12295
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-016-9821-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-016-9821-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764009344353
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764009344353
https://doi.org/10.1177/00031224211020012
https://doi.org/10.1177/00031224211020012
https://doi.org/10.3310/phr03030
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-022-00455-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-022-00455-w
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764012455698
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764012455698
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1022131525828
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1022131525828
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038519838740
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038519838740

Voluntas (2023) 34:654-669

669

Jolliffe, 1. (2005). Principal component analysis. In B. Everitt & D.
Howell (Eds.), Encyclopedia of Statistics in Behavioural
Science. Wiley.

Krause, M. (2014). The Good Project: Humanitarian Relied NGOs
and the Fragmentation of Reason. University of Chicago Press.

Krause, M. (2018). How fields vary. British Journal of Sociology,
68(1), 3-22. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-4446.12258

Macmillan, R. (2013). “Distinction” in the third sector. Voluntary
Sector  Review,  4(1), 39-54.  https://doi.org/10.1332/
204080513X661572

Macmillan, R. (2011). Seeing things differently? The promise of
qualitative longitudinal research on the third sector. Third Sector
Research Centre, TSRC Working Paper 56, Birmingham.

McPherson, M., Smith-Lovin, L., & Cook, J. M. (2001). Birds of a
feather: Homophily in social networks. Annual Review of
Sociology, 27(1), 415-444. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.
27.1.415

Merton, R. (1968). The Matthew effect in science. Science, 159,
56-63.

Meyer, M., & Rameder, P. (2021). Who is in charge? social inequality
in different fields of volunteering. VOLUNTAS: International
Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, 33, 18-32.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-020-00313-7

Musick, M. A., & Wilson, J. (2008). Volunteers: A Social Profile.
Indiana University Press.

Pearce, J. L. (1993). Volunteers. Routledge.

Petrovski, E., Dencker-Larsen, S. & Holm, A. (2017). The effect of
volunteer work on employability: A study with Danish survey
and administrative register data. European Sociological Review,
33(3), 349-367.

Putnam, R. D. (1993). Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in
Modern Italy. Princeton University Press.

Putnam, R. D. (2000). Bowling Alone. The Collapse and Revival of
American Community. Simon & Schuster Paperbacks.

Quinn, K. (2019). Inside the penal voluntary sector: Divided
discourses of “helping” criminalized women. Punishment &
Society, 22(2), 161-180. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1462474519863461

Quinn, K., & Tomczak, P. (2021). Practitioner niches in the (Penal)
voluntary sector: Perspectives from management and the front-
lines. VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and
Nonprofit Organizations, 32, 78-89. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11266-020-00301-x

Quist, H. P. Y., & Munk, M. D. (2018). The individual economic
returns to volunteering in work life. European Sociological
Review, 34(2), 198-210. https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcy004

Quist, H. P. Y., Folkestad, B., Friberg, T., & Lundasen, S. W. (2019).
Trends in volunteering in Scandinavia. In L. S. Henriksen, K.
Strgmsnes, & L. Svedberg (Eds.), Civic Engagement in Scan-
dinavia. Volunteering Informal Help and Giving in Denmark,
Norway and Sweden. Springer.

Rokkan, S. (1987). Stat, nasjon, klasse. Universitetsforlaget.

Rotolo, T., Wilson, J., & Hughers, M. E. (2010). Homeownership and
volunteering: An alternative approach to studying social
inequality and civic engagement. Sociological Forum, 25(3),
570-587. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1573-7861.2010.01196.x

Rueschmeyer, D., Rueschmeyer, M., & Wittock, B. (1998). Partic-
ipation and democracy East and West: Comparisons and
interpretations. Routledge.

Ruiter, S., & De Graaf, N. D. (2009). Socio-economic payoffs of
voluntary association involvement: A Dutch life course study.
European Sociological Review, 25(4), 425-442. https://doi.org/
10.1093/esr/jecn051

Salamon, L. M., & Anheier, H. K. (1998). Social origins of civil
society: Explaining the nonprofit sector cross-nationally. Volun-
tas, 9(3), 213-248.

Salamon, L. M., & Sokolowski, S. W. (2004). Global Civil Society:
Dimensions of the Nonprofit Sector (Vol. 2). Kumarian Press.

Salt, E., Crofford, L. J., & Segerstrom, S. (2017). The mediating and
moderating effect of volunteering on pain and depression. Life
purpose. Well-being and physical activity. Pain Management
Nursing, 18(4), 243-249. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pmn.2017.04.
004

Salvanes, K.G. (2017). Inntektsforskjeller og sosial mobilitet I Norge.
In Oppvekstrapporten 2017. @kte forskjeller — gjgr det noe?
BUFDIR.

Selle, P., Strgmsnes, K., Svedberg, L., Ibsen, B., & Henriksen, L. S.
(2019). The Scandinavian organizational landscape: Extensive
and different. In L. S. Henriksen, K. Strgmsnes, & L. Svedberg
(Eds.), Civic engagement in Scandinavia: volunteering. Informal
help and giving in Denmark. Springer.

Swank, D. (2000). Social democratic welfare states in a global
economy: Scandinavia in comparative perspective. In R. Geyer,
C. Ingebritsen, & J. W. Moses (Eds.), Globalization. Euro-
peanization and the End of Scandinavian Social Democracy?
Palgrave Macmillan.

Tang, F. (2006). What resources are needed for volunteerism? A life
course perspective. Journal of Applied Gerontology, 25(5),
375-390. https://doi.org/10.1177/0733464806292858

Warren, M. E. (2000). Democracy and Association. Princeton
University Press.

Wilson, J. P. (2000). Volunteering. Annual Review of Sociology,
26(1), 215-240. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.26.1.215

Wilson, J. P. (2012). Volunteerism research: A review essay.
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 41, 176-212.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764011434558

Wilson, J. P., & Musick, M. A. (1997). Who cares? Toward an
integrated theory of volunteer work. American Sociological
Review, 62, 694-713. https://doi.org/10.2307/2657355

Wilson, J. P., Mantovan, N., & Sauer, R. M. (2020). The economic
benefits of volunteering and social class. Social Science
Research., 85, 102368. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.
2019.102368

Wollebak, D., Satrang, S., Fladmoe, A. (2015). Betingelser for
frivillig innsats. Motivasjon og kontekst. Rapport 2015: 1. Senter
for forskning pa sivilsamfunn og frivillig sektor.

Yeung, J. W. K., Zhang, Z., & Kim, T. Y. (2017). Volunteering and
health benefits in general adults: Cumulative effects and forms.
BMC Public Health, 18(1), 8. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-
017-4561-8

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-4446.12258
https://doi.org/10.1332/204080513X661572
https://doi.org/10.1332/204080513X661572
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-020-00313-7
https://doi.org/10.1177/1462474519863461
https://doi.org/10.1177/1462474519863461
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-020-00301-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-020-00301-x
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcy004
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1573-7861.2010.01196.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcn051
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcn051
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pmn.2017.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pmn.2017.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0733464806292858
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.26.1.215
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764011434558
https://doi.org/10.2307/2657355
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2019.102368
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2019.102368
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-017-4561-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-017-4561-8

	Capital, Inequality, and Volunteering
	A Bourdieusian Perspective
	Abstract
	Inequality and Volunteering
	A Bourdieusian Approach to Inequality in Volunteering
	Class-Based Volunteering in Norway?
	Data and Methods
	Analysis Technique

	Descriptive Statistics
	Constructing the Social Space
	Volunteering Fields and Tasks in the Social Space
	Concluding Discussion
	Appendix
	Acknowledgements
	Funding
	References




