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Abstract 

 
Local currency systems seek to build economic and social capital in their 
communities.  This comprehensive, quantitative case study explores the 
motivations, trading patterns, and outcomes of participation in a “Time Bank.”  
Membership survey data and organizational records are employed in social 
network and multiple regression analyses.  Members are largely female, low-
income, and highly educated.  There is consistency in the types of people joining 
this Time Bank for social and economic reasons.  Those who are motivated by 
their needs and those seeking more social ties are more likely to spend greater 
time participating.  Overall, this Time Bank has been more successful in 
generating cultural and economic capital rather than social capital.  Lower-income 
and unemployed participants are more likely to gain social capital outcomes 
however.  Those located in denser trading networks report that they are more 
likely to get the services that they need and want.  Those who joined for social 
reasons and those who are engaged more in this system are more likely to gain a 
variety of outcomes.  The continuing growth of Time Banks and the findings here 
suggest that this movement is efficacious. 
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Introduction 

Local currencies are grassroots, collective efforts to form an alternative market with the 

hopes of empowering the economically marginalized and building social capital.  This research 

is a quantitative case study of a “Time Bank.”  Original member survey data and organizational 

records are employed to measure each stage of engagement in this voluntary association.  The 

three major research questions in this analysis include: To what extent do demographic factors 

determine why individuals join this organization?  What influences the quantity and quality of 

trading within this network?  Which participants benefit most through the outcomes? 

Over 150 community currency systems have been launched in the U.S. alone in the past 

20 years.  Most advocates of these “do-it-yourself” networks stress the economic benefits for the 

under/unemployed and local economies.  This framing has made these alternative markets 

appealing to anti-capitalists, global justice movement participants, as well as “buy local,” 

independent business proponents (see Shuman 1998; Starr 2001; Leyshon and Lee 2003; North 

2006).  Community currency advocates also tend to stress the social benefits of participation for 

isolated populations such as the elderly.  In an era of declining social capital, this argument has 

also appealed to those stressing the importance of community (see Boyle 1999; Cahn 2000; 

Putnam and Feldstein 2003; Raddon 2003).1   

This research makes a unique contribution.  It is the most comprehensive quantitative 

study of a local currency system to date and will complement existing studies of these networks.  

The findings will enable several implications about community currencies to be drawn.  Perhaps 

most importantly, this case will shed additional light on the potentiality of local currencies in 

empowering the economically marginalized and building social capital.  In this respect, this 

                                                 
1 To a lesser extent, the ecological benefits of local currencies have also been stressed by advocates (see Bowring 
1998; Seyfang 2001a; North 2006). 
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study should be of interest to local currency scholars and activists, as well as public policy 

makers.  Moreover, this research contributes to the sociology of volunteering.  Many others have 

explored the motivations, processes, and outcomes of the voluntary experience. 

 

Background: Community Currencies 

According to Zelizer (1994: 1), “Money multiplies.  …people are constantly creating 

different kinds of money.”  For more than two decades, local currency systems have been an 

intriguing and notable form of community engagement in the United States.  While all systems 

differ somewhat, each is premised on creating a local currency as a medium for the exchange of 

services and goods.  Unlike conventional bartering (where two actors trade directly with one 

another), local currencies expand commerce by connecting a network of people and (usually) 

businesses.  Participants publicize the goods or services they wish to offer and/or obtain through 

a directory, newsletter, notice board, website, or listserve.  Interested parties contact one another, 

negotiate the transaction, and then arrange it.  The recipient  “pays” and the provider receives 

credit that can be used for making purchases from other participants in the system, a form of 

“serial reciprocity” (Offe and Heinze 1992).   

There are three basic types of community currency systems that have been popular over 

the past 25 years: Local Exchange Trading Systems (LETS), Time Banks, and Hours systems 

(Meeker-Lowry 1996).2  LETS began in British Columbia in the early 1980s and have been the 

most widespread form of local currency schemes.  The values of these currencies are usually 

pegged to their national currency and they are tracked electronically or by a checkbook system 

                                                 
2 There are many other types of alternative currencies such as the large-scale barter networks of 2000-2003 in 
Argentina (see North 2007).  The BerkShares project in Western Massachusetts has also received much publicity 
lately.  However, this model is quite different from the other types of local currencies since membership is limited to 
businesses.  Instead of a neighbor-to-neighbor network, it is an innovative “buy-local-and-get-a-discount” program.   
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through a centralized administrator.  While never being extensively pursued in the U.S. 

(Solomon 1996), it is estimated that there have been thousands of LETS started across the world 

(Cohen-Mitchell 2000; UNILETS Online 2007).  Researchers have concluded that LETS activity 

peaked in the mid-1990s and a substantial proportion of LETS are no longer operating (Seyfang 

2002; North 2003).  Low trading volumes and the insufficiencies of administration by volunteers 

have plagued many systems (see Aldridge and Patterson 2002).  Moreover, since LETS 

currencies are not exempt from tax and welfare benefit calculations, they are often not attractive 

to the poor and unemployed (Seyfang 2003).   

The growth of LETS in the late 1980s inspired a community activist to establish a local 

currency system in Ithaca, New York in 1991 (see Glover 2000).  Ithaca Hours is a paper 

currency whose value is linked to the U.S. dollar.  Since its founding, thousands of individuals 

and hundreds of businesses have exchanged the currency.  This model spread rapidly across the 

United States during the 1990s.  As of 2004, 82 Hours systems had been attempted across the 

U.S.  However, only 17 (a 20.7% survival rate) were still active (Collom 2005).  Maintaining 

dedicated administrators, ongoing recruitment of participants, a lack of useful services and 

insufficient resources have hindered these systems (Collom 2007).    

The Time Bank model was founded by a law professor and implemented first in Miami, 

Florida in the mid-1980s (see Cahn and Rowe 1996; Cahn 2000).  This model is flexible and 

there is a wide range of different programs in existence today.  Participants earn and spend the 

egalitarian electronic currency (Time Dollars) that is measured in the amount of time that is 

required to provide a service (rather than the monetary value of the service).  A paid staff is 

required to recruit participants, provide orientation, match providers and recipients as needed, 

track the hours, and distribute statements to members.  The formal administrative structure of 
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Time Banks have helped make them more successful than the other forms of local currencies.  

Moreover, Time Dollars are tax-exempt and the systems are seen much more favorably among 

policy makers as they have been promoted primarily for their social (not economic) benefits (see 

North 2003; Seyfang 2003).3  There are currently 55 Time Banks in the U.S. (Time Banks USA 

2007).  Time Banks UK began in 1998 and has 84 active programs and another 41 in 

development (Time Banks UK 2007).  This research focuses upon a well-established U.S. Time 

Bank.     

The type of market activity undertaken in community currency systems is not easily 

categorized.  In Biggart and Delbridge’s (2004) typology, local currencies combine elements of 

both moral and communal systems of exchange.  They are also both an expressive and 

instrumental form of community participation (see Glanville 2004 and Swaroop and Morenoff 

2006 for recent examples).  Expanding on Polanyi’s (1957) critique of the market economy as 

disembedding the economic from the social, Thorne (1996: 1362) considers local currencies as 

an example of re-embedding “to enhance collective social well-being in exchange relations.” 

The relationship to volunteering is not clear-cut either.  The groups themselves and the 

individuals acting within them should each be considered.  All local currency systems are 

“voluntary associations,” “a group of people who share an interest and have agreed to pursue it 

jointly” (Pearce 1993: 18).  More specifically, community currencies can be considered “mutual-

benefit associations” since “the prime beneficiary is the membership” (Blau and Scott 1962: 43).  

Yet some networks are also 501(c)(3) non-profit, “voluntary organizations” (Pearce 1993) with 

paid administrators.  In these cases, the groups are more of a mixed type, taking on aspects of 

“service organizations” (Blau and Scott 1962). 

                                                 
3 Despite this more politically-neutral framing, the egalitarian Time Dollars are actually more radical than Hours and 
LETS which are pegged to national currencies (see Bowring 1998). 
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Some advocates view community currency participants as “volunteers” (see Cahn and 

Rowe 1996) and the earliest programs in the U.S. were “service credit programs” which usually 

had the word “volunteer” in their titles (see Coughlin and Meiners 1990).  Nonetheless, the 

premise of local currencies is that participants must give and receive (spend the currency), so the 

volunteering frame does not fit perfectly.  Transactions in these networks are nearly always 

initiated by a request from the recipient, not the provider (or “volunteer”).  Indeed, these 

networks simply will not function unless participants request things.  Coordinators often have to 

remind their memberships to spend the currency regularly.       

As Wilson (2000) notes though, whether “volunteers” can receive material rewards is 

open to debate.  Smith (1981) argues that being a volunteer is a matter of degree.  At the one end, 

“pure” volunteers “would be individuals receiving no remuneration whatsoever while performing 

very valuable services” (pg. 23).  On the other (less than pure) end, volunteers engage in 

“activities that have a market value greater than any remuneration received for such activities” 

(pg. 23).  Since Time Dollars are an egalitarian currency (based on the amount of time it takes to 

provide a service), the relationship to market value is difficult to compute in these networks.    

Two other distinctions in the volunteering literature also do not seem very applicable 

here.  First, there are the differences that Wilson (2000) notes between associational volunteers 

(members working for their organization) and program volunteers (members working on behalf 

of their organization).  Finally, the dichotomy between self-oriented versus community-oriented 

forms of voluntarism (see Janoski and Wilson 1995) provide little clarification to this puzzle.  

Despite these ambiguities, the volunteering literature appears to be the closest fit here, so it will 

be engaged below.   
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Inputs, Processes, and Outputs of Time Bank Participation 

 Figure 1 provides the model guiding this quantitative case study.  On the inputs side, the 

association between demographic variables and the motivating factors for joining this Time Bank 

are tested.  These precipitating variables are then used in a social network analysis to predict the 

quantity and quality of trading within this association.  Lastly, all four sets of factors are tested as 

determinants of the outcomes of participation for individuals in this Time Bank. 

(Figure 1 About Here) 

 An extensive literature review was conducted to determine what has been learned about 

the motivations, transactions, and outcomes of community currency participation.  Studies that 

are appropriate here collected data from participants and provide evidence of at least one of the 

following: the relative importance of various member motivations, the factors associated with 

trading activity, and the salience of various outcomes of participation.  A total of 14 studies were 

located.  Eleven of these studies were conducted on LETS, two on Time Banks, and one on an 

Hours system.  Twelve of them used membership surveys, while two involved participant 

interviews.  Table 1 summarizes this research. 

(Table 1 About Here) 

 None of these studies focuses on the determinants of member motivations, they only 

employ descriptive statistics or rank motivating factors.  Economic, altruistic, social, ideological, 

and community-building motives are consistently ranked highly.  Yet these studies vary 

considerably in how they measure motivations and most use only single items for each rationale.  

Therefore, the literature review was expanded to include volunteering motivations.  Motivations 

to volunteer have been studied more extensively and there is a large inventory of reasons that 

have been formulated.  Cnaan and Goldberg-Glen (1991) distinguish between altruistic, egoistic, 
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social, and material-egoistic motivations.  Omoto and Snyder (1995) sort motivations to 

volunteer into five categories: values, understanding, personal development, community concern, 

and esteem enhancement reasons.  Clary et al. (1998) have developed the Volunteer Functions 

Inventory which contains six different sets of reasons: protective, values, career, social, 

understanding, and enhancement.  Using the previous community currency and volunteering 

research, the author fielded 30 items (representing seven motivational categories) in a 

membership survey (to be discussed below).  

As in the present effort, volunteering motivations have been used in previous studies as 

dependent variables to determine who holds which motivations (see Clary, Snyder, and Stukas 

1996; Hwang, Grabb, and Curtis 2005; Ziemek 2006).  Motivations have also been used as 

independent variables to predict a variety of effects such as the intensity or duration of the 

volunteer effort, satisfaction with the volunteer experience, and the benefits or outcomes of 

volunteering (see Omoto and Snyder 1995; Clary, Snyder, and Stukas 1996; Clary et al. 1998; 

Houle, Sagarin, and Kaplan 2005).   

Only four studies of local currency systems consider the determinants of trading activity 

and none of these focuses on the role that motivations may have.  The findings from these 

bivariate analyses are inconsistent (see Table 1).  In this study, engagement is measured in two 

different fashions using social network analysis.  The first set of indicators of member 

engagement tap into more quantitative dimensions of participation, while the second set concern 

more qualitative characteristics.  Thus, the first measures concern magnitude of engagement.  If 

social capital is understood as “social networks and the associated norms of reciprocity” (Putnam 

2000: 21), then it is possible to count ties and quantitatively determine which factors are 

responsible for exchanges, or social capital generation, in this system.  Time Banking is a 
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formalized version of generalized reciprocity: “I’ll do this for you without expecting anything 

specific back from you, in the confident expectation that someone else will do something for me 

down the road” (Putnam 2000: 21).   

The second set of engagement indicators considers the qualities of participant’s trading 

networks.  Network measures representing “bonding” social capital will be constructed.  

Bonding ties tend to be strong and exclusive, creating social solidarity (Putnam 2000; Halpern 

2005).  Here, reciprocated ties and network density will serve as indicators.  Network size and 

ego-network density have been used as dependent variables in many studies.  The most well-

known examples in Sociology employ General Social Survey data (see Marsden 1987; Moore 

1990; McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Brashears 2006).  Reciprocity in networks is studied less 

often (see Brody et al. 1983 and Lee 1985 for examples on elderly populations).   

The final set of dependent variables in this study measure the outcomes of participation 

(see Figure 1).  Nine of the previous studies in Table 1 measure outcomes.  Five of these studies 

find gaining new friends as a major outcome of participation in local currency systems.  

Economic, personal development, community-building, and help network development are each 

cited as major outcomes in four studies.  The only previous study to use multivariate statistical 

methods finds that trading activity is positively associated with several beneficial health 

outcomes (Lasker et al. 2006).  The present effort attempts a comprehensive outcome analysis as 

58 items were fielded to respondents.  The membership survey that is the major basis of this case 

study is described next.          
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Data and Methods 

For this case study, a Time Bank was selected that is not part of a larger organization and 

does not have a specific constituency.  The majority of Time Banks are based in existing 

institutions (such as hospitals, schools, churches, or social service agencies) and target the 

socially and economically marginalized—the young, the elderly, the poor, and the disabled 

(Seyfang and Smith 2002).  Institution-based Time Banks should not technically be considered 

as community currencies (nor should “service credit programs;” see Meiners, Treat, and McKay 

1996).  Local currency systems have open memberships (not targeting specific groups) and seek 

to build social capital and improve the local economy.  The Time Bank chosen is one of the 

“neighbor-to-neighbor” models (Cahn and Rowe 1996) and is quite similar to what many Hours 

and LETS have looked like.4  Since Time Banks (unlike Hours systems) record transactions, it is 

the only form of community currency in the U.S. for which transaction data is obtainable.   

Case studies are particularly vulnerable to “selecting on the dependent variable.”  This 

quantitative research required a Time Bank with a large membership.  The case selected here is 

considered a “success story” by the national umbrella organization (Time Banks USA) and the 

movement’s founder, Edgar Cahn (personal communication, January 2, 2005).  This Time Bank 

was launched in 1998 and is older and larger than most (see Seyfang and Smith 2002).  The 

author met with key staff (the Executive Director and Membership Coordinator) and they were 

happy to consent to this study since a comprehensive evaluation had never occurred.  An 

electronic copy of the Time Bank’s database containing membership and transaction records was 

obtained.  The transaction records were cleaned and coded for use in social network analysis 

                                                 
4 This Time Bank’s directory of services looks quite similar to that of Ithaca Hours.  There is a wide range of 
services being offered and alternative healthcare services (i.e., massage and acupuncture) are very popular.  Also, 
like Ithaca, the city where this Time Bank is based is politically progressive (Greens are active and represented in 
local politics) and tolerant (gay and lesbian rights issues are salient).     
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software (see Borgatti, Everett, and Freeman 2002).5  For each transaction, these records provide 

the date of the exchange, the provider, the recipient, the number of credits earned (the Time 

Dollars which are based on the number of hours the transaction took), and the service that was 

provided.  From its inception in Spring 1998 through Fall 2006 (when the survey was launched), 

this Time Bank has facilitated 19,604 exchanges (an average of 195 per month or 6.4 per day).6 

The Time Bank hosted two meetings (open to all staff and members) to introduce the 

author and discuss the objectives and execution of a membership survey.  Six categories of 

questions were chosen and the instrument was constructed and piloted with several members and 

staff persons.  The target population for the survey was current individual members of the Time 

Bank.  Organizational members (local businesses and nonprofit agencies) were excluded since 

this would complicate the unit of analysis and would require a separate survey instrument.          

The online membership survey was fielded in Fall 2006 (through surveymonkey.com).  

Time Bank members with email addresses received an electronic invitation to take the survey.  

Those without email received a postal mail invitation.  Members were encouraged to go to the 

Time Bank office or to visit a public library to take the survey if they lacked Internet access.  A 

print version of the survey was also created and distributed to those who preferred to complete 

the survey by hand.  In addition to the invitations, the survey was advertised in the Time Bank 

office, on their website, in one of their newsletters, and in several of their weekly membership 

                                                 
5 As others have noted (Seyfang 2001a; Lasker et al. 2006), transactions records are not perfect.  Some exchanges go 
unreported.  The prevalence of un-reporting was estimated through one of the survey questions: “Have you ever 
provided a service to a member and not reported your time to the office (and therefore not collect the Time Dollar(s) 
you earned)?”  The majority of respondents (56.8%) state they have never failed to report their time, 22.5% have not 
reported on one or two occasions, 14.1% have not a few times, and only 6.6% say this has been the case many times.    
6 Several thousand transaction entries were removed from the database during the data cleaning process.  Not all 
Time Dollar credits are from exchanges.  Referring others to the program, donations among members, and transfers 
that occur when members leave the system are the most common types of non-exchanges that were omitted from the 
analyses.  All data entry errors were also corrected (the original entry was fixed and the “correction” entry was 
deleted).  
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email messages.  All respondents received one Time Dollar for completing the survey and two 

prize drawings were held for respondents as an additional incentive.   

The size of the total target population was 440 individual members.  A total of 235 

members completed the survey.  The response rate of 53% is very respectable in comparison to 

the existing research (see Table 1).  Respondents are representative of the total membership 

population on the two available indicators (sex and age).7  It took respondents 26 minutes to 

complete the survey on average.  Half of the respondents completed it in 23 minutes or less.  The 

survey was divided into six sections: motivations, engagement, outcomes, satisfaction, 

community experience, and demographics.  Respondents were asked a total of 193 questions.  

Nearly all of the questions were closed-ended and had standardized response categories arranged 

in a tabular format to facilitate timely completion.   

The membership survey began by asking respondents why they joined the Time Bank.  A 

total of thirty questions representing broad categories of motivations were written and fielded.  

Respondents were asked to identify the extent to which each item was originally an important 

reason to them for joining.  Appendix A ranks the average scores for the motivation questions.  

The low score (“not at all” response) was coded as “1” and the high score “4” (“to a great 

extent”).8  The thirty motivation indicators were subjected to a principal components factor 

analysis and seven factors were identified.9  These seven factors correspond closely to the 

motivational categories in previous research, so scales (in the original 4-point metric of the 

questions) were created.  The bottom panel of Appendix A provides descriptive as well as 

                                                 
7 The gender distribution from the survey is 82.5% female and 17.5% male compared to 81.2% and 18.9% in the 
Time Bank’s membership database.  The average age of survey respondents is 46.4 years (and the median = 46).  
According to the database, the average age of members is 44.6 years (and the median = 45).  
8 The few missing values were replaced with the median score to preserve cases. 
9 Contact the author for a copy of the varimax rotation matrix.  Items 1 and 11 (see Appendix A) did not load highly 
on any one factor and therefore were excluded from this analysis. 
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Cronbach’s alpha statistics.  The mean scores of these scales indicate that member needs and 

values motivations are the most popular reasons for joining this Time Bank.  The needs and 

values scales are highly skewed, so inverse transformations are used in the multivariate models.  

The altruism and wants scales are moderately skewed, so logarithmic transformations are used.   

The first analysis will address the research question: To what extent do demographic 

factors determine why individuals join this organization?  Seven demographic variables will be 

employed as predictors.  As you will recall, local currency systems attempt to empower the 

economically marginalized and build social capital.  Therefore, family income and employment 

status are important economic indicators to consider.  Family income is a categorical variable 

ranging from 1 (“less than $15,000,” which is the modal category with 19.6% of respondents) to 

9 (“$100,000 and over”).10  On the unemployment measure, 21.6% of respondents indicated that 

they had been unemployed and looking for work in the past six months.  To address the claims of 

social benefits, living situation and age are included.  The isolated and the elderly have both been 

seen as potential beneficiaries of these systems.  Nearly two-thirds of respondents (65.1%) 

indicate that they live alone.  Age is a categorical variable.  The modal category is 45-54 years 

with 26.8% of respondents and 11.1% are aged 65 or older.   

Three other demographic variables are included in the models as controls.  Gender is 

important since the majority of local currency participants are women.  Two-thirds of Time Bank 

participants and two-thirds of LETS members in the UK are female (Williams et al. 2001a; 

Seyfang and Smith 2002).  As in the US Time Bank case study (Lasker et al. 2006), an even 

larger gender disparity is found here: 82.6% of respondents are women.  Race is also included in 

                                                 
10 Seventeen percent of respondents left this question blank.  These missing values were replaced with the median 
category ($20,000-29,000) to preserve those cases.  Regression models using dummy-coded income variables (with 
“refused to state” as one) were not substantially different from the simpler, single income variable that will be used 
here.   
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the models.  The membership at this Time Bank is overwhelmingly white, only 6.8% of 

respondents identified as being people of color (“Black or African American,” “Latina/o or 

Hispanic,” “Asian American,” “Mixed Race,” or “Other, please specify”).  Finally, educational 

attainment is a categorical variable in the models.  Respondents to the survey tend to be highly 

educated: 48.9% report having earned Bachelor’s degrees, 20.9% hold Master’s degrees, and 

another 4.7% have some form of graduate degree.         

After the motivation analysis, the determinants of the quantity and quality of trading in 

this network are tested.  The first quantitative measure taps into the amount of time members are 

engaged in the system.  Each individual’s average number of credits and debits (hours spent 

providing and receiving services) per quarter is computed in order to control for the time bias of 

a total hours measure.  Membership length is positively correlated with total credits and debits 

here (r=.44; the longer one is in the system, the more transactions they have been involved in; 

see Williams 1997 too).  The average time engaged ranges from 0 to 152.5 hours per quarter 

with a mean of 10.4.  The variable is positively skewed as 11.9% of respondents have never 

given nor provided a service (most of these had been members for less than two months before 

the survey).  Therefore, a logarithmic transformation of the variable was computed for use in the 

analyses.   

The second quantitative indicator of engagement in this Time Bank is account balance.  

This identifies the extent to which members provide versus receive.  The more active members in 

these systems tend to give services more often than they receive them.  The average survey 

respondent had 25.3 credits (Time Dollars) in their account.  At the low end, one member’s 

account was -141.75 and at the high end, one member had 900.5 credits banked.  This account 

balance variable was recoded into a categorical variable since transformations failed to improve 
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its distribution.  The seven categories of the variable are: moderate debits, low debits, balanced 

account, low credits, moderate credits, high credits, and very high credits.  The median (and 

modal) category is the “low credits” one.    

 The final set of trading measures is more concerned with the quality or the type of 

engagement in this system.  One important indicator of bonding social capital is reciprocation.  

When a member provides a service to one from whom they have previously received a service, 

they make the relationship reciprocal.  Reciprocation is significant—it further develops a social 

relationship, it represents “success” as these two participants have chosen to interact again, and 

the relationship becomes more egalitarian.  Since reciprocation is low in this network, a three-

category variable was constructed: members with no reciprocated ties (57.4% of cases), those 

with one or two reciprocated ties (24.3%), and those with three or more reciprocated ties 

(18.3%).      

Finally, ego-network density was computed for each individual’s “neighborhood” (see 

Scott 2000).  This measures the extent to which the members with whom one exchanges are 

engaging in transactions with one another.  Some participants are located in highly connected 

regions of the overall network while others are in sparse areas (where one’s alters are not 

exchanging with one another).  Those in dense networks have more bonding social capital.  

Density is expressed as a percentage.  If a member’s trading partners have never exchanged with 

one another, that member’s network density is zero.  If all of one’s alters have provided 

transactions to and received them from one another, density is 100%.  Individuals in this network 

have an average density of only 6.9% (a logged version of the variable will be used in the 
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analyses).11  Figure 2 provides sociograms for two of the traders in this Time Bank to illustrate 

how network size and density vary here. 

(Figure 2 About Here) 

As seen in Figure 1, the last set of measures in this model tap into the outcomes of Time 

Banking.  The survey respondents were asked to identify the extent to which their involvement 

with the Time Bank has enabled them to accomplish various things.  The thirty motivational 

items reviewed earlier (see Appendix A) were included here as well as 28 additional outcomes.  

The items that comprise the seven motivational scales were tested to see if they were internally 

consistent in the case of outcomes too.  All but one of the scales have acceptable alpha levels 

(see Appendix B).12  The remaining 30 outcome items that were not included in the first seven 

scales were also subjected to a principal components factor analysis.  Three additional scales 

resulted from a total of 14 of these items (see Appendix B): resources outcomes, civic 

engagement outcomes, and employment outcomes.13   

The mean scores indicate that this Time Bank has been most successful in meeting the 

values outcomes of its members.  That is, participation in this Time Bank has allowed members 

to act on behalf of the values that they cherish (such as building community and creating a better 

society).  Two-thirds of respondents are in the “to some extent” or “to a great extent” (score of 3 

or higher) range on this scale (see last column in bottom panel of Appendix B).  Employment 

outcomes are rated lowest—as in other systems (see Williams et al. 2001a), relatively few 

                                                 
11 Since the unit of analysis is individuals here, ties to the Time Bank were ignored in the computation of density.  
Moreover, while many members provide services to the Time Bank office, member-to-member ties are the core of 
any local currency system. 
12 Instead of the needs outcomes scale (which is comprised of only two items), the single main question (see item 6 
in Appendix A) will be used as the dependent variable in the outcome analysis.   
13 In most cases, these additional outcome items were borrowed from previous surveys of local currency 
participants.  These items tend to be specific to engagement in local currency systems and were not derived from the 
larger literature on why people volunteer.  The fact that the majority of these miscellaneous items are not highly 
intercorrelated (and able to serve as indicators within scales) is not surprising.   
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members experience Time Banking as directly impacting their formal employment.  Overall, it 

appears that participation in this Time Bank has resulted in beneficial outcomes for a substantial 

proportion of members.  In five of the ten scales, more than 40% of respondents fall within the 

“to some extent” or “to a great extent” range.  Four of the ten outcome scales are skewed.  

Therefore, logarithmic transformations of the values, wants, and civic engagement outcomes 

scales and the inverse of the employment outcomes scale are used in the analyses.     

Now that all of the variables have been described, the next section presents the ordinary 

least squares regression findings.  The transformations alleviated skewness issues and the major 

assumptions of regression models are not violated (contact the author for a copy of the 

collinearity diagnostics).   First, the motivational scales are regressed on the seven demographic 

variables.  Next, the demographic and motivation variables are used to predict the quantity and 

quality of engagement in this Time Bank.  Finally, all of the previous variables are employed as 

predictors of the ten outcomes scales. 

 

Findings 

Four of the seven models predicting motivations for joining this Time Bank produce no 

statistically significant relations.  Family income, employment status, living situation, age, sex, 

race, and educational attainment have no statistical impact on the values, wants, instrumental, 

and independence motivational scales.  There are no demographic patterns among the 

respondents when it comes to these specific sets of motivations.  Three of the motivational scales 

are successfully predicted by multiple demographic variables however.  Table 2 presents these 

results. 

(Table 2 About Here) 
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   Members who have experienced recent unemployment are more likely to have joined 

the Time Bank for social reasons.  Older respondents are also more likely to join to meet people 

and spend time with others.  The unemployed and the elderly are more likely to be socially 

isolated, so these findings make sense (despite the fact that those who live alone are no more 

motivated by social reasons than those who live with others).  The model also indicates that 

those with lower levels of education are more likely to have joined for social reasons.  This 

coincides with research showing that personal network size is positively associated with 

education (see McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Brashears 2006).  Those with less education seem 

to be attracted to Time Banking as an opportunity to expand their personal networks.  According 

to Frankfort-Nachmias and Leon-Guerrero’s (2006: 230) guidelines, the strength (according to 

the beta-weights) of all three of the significant relations is in the weak (though approaching 

moderate) range.  The independent variables explain about 9% of the variance in social 

motivations.      

 The next model in Table 2 provides the results for the altruistic motivations variable.  

Respondents with higher family incomes, older respondents, minority respondents, and those 

with less education are more likely to join the Time Bank for altruistic reasons.  The income and 

age findings are reasonable and match previous research (for the former see Clary, Snyder, and 

Stukas 1996, for the latter see Ziemek 2006).  These respondents appear more compelled to 

“give back” to their communities.  The race and education findings require more thought, but 

these same results have been documented in both Clary, Snyder, and Stukas’s (1996) and 

Hwang, Grabb, and Curtis’s (2005) studies of altruistic motivations.  The latter study interprets 

the race finding by arguing that minorities “have a stronger sense of and experience with the 

unmet needs of the people in their communities” (pg. 400).  The education finding needs to be 
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thought about carefully here since educational attainment is so high among these respondents.  

Why are those with graduate degrees less likely to join for altruistic reasons?  Perhaps these 

respondents are motivated by other reasons because they may be more likely to be employed in 

caring professions where they feel they “give back” on a daily basis.  Of the four significant 

predictors, this education effect has the strongest impact (in the moderate range) and is highly 

statistically significant.   

 The last model explores the determinants of needs motivations.  Those with lower 

household incomes and female respondents are more likely to have joined this Time Bank 

because of their economic needs.  Low-income members see Time Banking as a potential 

resource.  Women may feel more stressed over financial affairs than men, making this utilitarian 

motivation more salient.  About 10% of the variance of the needs motivation scale is explained 

in this model. 

 The next analyses focus on the determinants of trading quantity and quality in this Time 

Bank.  All of the motivational scales and demographic variables are tested in stepwise regression 

models.14  Length of participation is also included as a control variable.15  Some aspects of 

engagement are dependent upon how long one has been in the system.  The two quantitative 

trading indicators (average time and account balance) are also used as predictors of the 

qualitative indicators (reciprocated ties and ego-network density).  Table 3 provides the results.  

(Table 3 About Here) 

The first model indicates that those who have participated in the system longer, those 

motivated by their needs, and those motivated by social reasons are more likely to spend greater 

                                                 
14 The large number of predictors (and relatively small N) and some moderate multicollinearity issues among the 
motivational scales make stepwise models the best choice here.   
15 Participation length is measured in quarters.  The average respondent has been a member for 11.88 quarters 
(nearly three years), the median value is 10.   
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time exchanging in the system on average.  The participation length finding suggests that it takes 

some time to become integrated into this network.  While the motivation relationships are weak 

(and two are significant only at p<.10), it is noteworthy that those who joined because of their 

economic needs and those who joined for social reasons are spending slightly more time 

exchanging.  The model also shows that those who are motivated as an effort to gain 

independence from major institutions spend less time exchanging in the system.  Why do these 

“do-it-yourselfers” do it less?  Perhaps they are frustrated by the ratio of “luxury” versus 

“necessity” services offered in these systems (see Collom 2007) and find that it is not possible to 

achieve the level of independence that they seek.  The non-effects of the demographic variables 

are interesting here too.  The participant’s background has no statistical effect on their time 

engaged. 

The next model considers the determinants of account balance.  Two demographic 

variables are significant: minority participants and male participants are more likely to be lower 

on the account balance scale.16  Why do these groups have lower give-to-receive ratios?  

Minority Time Bankers are tending to spend more Time Dollars (receiving services) than they 

earn by providing services.  Since race is not relevant for time engaged, it appears that the issue 

is that not enough participants in this system are requesting services from the minority members.  

The services that they offer may not be as in-demand or members (93.2% of whom are white) 

may tend to skip over ethnic-sounding names in the directory.  Male participants are less likely 

to have high positive account balances.  Perhaps men are more likely to decline providing 

services when they are not in need of Time Dollars.   

                                                 
16 A bivariate crosstabulation reveals that 56.3% of minority participants have negative account balances compared 
to only 21% of white participants.  Also, 45.4% of female participants have moderate, high, or very high positive 
balances while only 22% of males do.   
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Three of the motivation scales also predict account balance (the relations are somewhat 

weak).  Those who are motivated by altruistic reasons are more likely to have credits in their 

accounts.  This is to be expected among those hoping to give back to their communities.  Those 

who are motivated by independence reasons are more likely to be lower on the balance scale.  

Perhaps these independent-minded members do not worry much about credits and debits or that 

they spend more Time Dollars than they earn.  The needs motivation scale has a weak negative 

association with account balance.  Those who are highly motivated out of economic necessity are 

slightly more likely to spend more Time Dollars than they earn.  It seems likely that their need to 

receive in this system is greater than what the average participant wants, resulting in a mismatch.  

The third model in Table 3 predicts the number of reciprocated ties, a more qualitative 

aspect of trading.  Participation length has a moderate to strong positive impact.  Those who have 

been in the system longer have more reciprocated ties.  Three of the motivational scales also 

have significant (though weak) effects.  Those motivated by independence reasons and by needs 

reasons have fewer reciprocated ties on average.  Perhaps independent-minded participants are 

not inclined to swap exchanging roles (and feel dependent on a previous tie).  Those motivated 

by needs have more pressing concerns and are probably less worried about trying to maintain 

egalitarian exchange relations in the system.  The other motivation finding indicates that those 

who join for social reasons have more reciprocated ties on average.  These participants are likely 

to seek out such exchange-role reversals in an effort to build friendships and spend time with 

their alters again.   

Three of the demographic variables also weakly predict the number of reciprocated ties.  

Those with lower incomes, those who live with someone else, and younger members are more 

likely to have a greater number of reciprocated ties.  These are interesting findings and this issue 
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has never been explored in previous community currency research.  Reciprocation can be viewed 

through several lenses.  Some may feel the desire to “even out” the relationship and avoid what 

they may consider as dependency.  Others may enjoy re-interacting for social reasons.  Lower-

income participants may be more prone to the former interpretation.  Those who live with others 

have household ties, many of which are “give-and-take,” reciprocal relationships.  This 

experience may be spilling over into their Time Banking.  The age relationship is weak and 

barely statistically significant.  Previous research (see Brody et al. 1983 and Lee 1985) suggests 

that the elderly are often very concerned about reciprocation, so the finding here does not meet 

these expectations.   

The two quantitative indicators of engagement are also significant predictors of 

reciprocation.  Those who spend more time participating in the system on average have a greater 

number of reciprocal ties.  This strong, positive association may reflect the fact that those who 

are more active in the system get to know more participants and seek to reciprocate exchanges 

with them.  It is likely that this is just a size effect too.  Those with larger networks are more 

likely to reciprocate because they have fewer options for new contacts.  Finally, those with 

negative account balances tend to have more reciprocal ties.  While they are giving relatively 

less, they are more likely to reverse the provider role.  If these participants are feeling indebted 

as they request services, they may be successfully offering to sell their services to their providers 

at a later date.  Overall, the model is a strong one: 60.3% of the variance in reciprocated ties is 

explained by the predictors.  Time engaged and participation length are by far the strongest 

predictors. 

The last qualitative indicator of trading activity is ego-network density.  This measures 

the extent to which a member’s trading partners are tied to one another through transactions as 
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well (see Figure 2 for examples).  Only one demographic variable in the model is (barely) 

statistically significant.  Younger members are slightly more likely to be in denser networks.  

The density of one’s personal discussion network has also been found to decrease with age 

(McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Brashears 2006).   

Participation length has a moderate positive association with ego-network density.  Those 

who have been in the system longer are more likely to be tied to members who also trade with 

one another.  Over one-third (36.6%) of the respondents have non-connected networks (density = 

0) and these participants tend to be newer members.  As in the determinants of time engaged, it 

apparently takes a while to become integrated into this network.  The model also indicates that 

those who spend more time in the system are more likely to have denser networks.  This strong 

positive association may indicate that the most active members gravitate to one another.  These 

highly engaged members are likely to have deeper relations with their alters and may even play a 

brokerage role by referring them to one another for exchanges.  This is another fairly strong 

model with 42.1% of the variance explained. 

 The final analyses test for the determinants of the ten sets of Time Banking outcomes.  

All of the demographic, motivation, and engagement variables were employed as predictors in 

stepwise regression models.  Table 4 presents the beta-weights from the ten models (contact the 

author for the unstandardized coefficients and standard errors). 

(Table 4 About Here) 

 There are nine significant associations between demographic variables and the outcomes.  

The most statistically important impact is the weak to moderate relationship between age and 

employment outcomes.  Younger members of this Time Bank are more likely to find their 

experience in this network as producing some beneficial employment outcomes.  Two of the 
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other associations are particularly noteworthy.  Unemployed participants are more likely to gain 

civic engagement outcomes and low-income members are more likely to gain social outcomes.  

Those with greater resources are typically more active in their communities (see Brady, Verba 

and Schlozman 1995).  Here, it appears that the unemployed are becoming better integrated into 

their communities through Time Banking.  Likewise, it is notable that while low-income 

participants are no more likely to gain needs or employment outcomes directly, they do gain 

social outcomes from Time Banking.  This new social capital could be a resource for economic 

gains in the future (see Granovetter 1973).      

Many of the motivation variables affect outcomes.  Five of the seven motivation scales 

have significant effects upon their corresponding outcome scales.  Those who are more likely to 

have joined for values, altruistic, wants, independence, and social motivations are more likely to 

benefit from these same outcomes.  This seems to indicate that many members are achieving the 

outcomes that were the original motivating factors that brought them into the Time Bank.  

Overall, social motivations are the most influential in the models as this scale has significant 

positive effects upon eight of the ten outcomes.  Most of these are highly statistically significant 

and moderate or strong in impact.  Those who joined to meet people are more likely to 

experience a variety of positive outcomes.                 

Of the engagement variables, the average time one is clearly the most important in the 

models (with eight of the ten relationships statistically significant).  These findings are 

sensible—the more time one is engaged in the system, the more likely they are to experience 

beneficial outcomes.  The account balance variable is significant in three models.  Those with a 

negative balance are more likely to gain wants outcomes and resources outcomes.  Those with a 

positive balance are more likely to gain employment outcomes.  It seems logical that those who 
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receive more than they give feel that they have gained new resources and have gotten things that 

they want, but prefer not to pay cash for.  Those who give more than they receive are apparently 

gaining some work-related experience through their service provision here.  They may be 

building their skills and are not necessarily concerned about spending their Time Dollars.    

The reciprocated ties variable is relevant in only one outcome model.  Those with more 

reciprocated ties are more likely to gain things that they want, but prefer not to pay cash for.  

Perhaps those who obtain luxury items feel more obligated to reciprocate with their peers.  

Though the associations are weak, the ego-network density variable affects four different 

outcomes.  Those whose trading networks are denser are slightly more likely to gain needs and 

wants outcomes.  Those in looser networks are slightly more likely to gain altruistic and 

employment outcomes. 

Dense networks may be a function of member referrals.  Time Bankers often talk about 

the network and their experiences in it during exchanges.  These referrals would certainly be a 

more efficient means of getting contacts than searching through the lengthy print directory.  

Once members are part of these dense networks, they are likely to find it easier to obtain the 

things that they need and want.  Those who are not well-connected have a different experience in 

the network.  In this case, lower integration produces altruistic outcomes.  Perhaps those who are 

well-connected are less likely to feel that they are giving back since they benefit in other ways 

from these dense networks.  Those who are less well-connected also benefit from employment 

outcomes.  These participants are likely to trade with a wider variety of members.  This wider 

range of experiences contributes to these employment outcomes somehow.  Overall, these 

outcomes models are quite robust.  Four of the ten explain more than one-third of the variance in 

the outcome measures.   
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Discussion and Conclusion 

 Over the past 20 years, thousands of communities across the world and over 150 in the 

U.S. have started local currency systems in a “do-it-yourself” effort to create economic and 

social capital.  In this neoliberal era of flexible, global capitalism, these initiatives tackle among 

our most significant social problems: economic inequality and community disintegration.  While 

the majority of LETS and Hours systems are no longer operating (Seyfang 2002; North 2003; 

Collom 2005), Time Banks are continuing to grow and have overcome some of the obstacles that 

other forms of local currencies have faced.   

This quantitative case study has attempted to tap into and test for associations between 

the major stages of engagement in a large and long-lasting Time Bank.  Such a comprehensive 

quantitative analysis of one of these networks has never before been undertaken.  This research 

has implications for local currency practitioners, social scientists, as well as public policy 

makers.    

 While the determinants of the motivating factors for joining these networks had never 

been explored, the statistically significant relations documented here coincide with expectations 

implied by the local currency literature.  This literature advocates these networks for their social 

and economic benefits.  It is sensible that the unemployed, older, and less educated are more 

likely to be motivated by social reasons (due to their increased likelihood of isolation).  It is also 

reasonable that lower-income and female members are more likely to be motivated by needs.  

Thus, it appears that there is consistency in the types of people joining this Time Bank for social 

and economic reasons.  This suggests that this organization is well understood by its members 

and perhaps even the larger community. 
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 The topic of altruistic motivations among volunteers has been studied more extensively.  

The four significant predictors (income, age, race, and education) have been found to have 

similar effects in previous research (see Clary, Snyder, and Stukas 1996; Hwang, Grabb, and 

Curtis’s 2005; Ziemek 2006).  Nonetheless, demographic variables have little impact on 

motivations here overall (recall that there were no significant predictors in four of the seven 

models).  In other studies, demographic variables have been much more robust predictors (e.g., 

Clary, Snyder, and Stukas 1996).  However, the motivations on which there are no significant 

effects here (values, wants, instrumental, and independence) are not the major frames that are 

stressed in this movement.  These additional reasons are more generic and are not targeted to 

specific populations.  Therefore, these particular motivating factors appear not to resonate with 

specific demographic groups within this membership. 

In the engagement analyses (see Table 3), two of the more important findings concern the 

impact of motivations upon time engaged in the network.  Those motivated by their needs and 

those seeking more social ties are more likely to spend greater time participating in this network.  

Given that these two motivations most directly tap into the major goals of this movement, it is 

noteworthy that they are determinants (though only weakly) of engagement.  Indeed, only one 

other motivation has any impact (the independence scale has a negative effect) on time engaged 

in this system.  Again, this suggests that there is consistency in this Time Bank—in this case, 

between motivations and actions.  The outcomes of participation are perhaps the most important 

gauge of this network however.           

Local currency advocates stress the economic and social benefits of these networks.  The 

outcomes analysis permits quantification of the extent to which these outcomes occur here.  Six 

of the outcomes scales (needs, wants, instrumental, independence, resources, and employment) 
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tap into different aspects of the potential economic benefits (see Appendix B).  The social and 

civic engagement scales measure the social capital aspects.  Comparing these, it is apparent that 

this Time Bank has been more successful in producing economic rather than social outcomes.  

While the previous research varies (see Table 1), the social benefits of participation appear to be 

lower in the Time Bank studied here.17   

It is interesting that the two outcome measures that are neither economic nor social in 

nature (values and altruistic) are rated highest by these participants on average.  Respondents are 

most likely to feel that Time Banking has allowed them to act out on their beliefs and help 

others.  While such gains in self-esteem are important, they have not been a major frame for this 

movement.  More so than economic or social capital, this voluntary network is producing a form 

of cultural capital, a symbolic good (see Wilson and Musick 1997).   

As far as the determinants of needs and social outcomes are concerned (the two measures 

most directly tapping into the main objectives of this movement), it is interesting that low-

income participants are more likely to report that they gain social, but not needs outcomes.  

While members are gaining economic benefits overall, this advantage is not more likely to be 

reported by those with low incomes.  Nonetheless, as network researchers have learned (e.g., 

Granovetter 1973; Lin, Vaughn, and Ensel 1981), social network ties (or social capital gains) 

often produce benefits in the formal labor market.  As has been found in the case of LETS (see 

Williams et al. 2001a), while there might not be substantial, direct employment benefits, 

increased social ties may play an important indirect role in the longer term.   

                                                 
17 The large size of this Time Bank and the fact that members do not tend to live in close proximity to one another 
may be responsible for this lower rate.  Only 59.3% of the survey respondents live in the same city as the centrally-
located office.  Moreover, only 26.3% of respondents live in the same zip code (which encompasses around 4 square 
miles) as the office. 
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Overall, the most important determinants of the outcomes of participation are social 

motivations and time engaged.  Those who joined for social reasons and those who are engaged 

more in this system are more likely to gain a variety of outcomes (both variables have significant 

positive effects on eight of the ten outcomes).  The engagement finding is fairly obvious—the 

more time you put in, the more you will get out.  The social motivation associations are more 

intriguing.  Those who join to meet more people gain much more than just social outcomes.  The 

fact that major benefits accrue to those simply seeking to meet people suggests that Time 

Banking is quite efficacious.  Also, an implication is that Time Banks should continue stressing 

the social benefits of participation.  While economic benefits certainly accumulate, those 

entering for social reasons become active members and gain a variety of outcomes.     

Though they are framed in a few different ways, community currencies aim to ameliorate 

some of capitalism’s negative externalities: economic inequality, community disintegration, and 

environmental degradation.  While not as far-reaching for participants as the “communal” or 

“communitarian” movement (Kanter 1972; Zablocki 1980), they are an “alternative” social 

movement as they build an alternative, though complementary, market (Collom 2005).  While 

Time Banks continue to expand and the effectiveness of one case has been illustrated here, the 

movement as a whole appears fragile given the inability of most LETS and Hours systems to 

survive.   

“Insurgent architects” see local currencies as playing an important role in their visions of 

utopia (see Harvey 2000; Gibson-Graham 2006; North 2007).  In the here and now, such 

alternatives may indeed inspire those seeking progressive social change by demonstrating 

economically and socially equitable possibilities.  Nonetheless, to play a larger role, it seems 

imperative that community currencies continue to foster and build their connections to the global 
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justice movement as well as buy-local networks and the multitudes of community-building 

initiatives.   
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Figure 1. Model of Inputs, Processes, and Outputs of Time Bank Participation 

 
 
 



Figure 2.  Ego-Networks of Time Bank Traders with Different Degree and Density Patterns 
 

 
Notes.  Arrowheads point at recipient 
Network Degree = 165 
Density = 4.2% (1,132 of 27,060 possible ties exist) 
 
 
 

 
Notes.  Arrowheads point at recipient 
Network Degree = 18 
Density = 23.2% (71 of 306 possible ties exist) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Top. Ego-network example of 
participant with many trading 
partners, relatively few of whom 
exchange with one another. 
 
The diagram illustrates trading ties 
among the 165 alters (this network’s 
“degree”) of one Time Bank 
participant (who, along with their 
ties to each of these alters, is not 
pictured).  Despite the business of 
the diagram, this network has a low 
density (4.2%).  Three of this 
trader’s partners (isolated at the top 
left) have never exchanged with any 
of the others.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Bottom.  Ego-network example of 
participant with fewer contacts, 
many of whom do transact with one 
another. 
 
This participant has traded with far 
fewer members than the one above.  
However, these alters are much 
more likely to exchange with one 
another.  Notice the many lines 
touching most nodes.  Double-
headed arrows indicate that two 
traders have both provided to and 
received from each other.  Since 
these alters are well-connected, this 
participant’s network has more 
“bonding social capital” than above.   
 

 



Table 1. Summary of Previous Community Currency Research 
 

Study Population Methodsa 
Motivations, Transactions, and/or Outcomes: Major findings 

 
Williams et al. (2001a, 2001b) 26 UK LETS 1999 Survey; N=810; RR=37% 

Motivating Factors: Economic (42%); Ideological (25%); Social/Community (23%) 
Outcomes: Developed help network (75%); New friends (55%)  

Birch & Liesch (1998) 50 Australian LETS 1995 Survey; N=371; RR=37% 
Motivations: Build community; Encourage local initiative 

Outcomes: Personal development; Economic benefits 
Gran (1998) 4 Norwegian LETS 1995 Survey; N=165; RR=64% 

Motivations: Short-term altruistic 
Thorne (1996) 6 English & Scottish LETS 1993 Interviews; N=13 

Motivations: Community building; Social networking 
Williams (1996b) UK LETS Case Study 1995 Survey; N=63; RR=25% 

Motivating Factors: Economic (52%); Social (31%); Ideological (31%) 
Outcomes: Developed help network (68%); New friends (46%); Use skills (38%) 

Williams (1996c) UK LETS Case Study 1994 Survey; N=46; RR=38% 
Motivating Factors: Economic/Ideological (24%); Economic/Skills (24%); Economic/Social (22%) 

Transactions: Unemployed provided slightly more than employed 
Williams (1996a) UK LETS Case Study 1995 Survey; N=109; RR=22% 

Motivating Factors: Economic (82%); Community building (50%) 
Transactions: Unemployed provide less than employed; Low-income provide less than high income 

Outcomes: Helped improve standard of living (48% of low-income, 44% of unemployed) 
Pacione (1997) Scottish LETS Case Study 1996 Survey; N=22; RR=63% 
Motivating Factors: Economic (52%); Community solidarity (35%); Ideological (25%) 

O’Doherty et al. (1999) UK LETS Case Study Survey; N=96; RR=32% 
Motivating Factors: Attachment to Community (33%); Save money (25%); Ideological (20%) 

Outcomes: Sense of belonging to community (84%) 
Caldwell (2000) UK LETS Case Study Survey; N=51; RR=54% 

Motivating Factors: Ecological altruism (N=33); Ecological self-interest (N=25);  
Economic altruism (N=25); Economic self-interest (N=16) 

Seyfang (2001a; 2001b) UK LETS Case Study 1996 Survey; N=64; RR=60% 
Motivating Factors: Economic (60%); Social/Community (40%) 

Transactions: Unpaid domestic workers and permanently sick most active; Retired least active 
Outcomes: New income opportunities (48%); More community involvement (43%);  

Build self-confidence (23%) 
Jacobs et al. (2004) US Hours Case Study 2002 Interviews; N=42 
Outcomes: Able to help others (88%); Improved quality of life (84%); New friends (68%);  

Developed new skills (43%); New access to goods (41%) 
Seyfang (2002; 2003) UK Time Bank Case Study 2002 Survey; N=18; RR=28% 

Motivating Factors: Help others (78%); Community involvement (72%); Improve neighborhood (56%) 
Outcomes: New friends (72%); Better neighborhood (56%); Help others (50%) 

Lasker et al. (2006) US Time Bank Case Study 2006 Survey; N=160; RR=47% 
Transactions: Male and low-income members provide and receive more often 

Outcomes: New friends (95%); Saved money (69%); Those receiving more services report improved 
physical health, mental health, and social support 

 
aKey: N = Number of cases; RR = Response rate; (%) = Percent of respondents 



Table 2.  OLS Coefficients from Regression of Motivational Scales on Demographics 
 

 
Social  

Motivations  
Altruistic 

Motivationsa  
Needs  

Motivations 
 B SE Beta  B SE Beta  B SE Beta 
Income .00 .03 -.01  -.01* .01 -.17  -.03** .01 -.21 
Unemployed .26* .11 .16  -.02 .02 -.06  .04 .05 .06 
Live Alone -.03 .10 -.02  .01 .02 .03  .01 .04 .01 
Age .10** .03 .20  -.02* .01 -.15  .00 .01 .00 
Male -.01 .11 .00  -.01 .02 -.03  -.14** .05 -.19 
Minority .23 .17 .09  -.07* .04 -.13  .06 .07 .05 
Education -.12** .04 -.19  .03*** .01 .23  -.01 .02 -.03 
            
Constant 2.40*** .26   .23*** .06   1.03*** .11  
            
R-square  .092    .080    .098  
N=235            
 

***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 
 
a Reverse coded due to logarithmic transformation 
 



Table 3.  OLS Coefficients from Stepwise Regression of Trading Quantity and Quality on Demographics and Motivations 
 

 
Average 

Time  
Account 
Balance  

Reciprocated  
Ties 

 Ego Network  
Density 

 B SE Beta  B SE Beta  B SE Beta  B SE Beta 
Participation Length .01*** .00 .22  - - -  .03*** .00 .40  .02*** .00 .32 
Independence Motivations -.09* .04 -.15  -.27* .12 -.15  -.07* .04 -.09  - - - 
Needs Motivations .24+ .14 .11  -.71+ .42 -.11  -.28* .13 -.10  - - - 
Social Motivations .10+ .06 .11  - - -  .19*** .05 .17  - - - 
Altruistic Motivationsa - - -  -1.91* .82 -.15  - - -  - - - 
Income - - -  - - -  -.05** .02 -.13  - - - 
Live Alone - - -  - - -  -.25** .08 -.15  - - - 
Age - - -  - - -  -.05+ .03 -.08  -.04+ .02 -.09 
Minority - - -  -1.62*** .45 -.23  - - -  - - - 
Male - - -  -.60* .30 -.12  - - -  - - - 
Average Time         .74*** .06 .56  .55*** .06 .50 
Account Balance         -.05** .02 -.12  - - - 
                
Constant .35* .17   6.59*** .66   .40+ .22   .02 .10  
                
R-square  .091    .108    .603    .421  
N=235                

 
***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05, +p<.10 
 
a Reverse coded due to logarithmic transformation 
 
 
 



Table 4.  Beta-Weights from Stepwise Regression of Time Banking Outcomes on 
Demographics, Motivations, and Engagement Variables 
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Income - - - - - - -.12* - - - 
Unemployed - - - - - - - - .12* - 
Age -.17** - -.11* - - -.12* - - - .20*** 
Male - - .10+ - - - - - - -.16** 
Education .12* - - - - - - - - - 
           
Needs Motivations - - - -.19** - - - .19** -.11+ - 
Values Motivations .18** -.32*** .15*** - .22*** - - - - - 
Altruistic Motiv.a - - -.15*** - - - - .16* - - 
Wants Motivationsa - - - .29*** - - - - - - 
Instrumental Motiv. - -.21*** .16* - - - .15** .24*** .21** -.24***

Independence Motiv.  .14* - - -.11+ - .55*** - .17** - - 
Social Motiv. .27*** - .25*** - .42*** .18*** .46*** .15* .21** -.20** 
           
Average Time - -.25*** .30*** - .22*** .10+ .25*** .25*** .24*** -.27***

Account Balance - - - .16** - - - -.13* - -.12* 
Reciprocated Ties - - - -.13* - - - - - - 
Ego Network Density .11+ - -.11+ -.14* - - - - - .18* 
Participation Length - - - - - - - - - -.13* 
           
R-square .229 .255 .378 .286 .341 .405 .426 .278 .222 .278 
N=235           
           
***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05, +p<.10 
 
a Reverse coded due to logarithmic transformation 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix A.  Motivations for Joining Time Bank (ranked by importance) 
 

Motivation Items Mean SD 
   
1) Expand your purchasing power through an alternative currency 3.44 0.76 
2) Act on your personal values, convictions, or beliefs 3.43 0.74 
3) Create a better society 3.41 0.79 
4) Contribute to the quality of life in our region 3.41 0.75 
5) Obtain needed services that you could not perform yourself 3.41 0.86 
6) Obtain needed services or goods that you could not afford 3.36 0.89 
7) Be part of a larger movement for social change 3.30 0.81 
8) Use your skills to do something for others 3.29 0.72 
9) Help build community in our region 3.26 0.72 
10) Obtain services or goods that you would rather not have to pay cash for 3.25 0.86 
11) Promote a more equal society 3.20 0.88 
12) Give back to the community 3.16 0.77 
13) Help people in need 3.11 0.78 
14) Obtain services or goods that you would not normally pay cash for 3.03 0.90 
15) Gain satisfaction from helping others 3.02 0.81 
16) Improve the local economy 2.91 0.86 
17) Help establish trust among people 2.87 0.92 
18) Be more independent from large corporations 2.81 1.05 
19) Meet new people or make friends 2.73 0.89 
20) Learn new skills from others 2.73 0.82 
21) Spend more time with like-minded people 2.62 0.93 
22) Experience new activities in group settings 2.57 0.90 
23) Have a good time doing things in a social setting 2.54 0.91 
24) Be more independent from government 2.48 1.07 
25) Feel better about yourself 2.34 0.96 
26) Use or improve skills that you did not get to use regularly 2.32 0.96 
27) Feel needed or useful 2.21 0.99 
28) Have something worthwhile to do with your free time 2.14 1.00 
29) Feel less lonely 1.86 0.91 
30) Spend more time with acquaintances or friends who were already members 1.83 0.88 
    
    
Motivational Scales (above items comprising scale) Alpha Mean SD 
    
Needs Motivations (5 and 6) .89 3.40 .82 
Values Motivations (2, 3, 4, 7, and 9) .88 3.36 .63 
Altruistic Motivations (8, 12, 13, and 15) .79 3.15 .60 
Wants Motivations (10 and 14) .81 3.13 .82 
Instrumental Motivations (16, 17, 20, and 26) .71 2.72 .65 
Independence Motivations (18 and 24) .85 2.66 .99 
Social Motivations (19, 21, 22, 23, 25, 27, 28, 29, and 30) .88 2.33 .67 

 
 
 
 



Appendix B.  Outcomes of Time Banking (ranked by importance) 
 

Additional Outcome Items Mean SD 
   
1) Improve your standard of living 2.80 0.89 
2) Get help from others 2.72 0.90 
3) Learn about sources of support and advice in the region 2.53 0.94 
4) Enabled you to feel less financially stressed 2.50 0.97 
5) Improved your physical health 2.09 0.98 
6) Increased the frequency with which you volunteer 2.08 0.93 
7) Increased your involvement with community, civic, or political groups 1.93 0.90 
8) Increased your political activism 1.79 0.84 
9) Helped you promote your business or bring in new customers 1.77 0.89 
10) Enabled you to learn new job-related skills 1.73 0.85 
11) Provided you with the opportunity to work 1.62 0.95 
12) Increased the frequency with which you attend non-Time Bank events 1.61 0.78 
13) Increased the frequency with which you entertain guests at your home 1.51 0.71 
14) Helped you to find a job 1.32 0.74 
    
    
Outcome Scales (above items comprising scale) Alpha Mean SD % ≥ 3b 
     
Values Outcomesa .92 3.03 0.65 67.2 
Altruistic Outcomesa .75 2.81 0.61 42.1 
Wants Outcomesa .81 2.77 0.88 60.9 
Instrumental Outcomesa .76 2.71 0.65 43.0 
Needs Outcomesa .46 2.59 0.74 40.5 
Resources Outcomes (1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) .87 2.53 0.76 30.6 
Social Outcomesa .83 2.34 0.60 16.6 
Independence Outcomesa .87 2.33 0.90 37.4 
Civic Engagement Outcomes (6, 7, 8, 12, and 13) .86 1.78 0.67 5.5 
Employment Outcomes (9, 10, 11, and 14) .74 1.61 0.65 6.0 
 

a See Appendix A for items that comprise these scales 
b Percent of respondents scoring 3 (“to some extent”) or higher on scale.  Value for needs outcomes is from 
single item (“Obtain needed services or goods that you could not afford”) given the low alpha 

 
 
 
 
 


