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ABSTRACT 
 

Despite its widespread usage in economics and social sciences, the term social capital 

continues to pose measurement challenges to researchers. Volunteerism, due to its role in 

fostering skills and promoting interpersonal contact, is often perceived as a reliable indicator of 

social capital formation. The gap in volunteering rates between individuals born in the US and 

elsewhere, coupled with the rising inflow of immigrants into the US, has lent credence to 

Robert Putnam’s assertion that heterogeneity impedes the production of social capital within 

similar and across different groups. Various logit models derived from Independent Sector’s 

Giving and Volunteering in the United States 2001 survey confirm that there is indeed a gap in 

volunteerism between immigrants and individuals born in the US, while holding constant a 

number of relevant demographic (i.e. human capital) indicators and variables measuring 

attitudes toward others. Surprisingly, simply asking individuals to volunteer can significantly 

reduce this ‘gap’ in volunteering between US-born and immigrant groups. Additionally, the 

results show that a number of other indicators, such as religiosity and trust in others can 

increase an individual’s propensity to volunteer, regardless of the person’s place of birth. 

Although models incorporating many human capital measures reveal a tendency to support 

Robert Putnam’s claims regarding the effects of heterogeneity on social capital, the results 

presented here suggest that both short and long-term policy adjustments may exist to help 
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bridge the gap in volunteering in diverse communities. Asking individuals to volunteer in the 

short-term, while providing opportunities to improve human capital measures for immigrants 

in the long-term can enable US policymakers to offset the negative consequences of 

heterogeneity Robert Putnam foreshadows in his research.   
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Introduction 
 

In 1988, sociological theorist James Coleman defined social capital as an 

outcome of individual-level relationships. Coleman argued that “an individual’s ties to 

other people allow him or her to gain access to a broad range of resources” (as cited in 

Kao 2004: 172). Social capital, however, only entered mainstream vocabulary with the 

publication of Robert Putnam’s sensational essay “Bowling Alone: America’s 

Declining Social Capital”. According to Putnam, social capital was analogous to 

physical and human capital. Whereas physical and human capital were “tools and 

training that enhance individual productivity,” social capital applied to “features of 

social organization such as networks, norms, and social trust that facilitate coordination 

and cooperation for mutual benefit” (Putnam 1995a: 67).  

Growing interest in social capital’s effect on economic and civic development 

distinguished the concept as “one of the few that has successfully migrated from 

sociological journals to the mainstream media” (Kao 2004: 172). In a fifteen-year 

period, there were more than 1000 citations on social capital in the American 

Economic Association’s online journal database alone (Rupasingha, Goetz & 

Freshwater 2006: 83). As social capital continues to inspire new research in the fields 

of economics, sociology, behavioral and political sciences, the knowledge accumulated 

from multi-disciplinary research is almost certain to have policy implications.  

Despite the plethora of research on social capital, however, the concept remains 

difficult to quantify. Volunteering is one quantifiable indicator for producing social 
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capital as it fosters skills and values while increasing interaction among individuals. 

Viewed as a key ingredient to a vibrant democracy, the Corporation for National and 

Community Service (NCS) characterizes volunteering as “one of the threads that has 

held together the fabric of the nation” (2006a). Evidence suggests that volunteering 

“provides opportunities for youth to develop valuable skills, older Americans to remain 

healthy by being active and connected to their community, and adults to share their 

professional and work expertise” (NCS 2006a: 5).  

Factors such as education, social economic status, culture of volunteerism 

within family and religious beliefs influence volunteering among individuals. But, as a 

recent report by NCS reveals, individuals from less advantaged circumstances “are less 

likely to have entered the cycle of civic participation, leading to lower rates of 

volunteering and other forms of civic engagement” (NCS, 2007b). The gap between 

volunteering trends in advantaged and disadvantaged communities is often magnified 

for immigrant and minority populations. Research on immigration patterns suggests 

that “not only has the economic position of established immigrants declined relative to 

earlier immigrants, it has deteriorated even more dramatically in comparison to 

natives” (Camarota 2001: 1).   

The continuing growth of immigrant populations in the United States 

necessitates the integration of immigrant groups into social capital production in order 

to minimize the cost of immigration to the host country. Putnam’s assertion that social 

capital is low within and across ethnically heterogeneous groups may indeed be valid, 
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if information on volunteering patterns of first generation Americans (i.e. children of 

immigrants) is excluded. In this study, I attempt to enhance the current body of 

research by examining variation in volunteerism between immigrants and individuals 

who were born in the United States.   

 

Background 

Nearly a decade after his sensational essay “Bowling Alone,” Robert Putnam 

once again evoked controversy with his 2006 Johan Skytte Prize Lecture, where he 

asserted that ethnic heterogeneity reduced social capital within and across groups. In a 

way, research examining the effects of community characteristics on social capital was 

already on the rise between Putnam’s two well-known writings. Between 1997 and 

2003, at least fifteen studies established a positive relationship between cultural 

homogeneity and social capital production (Costa & Kahn 2003: 104). As the ethnic 

composition of the US population continues to grow in complexity, available research 

on the effects of diversity on social capital may necessitate policy changes to offset 

negative consequences.  

In 1997, the number of foreign-born individuals residing in the United States 

reached 25.8 million - the highest in history, - or an estimated proportion of 1 foreign-

born for every 10 natives (US Census Bureau 2000a: 1). In 2000, the number of the 

foreign-born reached 31.1 million, composing 11.1 percent of the US population the 

same year (US Census Bureau 2003b: 1). Considering that one in every two foreign-
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born residents in the US in 1997 was born in Latin America, and 6.8 million of the 

non-natives came from Asia (US Census Bureau 2003b: 1), understanding the effect of 

racial and ethnic heterogeneity on social capital gains significance.   

Research on the status of immigrants, however, holds an overwhelmingly 

pessimistic tone. Declining educational attainment, as well as the overall economic 

status and racial origins are listed as plausible explanations for the deteriorating status 

of recent immigrants - compared to both established immigrants and natives 

(Camarota, 2001; Tong, 2006). The current economic crisis will likely exacerbate the 

status of immigrants, although its long-term consequences on non-native populations 

and overall effects on volunteering trends will remain unknown until further research is 

available.  

There are others who argue that pessimism regarding immigrant status may be 

overstated (Tong 2006: 3). While David Card accepts that “a wage gap opened up over 

the 1970s and has persisted” among immigrant and native men, “most of their US-born 

children […] will catch up with the children of natives” (Card 2005; 19-21).  

If volunteering is indeed a means of socializing that develops skills and 

networks, then volunteering trends among the children of immigrants may support 

Card’s prediction. Research shows that “second generation immigrants have highest 

volunteer work participation in both adolescence and adulthood” (Tong 2006: 3). 

However, since there is substantial literature on negative effects of ethnic diversity on 

social capital, it seems necessary to strengthen research on the variation of 



   
 

5 

volunteering among immigrants with respect to trends among natives. This study is 

motivated by varying levels of volunteerism among the foreign-born population and 

individuals who were born in the US to explore policy options that may increase social 

capital in heterogeneous communities.  

 

Literature Review 

Social Capital in Economics 

Propelled by the role of social capital in economic development, economists 

have contributed an impressive body of research to the evaluation of social 

engagement. In a research complementary to Putnam’s analogy between social and 

human capital, Ronald Burt proposes that “while human capital is surely necessary to 

success, it is useless without the social capital of opportunities in which to apply it” 

(Burt 1997: 339). Burt’s assessment of social capital with respect to information 

networks reveals two forms of contacts – cohesive and nonredundant. Cohesive 

contacts usually carry similar information as people who are closely connected tend to 

share similar characteristics. Nonredundant contacts, on the other hand, “offer 

information benefits that are additive rather than redundant” (Burt 1997: 341).  

If cohesive and nonredundant contacts are comparable to Putnam’s in-group 

and out-group interactions, one would expect social capital to be higher among 

heterogeneous groups. Evidence from a number of papers, however, suggests 

otherwise. Like Putnam, Kofi Charles and Patrick Kline find that “whites face 
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relational difficulties when interacting with blacks and Hispanics, and vice versa” 

(Charles et al. 2002: 24). Evidence derived from carpooling data shows that “increases 

in aggregate diversity will likely have very different effects on people from different 

racial groups” (Charles et al. 2002: 24).  

In their overview of literature on the effects of community characteristics on 

social involvement, Dora Costa and Matthew Kahn find yet more evidence to support 

Putnam. Not only do they point to lower enrollment rates in membership organizations 

in heterogeneous, metropolitan areas, but also show diminished trust levels in mixed 

groups (Costa et al. 2002: 107).  

Another research that takes the in-group/out-group interactions a step further 

claims that intergroup contact is not likely to improve under neutral conditions, which 

often worsen bias (Dovidio, Gaertner & Kawakami 2003: 9). Only “positive 

interdependence (cooperation) produces more favorable attitudes toward outgroup 

members, whereas negative interdependence (competition) generates more unfavorable 

attitudes” (Dovidio, Gaertner & Kawakami 2003: 9).  

Furthermore, as Edward Glaeser and his colleagues attribute trust among 

groups to past trusting behavior, it becomes crucial to encourage greater cooperation 

across different groups to foster social capital among immigrants, minorities and 

natives (Glaeser et al. 2000: 840). 
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Social Capital in Volunteering 

Volunteering organizations across the country were among those to criticize 

Putnam’s conclusion that civic engagement was in decline. Unlike many economists 

who supported Putnam, volunteers asserted that their form of social capital production 

remained strong. Defined as “unpaid work provided to parties to whom the worker 

owes no contractual, familial, or friendship obligations,” volunteering appeared to be 

the civic engagement of choice (Tilly & Tilly 1994: 291). 

Steady volunteerism rates – while other forms of engagement declined – stoked 

considerable curiosity about factors influencing volunteer behavior. Among teenagers, 

having family members who volunteer, attending religious services and school 

requirements were determined to have the highest influence on volunteer participation 

(NCS, 2005c). As per the disadvantaged youth, parental education, attendance in 

religious or social clubs, and volunteering in family appeared to have significant 

effects on the decision to volunteer (NCS, 2007b).  

Among adults between the ages of 45 and 64, volunteerism appeared to be 

driven by “higher levels of educational attainment; and delays in marriage and 

childbearing” (NCS, 2006a). As numerous studies examining the link between 

education and volunteerism show a positive relationship, it is very likely that the 157 

percent increase in college education attainment by 45 to 64 year-olds is “an important 

contributor to the higher volunteer rates” (NCS, 2006a). Similarly, as the average age 

at which people have children rises, so does the propensity of individuals in this age 
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group to have children under 18. Delayed childbearing then drives “the demand for 

parents to serve in organizations related to their children’s educational and social 

involvement” (NCS, 2006a).  

In so far as factors influencing volunteer behavior go, human capital appears to 

be an important predictor. In a thorough analysis of integrated inputs that lead to 

volunteering, however, John Wilson and Marc Musick assert that “entry into the 

volunteer labor force requires three different kinds of capital – human, social, and 

cultural – and that different forms of volunteer work draw on different kinds of capital” 

(Wilson & Musick 1997: 709). If Wilson and Musick are indeed accurate in their 

assertion, then encouraging volunteerism among individuals who have limited access 

to building human, social and cultural capital becomes especially important for the 

continuation of social capital production.  

 

Social Capital in Immigration  

The foreign-born population climbed to 31.1 million in 2000, corresponding to 

11.1 percent of the entire US population (US Census Bureau 2003b: 1). The resulting 

increase in the ethnic and racial heterogeneity lent more relevance to Putnam’s 

argument, especially as the status of more recent immigrants deteriorated with respect 

to more established immigrants. Whereas in 1970 established immigrants were “less 

likely than natives to have low incomes,” by 2000 “41.1 percent of established 

immigrants lived in or near poverty compared to only 28.8 percent of natives” 
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(Camarota 2001: 1). A comparable decline in the number of immigrants who became 

homeowners and citizens propelled the notion that recent immigrants faced “uncertain 

[...] prospects” (Camarota 2001; Foner: 2006).  

While factors contributing to the deterioration of recent immigrants are 

multifold, lower levels of education attainment among immigrants and resulting 

restrictions on socioeconomic status often hold greater relevance. These factors also 

invariably explain the level of social engagement in many communities. Volunteering 

among disadvantaged youth – who predominantly come from immigrant or minority 

families – is significantly lower than volunteering among non-disadvantaged youth 

(NCS 2007b: 6). To the extent that volunteerism drives socialization, minorities and 

immigrants are less likely to have opportunities to become engaged and to produce 

social capital.  

The level of pessimism prevalent in immigration research notwithstanding, 

David Card and Yuying Tong present evidence to suggest that declining trends can be 

reversed. Although Card confirms the persistence of an income gap between 

immigrants and natives that emerged in 1970s, he predicts that “most of their US-born 

children will catch up with the children of natives” (Card 2005; 19-21). Card’s 

assertion rests on the fact that while “immigrants have about 1.2 – 1.4 fewer years of 

education than natives,” their children “have 0.3 – 0.4 years more education than 

people whose parents were born in the US” (Card 2005; 21).  
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A similar pattern emerges in the volunteering levels of first and second-

generation immigrants. Tong finds that “second generation immigrants have highest 

volunteering in adolescence and adulthood;” whereas their parents’ propensity to 

participate in volunteer activities increases with the length of their stay” (Tong 2006: 

18). My research builds on the very premise that the gap in volunteerism between 

immigrants and natives can be bridged through comprehensive strategies combining 

immediate, targeted policy interventions with long-term programs designed to improve 

human capital measures among immigrants. 

 

Conceptual Framework 
 

Hypothesis 
 

This analysis tests the hypothesis that individuals who were born in the US are 

more likely volunteer formally than immigrants, holding constant a number of 

demographic indicators, as well as certain factors and attitudes known to be associated 

with social ties.  

Conceptual Model 
 

As the literature review suggests, there are numerous factors that are relevant to 

an individual’s propensity to volunteer. These can be categorized as measures of 

demographics (to help quantify factors associated with human capital), financial 

indicators, personal beliefs (i.e. volunteering incentives) and attitudes toward others. 

Among key demographic indicators are an individual’s place of birth (US or non-US), 
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race, ethnicity and education. Variables such as race and ethnicity can often be 

correlated with other measures of human capital, which may not only serve as a proxy 

for variables not included in this analysis, but also enhance the information available 

on an individual’s place of birth.  

As challenging as they may be to quantify, perhaps the most interesting 

indicators are measures of personal beliefs and attitudes toward others. Although 

variables measuring trust and compassion are not necessarily linked directly to human 

capital, they are nonetheless significant in amplifying interpersonal ties, and 

consequently, social capital. A conceptual framework exploring potential links 

between formal volunteering and other key characteristics is presented in the diagram 

on page 12.  
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Data & Methods 
 
 

Data Source 
 

To partially fulfill its mission of advancing the philanthropic community, 

Independent Sector conducted surveys to shine a light on the status of giving and  

volunteering in the United States. The Giving and Volunteering in the United States 

2001 is one such survey that was administered by Westat, Inc. for Independent Sector 

from May through June 2001.  A random national telephone survey enabled 

US‐Born Volunteers  Non‐US Born Volunteers 

Demographics  Beliefs  Attitudes  Attitudes  Beliefs  Demographics 
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Employment 

Activity in 
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Trust in  
Others 
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Org. 

Trust in  
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Formal Volunteering 
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Age 

Income 
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Those with 
Less 

Compassion 
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Less 
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information to be gathered from 4,216 adults 21 years of age or older. Because “the 

interviews asked about individual habits in the 12 months prior to the survey,” 

information on volunteering is dated 2000 (Independent Sector, 2001: 4). For the 

purposes of the survey, data on volunteering came from respondents who served for an 

organization and excluded informal volunteering.  

The comprehensive survey asked respondents about their volunteering habits 

using such metrics as the number of hours volunteered in a given period, the frequency 

of volunteering and search methods used to seek volunteering opportunities. In 

addition to identifying habits of volunteers, the survey also gathered demographic 

indicators - including gender, race, age, ethnicity – religious views, and whether or not 

the individual was asked to volunteer. The ‘giving’ component of the survey asked 

interviewees comparable questions about their giving patterns. 

 
Analysis Plan 
 
 

This project analyzes whether or not being a non-US born effects the likelihood 

of volunteering compared to native-born Americans. The dependent variable is a 

dichotomous formal volunteer indicator. The key independent variables measure 

demographic factors, attitudes, and volunteering incentives. Theory suggests that these 

factors may influence an individual’s likelihood of volunteering, though volunteering 

rates may differ across foreign and US-born individuals for reasons not measured by 

the Independent Sector survey. 
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The use of a logistic regression model, which estimates the probability of 

occurrence between a dichotomous dependent variable and a set of independent 

variables, is preferred over ordinary least squares (OLS) regression, as the latter may 

produce results that are not only difficult to interpret, but also prone to 

heteroskedasticity.  The proposed model specification is: 

Formal Volunteering (Probability of an individual formally 

volunteering) = β0 + β1 (Born in the US) + β2 (Race) + β3 (Ethnicity) + 

β4 (Education) + β5 (Religiosity and Other Incentives to Volunteer) + β6 

(Attitudes toward Others) + error 

 

Variables 

Dependent Variable 

 Formal Volunteering Indicator (forvol2): The dependent variable denotes 

whether or not an individual volunteered within 12 months prior to the survey.  

This is a binary variable that, if =1, a person volunteered and if =0, the person 

did not volunteer. This dependent variable will enable us to capture the 

difference in the likelihood of volunteering among individuals who were born 

in the US and among those who migrated to the US, especially in conjunction 

with factors that will be weaved into the model through other independent 

variables. 
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Independent Variables 

Personal Characteristics:  

 Born in the US (bornusa): A binary variable, bornusa=0 indicates that an 

individual was not born in the US, whereas =1 denotes that the individual was 

born in the US. This indicator variable is the key to distinguishing the effects of 

factors assumed to influence whether or not a person volunteers. Theory 

predicts that immigrants lag behind their US-born peers in volunteering, 

potentially because they may receive fewer years of education or earn less 

income. This variable will therefore allow us to explore policy angles to close 

the gap in volunteering between the two groups.  

 Volunteer by Place of Birth (usvol): A collapsed variable created by combining 

two binary variables, forvol2 and bornusa, usvol=1 represents volunteers who 

were born in the US (in other words, usvol=1 if forvol2 and bornusa are both 

=1) and usvol=0 denotes formal volunteers who were not born in the US 

(forvol2=1 and bornusa=0). According to Robert Putnam, ethnic heterogeneity 

compromises social capital creation by diminishing interactions within similar 

and across different groups. The variable usvol is constructed to illustrate 

whether volunteering rates indeed differ between native born and immigrant 

populations.  

 Race (d9white): This dummy variable describes the race of respondents as 

white (=1) or nonwhite (=0). The white/non-white distinction is the only race 



   
 

16 

indicator included in this analysis due to the small sample size when crossed 

with place of birth. A review of past research shows that race is a crucial 

element to consider when such information as income, education and 

employment is examined.   

 Ethnicity (Hispanic): As the only ethnicity variable in the model, Hispanic 

indicates whether the respondent is of Hispanic origin (=1), or not (0). Theory 

predicts that the growing number of minority populations may have a negative 

effect on social capital not only across different groups, but among members of 

the same group as well. As Hispanics represent one of the fastest growing 

ethnic groups in the US, this variable also acts as a proxy for observing the 

effect of minority groups on social capital. 

 Education (somecoll and collgrad): Two indicator variables represent 

respondents with some college education, as well as college graduates. The 

somecoll dummy variable =1 if the respondent has had some college education, 

whereas the collgrad variable =1 if the respondent is a college graduate. Theory 

suggests a positive correlation between education and volunteerism.  

Personal Beliefs: 

 Confidence in Charitable Organizations (cchar): The respondent’s confidence 

in charitable organizations serves as another proxy for social capital. The 

baseline category for this dichotomous indicator variable is comprised of 

respondents who have little or no confidence in charitable organizations (=0), 
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while =1 indicates high or some confidence in such organizations. Confidence 

in charitable organizations can lead to increases in giving and volunteering 

patterns.  

 Trust in Others (trust): This indicator variable aims to capture respondents’ 

attitudes on whether or not other members of the society can be trusted. This 

variable includes respondents who believe that most people cannot be trusted 

(=0) as the baseline category. Trust =1 if the respondent believes that most 

people can be trusted. Theory posits that trust among the members of a society 

can increase volunteerism. 

 Compassion toward Others (vcmpson): This dummy variable measures the 

respondent’s compassion toward other people who are in need. Those who feel 

no compassion toward others (=0) are included in the baseline category, 

whereas =1 if respondents have compassion for others in need. Personal beliefs 

and perceptions can play as great a role as factors constituting human capital in 

shaping an individual’s volunteering habits.  

 Helping Those with Less (vhelp): This indicator variable tracks respondents’ 

reactions to the notion that ‘those with more should help those with less.” 

Respondents who disagree with the statement (=0) comprise the baseline 

category. Belief in helping others is another proxy for social capital and it 

closely mimics the responses in the compassion variable.  
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 Volunteering is Important (vimport): This particular variable tracks attitudes 

other than compassion and helping others toward volunteering. This is a binary 

variable that, =1 if the respondent agrees that volunteering is an important 

activity and =0 if the respondent disagrees.  

Volunteering Incentives: 

 Asking (gasked and vasked): Being simply asked to give (gasked) or volunteer 

(vasked) can act as a powerful reminder of the existence of others who are in 

need of help. These two dichotomous variables indicate whether respondents 

and their families were asked to give or volunteer within 12 months prior to the 

survey. Both variables regard negative responses (=0) as the baseline category 

and =1 if respondents and/or their families were asked to give or volunteer. 

These variables play an important role in determining whether outreach efforts 

by charities or other groups effectively reach the non-US born population.  

 Religiosity (relact and weekly): The two dichotomous variables used in this 

analysis capture respondents’ participation in religious services. Relact 

determines whether the respondent is active in a religious organization (=1), 

whereas the weekly dummy =1 if the respondent attends services at a religious 

organization weekly. Theory suggests that regular attendees of religious 

services are more likely to engage in volunteering due to expansive 

volunteering and giving networks an individual is exposed to through religious 

organizations.  
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 Someone Close Benefits (vclose): This indicator variable captures whether or 

not someone close to the respondent is involved or benefits from volunteerism, 

which =0 if nobody close is involved or benefits and =1 if the respondent 

knows someone close who is involved in volunteerism or benefits from the 

work of volunteers. Having an acquaintance who volunteers or benefits from 

volunteer work is likely to be positively associated with propensity to 

volunteer.  

 Past Volunteering Patterns (regvol and vparent): The two indicator variables 

regvol and vparent capture whether the respondent is a regular volunteer (=1) 

and whether the respondent’s parents were engaged in volunteer work (=1), 

respectively. Theory posits that having parents who volunteer and/or previous 

experience in volunteering display a positive correlation with tendency to 

volunteer.  

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 
The list of binary variables in Table 1 displays a good amount of information 

on the explanatory variables used in this analysis. Since all variables have been 

recoded into the 0-1 binary, the variable for formal volunteering indicates that a little 

less than half of the respondents in the sample (46 percent) have formally volunteered 

in some capacity. Moreover, during the same period, nearly twice the percentage of the 

respondents who volunteered formally gave to charity (89 percent).   
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Variables defining personal characteristics reveal a sample that is 

overwhelmingly US-born (92 percent), overwhelmingly white (84 percent) and mostly 

employed (65 percent). A little less than half of the respondents in the sample are male 

(43 percent) and less than 10 percent of the sample consists of Hispanics. Additionally, 

a little over half of the respondents (58 percent) have some college degree, and 27 

percent have a college education.  

When we look at volunteering incentives, we see that two-thirds of the 

respondents (64 percent) surveyed know someone who is involved or benefits from 

volunteering. Being asked to give and attending religious services regularly are also 

common incentives, cited by 58 percent and 54 percent of the respondents, 

respectively.  

Tables 2 through 13 present frequency statistics on the relationship between 

birthplace (US or non-US) and various personal and social characteristics. In Table 2, 

we see that approximately 47 percent of the respondents who were born in the US 

formally volunteer, which is significantly higher than the 35 percent of foreign-born 

respondents who reported formal volunteering. Based on the volunteering rates 

conveyed in this particular table, it is easy to substantiate Robert Putnam’s assumptions 

that cultural heterogeneity inhibits social capital production. Rather significant to our 

analysis, however, we discover in Table 3 that the pronounced gap in volunteering 

between US and foreign-born populations diminishes (64.3 to 60.3 percent, 

respectively) when formal volunteers are asked to volunteer.  
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Volunteering trends based on personal characteristics observed from the sample 

reveal that those who were born in the US are more likely to be white (87 percent, 

Table 7), more likely to be employed (65 percent), more likely to receive some college 

education (58 percent) and more likely to be non-Hispanic (95 percent, Table 8).  

The divide between those who were born in the US and others is more 

pronounced across variables that measure outlook on volunteerism and attitudes 

toward charity. While only a small minority of the US-born respondents (9 percent) do 

not have confidence in charities, approximately one-fifth (18 percent) of non-US-born 

respondents echo the sentiment (Table 9). Similarly, respondents born in the US are 

slightly more likely to trust others (36 percent) than those who were born elsewhere 

(31 percent, Table 10). Also significant for this study, US-born respondents in the 

sample are more likely to be asked to volunteer (52 percent, Table 11) and more likely 

to have volunteer parents (44 percent, Table 12) than respondents who were not born in 

the US (37 percent and 38 percent respectively).  

Tables 14 through 18 delve into odds ratio statistics, displayed in four different 

categories. The ratios illustrate the strength of association between birthplace (US or 

non-US) and having various personal, financial and ideological characteristics.  Having 

confirmed the existence of a gap in volunteerism between individuals born in the US 

and elsewhere earlier in Table 2, it is imperative that we understand the role of asking 

in increasing the likelihood of volunteering before exploring the various categories 

displayed in Tables 15 through 18.  
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As we already demonstrated in Table 3, the gap in volunteering between US 

and foreign-born populations evaporates when volunteers are simply asked. In further 

support of this analysis, we see in Table 14 that formal volunteers of US heritage are 

1.46 times more likely to be asked than immigrants who volunteer. And yet even more 

astounding is the finding that among foreign-born populations, individuals are 6 times 

more likely to volunteer when asked. Hence, it is plausible that although Robert 

Putnam’s initial analysis is accurate, a closer look at the factors underlying differences 

in volunteerism may portend a far less bleak outlook than Putnam foretells.  

In Table 15, the first odds ratios category for personal characteristics reveals 

that the variable for race (white) provides the only odds ratio with statistical 

significance. Those who are born in the US are far more likely to be white than those 

who were born outside the US.  

Proxies for financial indicators are listed in Table 16. Although forvol2 is our 

explained variable, we obtain significant odds ratio statistics to suggest that those who 

were born in the US are more likely to engage in formal volunteering than those who 

were born elsewhere. This is a welcome outcome, as the premise of our analysis is 

concerned specifically with the association of these two binary values.  

As per personal beliefs in Table 17, trust is the only variable that captures 

personal attitudes toward volunteerism to produce an insignificant odds ratio. The odds 

ratios in the Appendix reveal that those who were born in the US are more likely to 

have confidence in charitable organizations, have more compassion toward others and 
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feel more inclined to helping those who have less. Not surprisingly, those who were 

born in the US are more likely to consider volunteering an important activity than 

individuals who were born outside the US.  

Finally, among the binary incentive variables in Table 18, all indicators show 

significant odds ratios. According to the ratio statistics, US-born individuals are 1.77 

times more likely to be asked to give and 1.85 times more likely to be asked to 

volunteer than those who were born elsewhere. Such trends are also prevalent in 

religious attitudes, where US-born individuals display a higher likelihood (1.46) of 

attending religious services regularly than the non-US born population. Native-born 

individuals are also more likely to have parents with volunteering experience than 

others who were born elsewhere.  

In sum, the overall descriptive statistics suggest that US born individuals have a 

higher affinity to volunteer than individuals who were born outside the US. In the 

logistic models to follow in the study, the concern is how US-born and non-US born 

individuals differ with respect to their status as volunteers. So far, an overwhelming 

number of indicators seem to support our hypothesis, although understanding how 

determinants of volunteerism vary across populations may offer invaluable insight into 

formulating policies that foster social capital.  
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Limitations of the Data 
 

As with other types of social sciences and population research, the survey of 

volunteering poses practical and definitional challenges. Practical challenges arise 

from a lack of direct, quantifiable measures of important characteristics that determine 

volunteer behavior and motivation – such as human capital measures influencing 

propensity to volunteer.  

Definitional challenges, on the other hand, surface as personal perceptions of 

volunteerism vary. A wide selection of activities ranging from neighborhood cleanup 

projects to human rights protests may or may not be perceived as volunteerism based 

on personal impressions.   

Independent Sector’s Giving and Volunteering in the United States 2001 survey 

used in this analysis confronts the aforementioned practical challenges via an 

impressive number (579) of variables. The comprehensive study seeks to highlight 

trends in charitable behavior by collecting information on factors measuring 

characteristics, attitudes and motivations both on individual and household levels. 

Moreover, the survey attempts to circumvent definitional challenges through simplified 

wording on certain questions that aims to improve the accuracy of the data collected.  

Despite efforts to minimize challenges inherent in population surveys, 

limitations persist. The most conspicuous weakness of this survey is that it was done in 

2001, meaning that the data were collected in 2000. The speed at which attitudes and 

behaviors change compromises the validity of the findings reached. 
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An additional concern is that the survey was conducted in English. 

Administered via a random national phone survey, the monolingual nature of the 

research poses an exogenous selection issue at a time when inflow of immigrants was 

at its peak at 1.5 million in 2000 (Passel and Suro 2005: 3).  

 
Results 

 
Having confirmed the existence of a volunteering gap between individuals born 

in the US and elsewhere through frequency and odds ratio statistics, we now turn to 

logit models to refine the various factors that can engender differences and inhibit 

social capital production between native and foreign-born populations. In Table 19, 

using a stepwise regression, Model I predicts the differences between US and foreign-

born individuals, who are formal volunteers. The model tests the hypothesis that the 

independent variables included in Table 19 explain how volunteers born in and outside 

the US differ.  
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In the model, where the response variable is changed to whether or not the 

volunteer was born in the US, we see that volunteers who are religious (i.e. active in a 

religious organization) are more likely to have been born in the US than volunteers 

Table 19: Logistic Estimates USVOL 
How US and Foreign Born Volunteers 
are Different 
 Model I 

 
Coefficient 
Estimates 

Odds 
Ratios 

constant 
2.7631 

(0.1537)  

relact 
0.4981 

(0.2021) 1.646 

hispanic 
-1.9748   
(0.2460) 0.139 

employed   
forgiv2   
forvol2   
gasked   
gender   
somecoll   
vasked   
vclose   
vcmpson   
vhelp    
vimport   
vparent   
vtrust   
weekly     
 N= 1893  
 Wald Chi-Sq= 72.6736 
 Pr>Chi-Sq= <.0001 
 R2= 0.0310  
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who are not active in a religious organization. The role of religiosity as a propeller for 

volunteerism is not surprising as religious organizations often imbue their constituents 

with a commitment to service and charity.  

What is surprising about the model, however, is the negative coefficient 

estimate on the ethnicity variable. A binary variable, Hispanic = 1 indicates that the 

respondent is of Hispanic origin. Based on the results shown in Table 19, US-born 

volunteers are less likely to be of the Hispanic ethnicity. This is surprising, given that 

being Hispanic is often associated with another determinant of volunteerism, namely 

religiosity.  

On the other hand, the highly statistically significant coefficient on the ethnicity 

variable may confirm existing research that associates ethnicity with various forms of 

human capital, ranging from income to education level to parents’ status. The negative 

correlation revealed in the model may simply imply that other forms of human capital 

(i.e. education, income, etc) have a greater effect than religiosity in determining 

Hispanics’ propensity to volunteer.  

A model with only two significant explanatory variables, it is not surprising 

that the R2 is a bleak 0.03. Although the R2 does shed some light on the quality of the 

model’s fit, it is not directly interpretable as a percentage of variance explained in the 

logit process. Despite low pseudo-R2, however, the overall model is highly significant 

at the 99.99 percent confidence level. More importantly, the model allows us to 
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identify religiosity and ethnicity as immediate differences between US and non-US 

born volunteers.  

Table 20: Logistic Estimates FORVOL2 How Attitudes and Characteristics Determining 
Volunteerism are Different for US and Foreign-Born Populations 

 
Model II:                  
Attitudes Model III:     Religiosity 

Model IV: 
Characteristics 

 
Coefficient 
Estimates 

Odds 
Ratios 

Coefficient 
Estimates 

Odds 
Ratios 

Coefficient 
Estimates 

Odds 
Ratios 

constant 
-2.9485 
(0.1821)  

-1.0530 
(0.1242)  

-1.4505 
(0.1358)  

bornusa 
0.1286 

(0.1414) 1.137 
0.3827 

(0.1243) 1.466 
0.4636  

(0.1249) 1.590 

employed     
0.0603 

(0.0692) 1.062 

relact   
0.2692 

(0.0668) 1.309   

somecoll     
0.9280 

(0.0677) 2.529 

trust 
0.6488 

(0.0741) 1.913     

vasked 
1.3732 

(0.0722) 3.948     

vclose 
-0.5408 
(0.0852) 0.582     

vcmpson 
1.5028 

(0.1619) 4.494     

vhelp 
0.7736 

(0.1135) 2.168     

vimport 
0.1703 

(0.1009) 1.186     

vparent     
0.5779 

(0.0658) 1.782 

weekly     
0.8843 

(0.0669) 2.421     
 N= 4178  N= 4178  N= 4178  
 Wald Chi-Sq= 733.6822 Wald Chi-Sq= 246.6152 Wald Chi-Sq= 322.9096 
 Pr>Chi-Sq= <.0001 Pr>Chi-Sq= <.0001 Pr>Chi-Sq= <.0001 
 R2= 0.2252  R2= 0.0598  R2= 0.0803  
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In the subsequent three consecutive models in Table 20, we further investigate 

the differences in volunteering between individuals born in the US and elsewhere. 

Model II tests the hypothesis that attitudes toward volunteering have an effect on an 

individual’s volunteer status, whereas Model III applies the same assumption to 

religious beliefs, and Model IV investigates the effects of personal characteristics on 

volunteerism. Although all three models use formal volunteer status as the response 

variable and only have one explanatory variable (bornusa) in common, it is interesting 

to note that only in Model II does the bornusa variable become insignificant.  

Indeed, Model II does demonstrate that attitudes matter in determining the 

likelihood of an individual’s volunteer status. Moreover, because the variable 

indicating a respondent’s birthplace is the only statistically insignificant variable in the 

model, we conclude that attitudes are more efficacious than birthplace when it comes 

to determining an individual’s propensity to volunteer.  

Among the attitudinal variables included in the model, having compassion for 

others and being asked to volunteer are the most prominent indicators of volunteer 

status. Based on the set of predictors used in the model, holding all else constant, 

having compassion for others increases the odds of formally volunteering by 4.5 times, 

whereas being asked to volunteer increases the likelihood by nearly 4 times.  

In general, the model is a good representative of the attitudes underlying 

volunteerism. Being asked to volunteer, believing that those with more should help 

others in need, knowing that volunteering is important and accepting that others can be 
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trusted are all statistically significant and prominent attitudes that influence an 

individual’s propensity to volunteer. What is perhaps the most surprising estimate to 

emerge from this model is the negative coefficient on vclose. The model implies that 

having someone close who is involved with or benefits from volunteering reduces the 

odds of volunteering.  

Although it is merely a prediction, the negative coefficient on vclose may be 

explained by personal perceptions of what constitutes volunteerism. Individuals with 

close acquaintances who benefit from volunteering may help them directly without 

considering their actions as volunteerism. Another possibility is that people who know 

others at the receiving end of volunteering services may be in need of help themselves. 

In such cases, the negative coefficient on vclose is plausible.  

As expected, the inclusion of several explanatory variables in the model results 

in an R2 of 0.23. However, given that this is not a linear probability model, a better 

indicator of its appropriateness is the Wald chi-squared statistic, which is highly 

significant at the 99.99 percent confidence level.  

Model III expands on Model I by focusing only on religiosity and tests the 

hypothesis that active religious participation can affect an individual’s propensity to 

volunteer. Controlling for religious activity – measured in weekly attendance and in 

being active in a religious organization – US-born individuals are 1.47 times more 

likely to volunteer than foreign born populations. Moreover, holding all else constant, 

being active in a religious organization increases the odds of volunteering by 1.31 
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times, whereas attending a religious service weekly is estimated to more than double 

(2.42) an individual’s propensity to volunteer.   

A relatively simple model with three explanatory variables, it is not surprising 

that the R is only 0.06. Despite the unimpressive psedo-R2, however, the overall model 

holds explanatory power with a highly significant Wald chi-squared statistic (Pr>Chi-

Sq <.0001).  

After delving into attitudinal and religious indicators in models II and III, 

Model IV estimates the likelihood of volunteering based on a set of human capital 

predictors. More specifically, in addition to the birthplace indicator (bornusa), the 

model incorporates education, parent volunteer status and employment status as partial 

measures of human capital.  

Holding all else in the model constant, the results indicate that having some 

college degree is estimated to increase an individual’s propensity to volunteer by 2.53 

times. This finding is in line with the existing literature, which suggests a positive 

relationship between education and volunteerism. Similarly, having parents who have 

done volunteer work can increase the odds of volunteering by 1.78 times. Based on the 

estimates, individuals who were born in the US are 1.59 times more likely to volunteer 

compared to others born elsewhere, when controlling for the human capital indicators 

included in the model. The only variable to fail the significance test at all conventional 

levels is employment status. Although employment and income are predicted to be 

positively correlated with an individual’s propensity to volunteer, employment status 
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does not seem to explain the differences in volunteering between individuals born in 

and outside the US.  

Despite the shortage of quantifiable human capital measures and a relatively 

low R2 of 0.08, the model is highly statistically significant at the 99.99 percent 

confidence level.  

The final two models depicted in Table 21 incorporate all relevant 

characteristics and attitudes that are perceived to explain the differences in volunteer 

status between those who were born in the US and others born elsewhere. These 

models consolidate many of the explanatory variables already investigated in previous 

logistic procedures to reduce the potential threat from omitted variable bias. The only 

difference between Models V and VI is the removal of insignificant variables (namely, 

bornusa, employed and relact) from the latter to prevent them from ‘soaking up’ the 

effect of other relevant independent variables with which they may be correlated.  

The slight reduction in pseudo-R2 from Model V to VI (0.2818 to 0.2811) can 

be explained by a decrease in the number of variables in the latter, although both 

models are highly statistically significant at the 99.99 percent confidence level.  

Compared to categorical models exploring the effects of attitudinal, religious 

and human capital measures on the likelihood of volunteering, the final model (VI, 

Table 21) reveals odds ratio and coefficient estimates that are – in general – lower, 

suggesting the potential for omitted variable bias in the former. With the exception of 

one attitudinal variable (vhelp), all other estimates in the final model appeared to be 
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lower in magnitude, indicating an upward bias in the categorical models available in 

Table 20.  

Among the variables pertaining to human capital measures, there is a drop in 

the effect of some college education and having parents who are volunteers on the 

likelihood of volunteering, compared to Model IV. The other human capital variable, 

namely the employment status indicator (employed), is dropped from the final model 

after producing a statistically insignificant estimate in Model V.  

Of the two variables measuring religiosity from Model 3, only weekly is 

included in the final regression. Whereas weekly attendance in a religious activity is 

expected to increase the odds of volunteering by 2.42, when controlling only for 

religiosity, the same variable has a slightly lower effect (2.27) when a whole range of 

indicators are factored into the model.  
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Table 21: Logistic Estimates FORVOL2 Full & Final Models on 
How Attitudes and Characteristics Determining Volunteerism 
are Different for US and Foreign-Born Populations 

 
Model V:                      

 Full Model 
Model VI:                

 Final Model 

 
Coefficient 
Estimates 

Odds 
Ratios 

Coefficient 
Estimates 

Odds 
Ratios 

constant 
-4.2793 
(0.2375)  

-4.1469 
(0.1962)  

bornusa 
0.1210 

(0.1503) 1.129   

employed 
0.0832 

(0.0813) 1.087   

forgiv2 
0.5475 

(0.1504) 1.729 
0.5407 

(0.1497) 1.717 

gasked 
0.1942 

(0.0799) 1.214 
0.1904 

(0.0797) 1.210 

relact 
-0.1209 
(0.0802) 0.886   

somecoll 
0.7279 

(0.0798) 2.071 
0.7302 

(0.0790) 2.075 

trust 
0.4778 

(0.0787) 1.613 
0.4762 

(0.0786) 1.610 

vasked 
1.2142 

(0.0774) 3.368 
1.2165 

(0.0772) 3.375 

vclose 
-0.5682 
(0.0897) 0.567 

-0.5622 
(0.0894) 0.570 

vcmpson 
1.3448 

(0.1667) 3.837 
1.3445 

(0.1664) 3.836 

vhelp 
0.7857 

(0.1184) 2.194 
0.7841 

(0.1183) 2.190 

vimport 
0.2759 

(0.1052) 1.318 
0.2687 

(0.1050) 1.308 

vparent 
0.3415 

(0.0776) 1.407 
0.3282 

(0.0760) 1.388 

weekly 
0.8599 

(0.0794) 2.363 
0.8206 

(0.0762) 2.272 
 N= 4078  N= 4078  
 Wald Chi-Sq= 838.3989 Wald Chi-Sq= 837.9340 
 Pr>Chi-Sq= <.0001 Pr>Chi-Sq= <.0001 
 R2= 0.2818  R2= 0.2811  
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The birthplace variable (bornusa), which is statistically insignificant in Model 

II, is likewise insignificant in the final model, and hence dropped. All attitudinal 

variables remain statistically significant, though slightly lower in magnitude – with the 

exception of vhelp. Whereas believing that helping others in need increases the odds of 

volunteering by 2.17 in Model II, it is up 2.19 in Model VI. Moreover, vclose – the 

only variable with a negative coefficient from the categorical analyses – remains 

negative in the final model, making our assumptions about the effect of that variable 

more plausible.  

Yet, more significant for this analysis is the continued influence of vasked in 

determining an individual’s propensity to volunteer. Although such attitudinal 

variables as having compassion for and trust in others, as well as believing in helping 

those who are in need are all significant determinants of volunteer status, none can 

present as rapid and effective a solution to the reduction of social capital as simply 

asking individuals to volunteer. As a wide array of analyses – ranging from frequency 

tables to odds ratio statistics – reveal, simply asking people to volunteer can dissolve 

the differences in volunteer status between individuals born in and outside the US.  

As expected, these results imply that a number of factors ranging from human 

capital measures to social attitudes play an important role in determining an 

individual’s propensity to volunteer. What is surprising, however, is that steps towards 

closing the gap in volunteering between those who were born in and outside the US 

can be taken by simply asking people to volunteer. In sum, although Robert Putnam 
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may be on target with his assertion that heterogeneity can inhibit social capital 

creation, he is quick to dismiss commonalities between peoples that can not only 

generate social capital, but often hold the potential to override cultural or national 

boundaries.  

 
Policy Implications 

 
Robert Putnam’s sensational essays on social capital were pivotal in moving the 

subject from a mere afterthought to the forefront of the discourse on social studies. 

Growing literature on the subject suggests that social capital does not only influence 

interpersonal relations, but also the development and economic health of communities. 

The difficulty in quantifying social capital notwithstanding, its fosterage and 

culmination through effective policy-making is highly beneficial in the long run in an 

increasingly heterogeneous society such as the United States.  

The ethnic composition of the US population – which continues to grow in 

complexity – necessitates the integration of immigrant groups into social capital 

production in order to minimize the cost of immigration to the host country. With 

President Barack Obama’s historic election, the time may be ripe for turning 

policymakers’ attention to the ways in which social capital may be generated and 

disseminated through ethnic and cultural lines.  

During his campaign for presidency, Barack Obama’s team was able to recruit 

a record number of volunteers nationwide, all from various age groups, as well as 
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ethnic and financial backgrounds. If volunteering continues to be regarded as a 

measure of social capital, then transferring some of the energy generated by the Obama 

campaign into the policymaking process may be beneficial in fostering social networks 

within and across different groups. For, according to Putnam, “immigration and ethnic 

diversity [will] challenge social solidarity and inhibit social capital” unless steps are 

taken to “create new forms of social solidarity and dampen the negative effects of 

diversity” (Putnam 2007b: 140).  

Yet, despite the growing emphasis on social capital, rarely has the discussion 

focused on how to fortify ties between immigrants and the native-born population. We 

may know from previous research that intergroup contact is unlikely to improve 

naturally (Dovidio, Gaertner & Kawakami 2003: 9) and that trust – an important 

ingredient for healthy social relations – among groups accumulates overtime and is 

positively correlated with past trusting behavior (Glaeser et al. 2000: 840). In light of 

previous research, the strong and significant effect trust has on volunteering in our 

regression results suggests that policies engendering greater contact between different 

groups can have a profound effect in dampening unintended consequences of diversity.  

It is necessary to remember, however, that trust is not the only foundation on 

which to build social capital (or to encourage volunteerism). Human capital measures 

such as education, economic status, as well as, culture of volunteerism within families 

and religious beliefs all influence an individual’s propensity to volunteer. While we 

have some information on the respondents’ education level, religious activity and 
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attitudes toward others, the omission of variables conveying financial information 

obscures the effect of income on volunteerism. Indeed, if there is an earning gap 

between immigrants and the native-born population, then the exclusion of family 

income may have an upward bias on the variables that explain volunteerism among 

US-born individuals.  

The role of income as a strong indicator of both human capital and 

volunteerism is somewhat reflected in the regression result showing a strong, negative 

correlation between being Hispanic and being born in the US among volunteers. 

Although further research is necessary, the finding that US-born volunteers are less 

likely to be of the Hispanic ethnicity may imply that the gap in human capital measures 

between immigrants and US-born individuals has a profound effect in determining 

volunteer behavior. The high level of religiosity among the Hispanic population further 

strengthens the assumption that human capital – and not beliefs and attitudes alone – is 

imperative to generating social capital.   

In addition to the omission of the potentially influential income indicators from 

the regression models, issues pertaining to selection and to the exclusion of other 

important variables from the dataset also require further discussion. Since the 

compilation of the data depended upon a random national telephone survey, 

participation in the study was likely driven by individuals and households who already 

valued volunteerism. In other words, those who chose to respond to this survey may 

have done so out of a sense of civic duty and may, therefore, be more inclined to 
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volunteer. Alternately, those who chose to evade questions on volunteerism may have 

done so due to a lack of interest in the act itself.  

Existing research on volunteering trends among the children of immigrants 

highlights another deficiency in the dataset. Although further research on volunteerism 

patterns across generations of immigrants is necessary, trends so far indicate that 

“second generation immigrants have highest volunteer work participation in both 

adolescence and adulthood” (Tong 2006: 3). Lack of information on generational 

differences between immigrants and their children, therefore, does not allow us to 

observe trends that emerge as children of immigrants become integrated into the US 

culture.  

Despite the aforementioned data issues, there is ample room for optimism. As 

the regression results indicate, attitudes toward others do influence the likelihood of 

immigrants (individuals who were not born in the US) to formally volunteer. Having 

compassion for and trust in others, as well as the belief that help should be extended to 

those in need all prompt individuals to volunteer regardless of whether they were born 

in the US or elsewhere. This point is not to be downplayed as similarities in propensity 

to volunteer can have major implications for the development and sustainment of 

social capital in heterogeneous communities across the US.  

Another prevailing factor that explains volunteerism among foreign and native-

born individuals is the influence of religion - measured by the level of engagement in 

religious organizations and weekly attendance in services. Although the results indicate 
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that religious volunteers are more likely to be born in the US, religion has a positive 

and significant effect on volunteerism among immigrants as well.  

While it may not singlehandedly transform individuals into volunteers, 

religiosity plays an undeniable role in attracting and encouraging individuals and 

families to volunteer in order to address the needs of others in their communities. 

Cognizant of the influence of faith in propelling volunteerism, the newly restructured 

White House Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives aims to capitalize on 

the influence of faith-based institutions in delivering services to those in need. Whether 

this initiative will expand dialogue between immigrants and native-born members 

within communities, however, remains to be seen.  

Of all the variables that are considered in determining a person’s propensity to 

volunteer, perhaps the most telling is whether the individual was asked to volunteer 12 

months prior to the survey. Whether an immigrant or a native-born, an individual is 

more likely to volunteer if simply asked. The results of this study suggest that rather 

than designing intricate policies that seek to enhance social capital, engaging 

individuals in a broader discussion over volunteerism and simply asking them to 

participate in volunteer activities may prove to be an effective starting point to enrich 

social capital in heterogeneous communities.  

Understanding the power of asking in volunteer recruitment necessitates further 

research that falls beyond the scope of this study. Identifying effective outreach 

methods to maximize returns may require additional research to help determine who 
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should ask individuals to volunteer and how. Depending on personal preferences, 

entrusting religious leaders, teachers and community representatives with the task of 

asking can offer a sensible complement to broader government initiatives that aim to 

encourage personal sacrifice.  

All indicators measuring social capital notwithstanding, its most basic tenet 

revolves around individual relationships. If growing diversity is indeed posing a threat 

to social capital’s most fundamental principle, and if individuals are unlikely to reach 

out to other groups on their own, then the responsibility to mitigate negative 

consequences of heterogeneity undoubtedly rests with all levels of leadership. It seems 

that carefully designed and efficiently targeted outreach programs could not only help 

bridge the gap in volunteerism between immigrants and native-born individuals, but 

also help build bridges across different communities.  

 
 

Conclusion 
 
 Despite the limitations of both the dataset and the subsequent research, this 

study enhances the existing body of literature on the differences in social capital 

formation between immigrant and native populations in the United States. Various 

logistical models shine a light on factors that contribute to volunteerism, among which 

the simple act of asking individuals to volunteer emerges as a strong, significant 

determinant.  
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 Although further research is necessary to enable informed policymaking, this 

study suggests that fault lines that are growing in tandem with increasing diversity can 

be restrained by encouraging participation in activities that cut across different cultural 

and ethnic lines. If individuals are indeed unwilling to reach out to groups different 

than their own, it is the responsibility of leaders and institutions to mitigate the 

negative effects of heterogeneity and to strengthen social capital to ensure the 

preservation of social solidarity.  
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APPENDIX – TABLES 
Table 1: Descriptive Statistics of Binary Variables 

 

  Variable 
Var. 
Name Description 

# of 
Obser-
vations Min Max Mean 

Std 
Dev 

 
  Formal       
Volunteering forvol2 

Whether or not 
respondent 
formally 
volunteers 4178 0 1 0.46 0.50 

 Formal Giving forgiv2 

Whether or not 
respondent 
formally gives 4078 0 1 0.89 0.32 

 Born in the US bornusa 

Whether or not 
respondent was 
born in the US 4178 0 1 0.92 0.27 

College 
Education edcoll 

Whether or not 
respondent is a 
college graduate 4178 0 1 0.27 0.44 

Employment 
Status 

employ
ed 

Whether or not 
respondent is 
employed 4178 0 1 0.65 0.48 

Ethnicity hispanic 

Whether or not 
respondent is 
Hispanic 4178 0 1 0.08 0.27 

Some College 
Education 

somecol
l 

Whether or not 
respondent has 
some college 
education 4178 0 1 0.58 0.49 

Confidence in 
Charitable 
Organizations cchar 

Whether or not 
respondent has 
high or some 
confidence in 
charitable 
organizations 4178 0 1 0.90 0.30 

Pe
rs

on
al

 C
ha

ra
ct

er
ist

ic
s 

Trust in 
Others trust 

Whether or not 
respondent 
finds others 
trustworthy 4178 0 1 0.35 0.48 
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Variable 
Var. 
Name Description 

# of 
Obser-
vations Min Max Mean 

Std 
Dev 

 

Compassion 
for Others 

vcmpso
n 

Whether or not 
respondent feels 
compassion 
toward people in 
need 4178 0 1 0.82 0.38 

Helping 
Others vhelp 

Whether or not 
respondent 
believes those 
with more 
should help 
those with less 4178 0 1 0.76 0.43 

 
 
Attitudes 
toward 
Volunteering vimport 

Whether or not 
respondent 
thinks 
volunteering is 
important 4178 0 1 0.72 0.45 

Asked to Give gasked 

Whether or not 
respondent was 
asked to give 4178 0 1 0.58 0.49 

Regular 
Volunteer regvol 

Whether or not 
respondent is a 
regular volunteer 4178 0 1 0.53 0.50 

Active in 
Religious 
Organization relact 

Whether or not 
respondent is 
active in a 
religious 
organization 4178 0 1 0.54 0.50 

Asked to 
Volunteer vasked 

Whether or not 
respondent was 
asked to 
volunteer in last 
12 months 4178 0 1 0.51 0.50 

A
tti

tu
de

s 

Benefit from 
Volunteering vclose 

Whether or not 
someone close to 
respondent is 
involved or 
benefits from 
volunteering 4178 0 1 0.64 0.48 
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Variable 
Var. 
Name Description 

# of 
Obser-
vations Min Max Mean 

Std 
Dev 

Parents 
Volunteer vparent 

Whether or not 
respondent's 
parents did 
volunteer work 4178 0 1 0.44 0.50 

 

Regular 
Religious 
Participation weekly 

Whether or not 
respondent 
attends religious 
services weekly 4178 0 1 0.42 0.49 

        

         
 
Frequency Tables: 
 

Table 2: Frequency of Place of Birth by Formal Volunteering Status 

Born in the US Formal Volunteering 
No Formal 
Volunteering 

Yes 46.59% 53.41% 
No 35.08% 64.92% 

 
 

Table 3: Frequency of Formal Volunteers by Place of Birth and 
Solicitation 
 Born in the US 

Asked to Volunteer Yes No 
Yes 64.3% 60.3% 
No 27.1% 20.1% 

 
 

Table 4: Frequency of Place of Birth by Employment Status 
Born in the US Employed Not Employed 
Yes 64.52% 35.48% 
No 69.54% 30.46% 
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Table 5: Frequency of Place of Birth by Some College Education 

Born in the US Some College No College 
Yes 58.16% 41.84% 
No 56.62% 43.38% 

 
 

Table 6: Frequency of Place of Birth by College Degree 

Born in the US College Degree No College Degree 
Yes 30.96% 69.04% 
No 32.92% 67.08% 

 
 

Table 7: Frequency of Place of Birth by Race 
Born in the US White Non-White 
Yes 87.37% 12.63% 
No 51.09% 48.91% 

 
 

Table 8: Frequency of Place of Birth by Ethnicity 
Born in the US Hispanic Non-Hispanic 
Yes 4.85% 95.15% 
No 40.62% 59.38% 

 
 

Table 9: Frequency of Place of Birth by Confidence in Charities 

Born in the US 
High or Some 
Confidence Low or No Confidence 

Yes 90.97% 9.03% 
No 81.85% 18.15% 

 
 

Table 10: Frequency of Place of Birth by Trust in Others 

Born in the US Others can be Trusted 
Others cannot be 
Trusted 

Yes 35.76% 64.24% 
No 31.38% 68.62% 
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Table 11: Frequency of Place of Birth by Solicitation for Volunteering 

Born in the US Asked to Volunteer 
Never Asked to 
Volunteer 

Yes 52.37% 47.63% 
No 37.23% 62.77% 

 
 

Table 12: Frequency of Place of Birth by Volunteer Parents 

Born in the US Parents Volunteer 
Parents Don't 
Volunteer 

Yes 44.46% 55.54% 
No 38.15% 61.85% 

 
Table 13: Frequency of Place of Birth by Weekly Religious Activity 

Born in the US 
Attends Religious 
Services Weekly 

Doesn't Attend 
Religious Services 
Weekly 

Yes 39.42% 52.80% 
No 2.63% 5.15% 

 
 
 
Odds Ratio Statistics: 
 

Table 14: Likelihood of Volunteering if Asked by Place of Birth 

 
Formal Volunteer US 
Born?   

 Yes (=1) No (=0) Odds Ratio Significance 
vasked 72.26% 64.04% 1.4628 S 

 
Non-US Born Formal 
Volunteer?   

 Yes (=1) No (=0) Odds Ratio Significance 
vasked 64.04% 22.75% 6.0462 S 
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Table 15: Personal Characteristics 
 Born in the US?   
 Yes (=1) No (=0) Odds Ratio Significance 
collgrad 30.96% 32.92% 0.9138 NS 
d9white 87.37% 51.09% 6.6219 S 
employed 64.52% 69.54% 0.7966 NS 
gender   0.8525 NS 
male 42.82% 46.77%   
female 57.18% 53.23%   
hispanic 4.85% 40.62% 0.0746 NS 
somecoll 58.16% 56.62% 1.0653 NS 

 
 
 
 

Table 16: Financial Indicators 
 Born in the US?   
 Yes (=1) No (=0) Odds Ratio Significance 
forvol2 46.59% 35.08% 1.6143 S 
forgiv2 89.51% 79.62% 2.1835 S 

 
 
 
 
 

Table 17: Personal Beliefs 
 Born in the US?   
 Yes (=1) No (=0) Odds Ratio Significance 
cchar 90.97% 81.85% 2.2340 S 
trust 35.76% 31.38% 1.2172 NS 
vcmpson 83.57% 66.46% 2.5670 S 

vhelp 76.72% 61.23% 2.0866 S 
vimport 72.83% 59.08% 1.8565 S 
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Table 18: Volunteering Incentives 
 Born in the US?   
 Yes (=1) No (=0) Odds Ratio Significance 
gasked 58.79% 44.62% 1.7706 S 
regvol 54.04% 40.31% 1.7410 S 
relact 55.62% 40.31% 1.8559 S 

vasked 52.37% 37.23% 1.8541 S 
vclose 64.96% 46.46% 2.1365 S 
vparent 44.46% 38.15% 1.2975 S 
weekly 42.75% 33.85% 1.4593 S 
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