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Executive Summary

Volunteerism helps better the community through acts of kindness. This study was conducted to determine what individual characteristics influence a person’s chosen level of volunteer work in Lane County. The study analyzes the relationship between the dependent variable, if the individual volunteers or not, as well as how much and its independent variables: respondents’ area, gender, age, ethnicity, housing type, employment status, income, and household size. 

The data used were provided by the 2004 Needs Assessment surveys collected by United Way of Lane County. Our sample size consisted of 1205 random observations collected through telephone surveys. An important feature of our analysis is the ability to examine the effects of various factors independent of other factors; in other words, holding the other factors constant. 

The econometric methodology chosen for analyzing this study is linear probability and probit models. Our study attempts to answer the question, “who is volunteering in Lane County?” by analyzing the survey responses to determine the characteristics of individuals that volunteer. The answers to this question will enable the United Way in Lane County and its surrounding areas to spend resources enlisting volunteers from targeted groups that our study has shown to be significantly more likely to volunteer.


Our results show that an individual’s choice to volunteer is based on a combination of many factors.  These factors can negatively or positively impact a person’s level of volunteer activity. We found that within the eight factors that we attributed to volunteerism, the significance and magnitude of the impact varied between the variables and within the variables. For example, Eugene and Springfield are both metropolitan areas that are located directly adjacent to each other and continually interact with each other. Within the variable of area these two locations exhibited different levels of volunteerism with Springfield citizens volunteering almost 7% less than Eugene citizens. Partial results of the study are as follows:

· In Lane County, males were shown to be 6.8% less likely to volunteer. 

· 55-64 year olds had the highest level of volunteerism in comparison to 18-24 year olds, being more likely to volunteer by 19%.  

· Ethnicity did not influence an individuals choice to volunteer at a significant level 

· Individuals that rented were less likely to volunteer in human services by 9% and in schools by 7%. Those in the samples that lived with friends were also less likely to volunteer time to these two organizations by 6% and 7%, respectively. 

· Full-time workers were about 10% less likely to volunteer than part-time workers.

· Compared to households with incomes under $20,000, households with income of $75k-$100k volunteered at schools 10% more

· Households containing 7-17 year olds volunteered 3% more at schools then the base group containing 18-64 year olds.  

1. Introduction

The objective of our study is to determine which individual characteristics influence a person’s chosen level of volunteer work. The 2004 United Way Needs Assessment Survey will provide data to support this study. (Refer to Data Appendix 6.1) This study is conducted every four years to reevaluate the current state of Lane County in regards to which services are most needed to ensure social welfare. Recognizing who volunteers and why individuals make the choice to donate time is a complicated question. For that reason, we will begin by defining what a volunteer is, why volunteerism is important, and provide an overview of some of the reasons people choose to volunteer. 

1.1 Understanding Volunteerism

In order to answer this question it is important to first distinguish what a “volunteer” is. For the purposes of this study a volunteer will be defined as an individual who sacrifices their personal or work time for the good of the community. For example, the donation of a person’s time does not have to be in a structured setting, and could be as simple as running to the grocery store or checking the mail for an elderly neighbor. Volunteers come from all age, income levels, races, areas, and social backgrounds. As we will later detail, people volunteer for a multitude of personal reasons.

Understanding who is more likely to volunteer is important for efficiently allocating resources and many studies have been conducted to narrow this question. Non-profit organizations operate within limited budgets and attempt to generate the maximum amount of social good within that constraint. These organizations rely heavily on volunteer labor to achieve their social objectives because volunteer labor is of no cost to them. The knowledge of who volunteers will allow non-profit organizations to focus campaign efforts towards targeted individuals that are more likely to volunteer. 


To better appreciate the impact of volunteer labor to non-profit organizations it is important to review how much productivity is generated by volunteers. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, 59 million Americans volunteers during 2001-2002. Of these volunteers the median amount of time donated was 52 hours annually, with 28.2% of people donating 100-499 hours annually and 21.5% spending 1-14 hours annually. As you can see the cost that would be associated with paying these individuals for their services would be too great for non-profit organizations to afford. “The success of these nonprofits relies heavily on volunteer hours donated by concerned and caring citizens (Grooters).”


The reasons that individuals state for choosing to donate time varies from person to person based on the values that they place on and receive from their efforts. It has been found that individuals volunteer more when they directly benefit from their efforts. The most commonly cited benefits were family and career (Vaillancourt 1994). Explaining in totality why everyone volunteers is beyond the scope of this study. However, there are some common reasons that people donate their time. First, many people volunteer for what we will refer to as the “warm-glow effect.” This is the sheer satisfaction associated with feeling good about ourselves from helping others. The emotions associated with volunteering are difficult to analyze because emotions are not easily visible, easy to articulate, or quantifiable. 

A second reason is that the donating of time creates a positive externality that indirectly helps the person volunteering. For example, this could consist of any activities that prevent youth from criminal activities in the community. Even though the volunteer might not be the direct victim of the crime, the person still enjoys the benefits correlated with the lower crime rate. Lastly, a third common reason provided is direct benefits to the volunteer. Direct benefits could include advancement in employment based on the significance that an employer places on employee involvement in volunteer activities. 

1.2 Methodology Used to Study Volunteerism 

There are two primary methods utilized in researching individuals chosen level of volunteer work. Both methods are based on data that is collected through survey methods. Surveys are conducted on local and national levels to determine who has volunteered in the past or is currently volunteering. Although helpful, survey methods of data collection may create measurement issues that could adversely affect the accuracy of the data and should be used as a starting point. It is important the information gathered in surveys is investigated to ensure that it is truly representative of the population. This applies to all survey data collections and studies. These issues include systematic errors from survey design and execution, and sampling errors. The sample of respondents could be biased in that there are systematic differences in those who do and those who do not respond. Another bias comes from individual tendencies to deliberately falsify or unconsciously misrepresent answers to preserve self-image. Other issues include interviewer biases that result from the influence of the interviewer on the respondent’s answers, and processing error that is the result of inaccurately transferring answers to the database.

The first method based on survey data is comparison of means. This method analyzes the composition of the sample that exhibits the characteristic of interest, such as choosing to volunteer, in order to make assumptions about the population in question. These projections are based on the means or averages of the sample.  This method of analysis is limited in that it only examines one characteristic in relation to another. It does not take into account the other variables that also influence the outcome. Therefore, the findings generated by comparison of means are not representative of all the factors that contribute to the issue being examined. For the reason that this method does not incorporate the relationships between all the variables, this method lacks significant predictive power.


The second method is regression analysis. Regression analysis attempts to create a model that determines how different independent factors such as demographics influence another dependent factor such as volunteerism. This type of analysis is based on the mathematical relationships between the variables of a random sample of the population. If the sample is representative of the true population the results can be used to predict the behavior of the whole group in question. Regression models are based on economic theory about expected outcomes and are limited by the data available to be included.  This method attempts to minimize the errors between what is explained by the model and what is not explained. Regression analysis considers the influences of all the variables and generates a model that produces the best, unbiased estimators.  


To demonstrate the difference between comparison of means and regression analysis, we can jump ahead to the findings of this study. For example, the comparison of means methods shows us that the mean number of hours volunteered by people 18-24 and 55-64 is 3.25 and 3.12 hours per month, respectively. (Refer to Data Appendix 6.7)  On the other hand, regression analysis concluded with 90% confidence that people 55-64 volunteered .571 more hours in relation to people 18-24, holding all other variables constant. (Refer to Data Appendix 6.4) The difference in the findings can be attributed to the regression model accounting for characteristics other than age such as gender. Comparison found that women average 3.01 and men average 2.91 hours monthly. Regression found that men volunteer 0.241 fewer hours than women. This difference is greater than that found by the comparison method. The discrepancy is the result of the other influences.

1.3 Relevant Statistical Studies on Volunteerism
Research has found that volunteer hours may be an increasing function of age, employment, income, and household size. Households that are composed of two adults rather than one tend to be more socially and civically engaged (Kolodinsky and Kimberly). Further, studies have shown that married people tend to volunteer more (32.7%) in comparison to singles (21.2%) and people of other marital status (22.1%); (Bureau of Labor Statistics). Parents have been found to donate more time to functions that directly benefit their children (Boraas 2003). Parents with children under 18 years old showed volunteer rates of 36.5% compared to childless individuals at 23.7% (Bureau of Labor Statistics). 

Also, a person’s volunteer hours can be affected by employment and wages. Smith and Chang (2002) found that volunteering increases with wage. Other research has found that employment prospects also increase with volunteer work (Day and Devlin 1998). This study concluded that the “return to volunteering amounts to 6-7 percent of annual earnings.” Studies have also determined that 30 % of employed people volunteer in relation to 25.3% of unemployed and 23.7% of people not included in the labor force. Additionally, of those individuals that work 35.5% of part time employees and 28.5% of full time employees give time (Bureau of Labor Statistics).

One investigation discovered that volunteer labor is substantial within the U.S. and that the majority of volunteers are skilled laborers with high opportunity costs (Freeman 1997).  These findings were supported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics that concluded that 43.6% of people over 25 with college degrees volunteered. This is double that of high school graduates with no college and over four times more than high school drop outs. If these finding hold in Lane County, then employment and wage should positively impact volunteer time.

 
Studies also show that white females compose the majority of the volunteers in the United States (Hayghe 1991). The Bureau of Labor found that 31.1% of women volunteer compared to 23.8% of men. The majority of these women are mothers that participate in their children’s activities such as sports and schools. The primary organizations that receive the largest amount of volunteer hours are religious organizations (33.9%) and youth-service/schools (27.2%); (Bureau of Labor Statistics) 

Along with gender, age also influences volunteering levels. Stephanie Boraas found that, “older people, many of whom are in the early years of retirement are more likely to volunteer than young adults.” The Bureau of Labor Statistics found that people over 65 were less likely to volunteer (22.7%), but those who do give the largest amount of time with a median of 96 hours. M. Powers found that people ages 40-60 were volunteering more time than 10 years earlier (1998). This was supported by the Bureau of Labor Statistic that concluded that 1 in every 3 people between 35 and 54 volunteered. This study also reported that the 25-34 year old group volunteered the least with a median of 34 hours. Therefore, we believe that volunteerism will increase with age.


Due to the age, employment, income, and family size implications we are assuming that volunteers will be more likely to own a home then to rent a house or an apartment. This particular characteristic has been less studied than the others mentioned. Rural vs. Urban is another variable that has been given little consideration in comparison to other characteristics. Therefore the hypothesized sign for this variable will be based on other factors that have a relationship with housing preferences. 
2. Our Study

Our study attempts to answer the question, “who is volunteering in Lane County?” The study analyzes the relationship between dependent variables which include: an individuals stated monthly volunteer hours, whether or not the individual chooses to volunteer, and where the individual donates time; and independent variables: respondents’ area, gender, age, ethnicity, housing type, employment status, income, and household size. (Refer to Data Appendix 6.2) The relationship will be examined to identify which independent variables are significant and to what magnitude they impact the dependent variables. 

2.1 Empirical Methodology
The Needs Assessment survey is formatted so that respondents were asked whether or not they fit into specific ranges for things such as income, age, gender and volunteer hours.  (Refer to Data Appendix 6.1). In order to prepare the data for regression methods we had to code data numerically, which often meant the creating of dummy variables for each independent variable. A dummy variable is generated by assigning the individual response as “1” if the respondent fit in that category and “0” if not.  This allowed us to analyze the data based on classification methodology in which individual responses were categorized into the data ranges obtained by the United Way. 
 Identification of the effects of these categorical sets of dummy variables requires that one variable from each category be excluded from the model so that not all the information will be accounted for. The omitted variable than becomes the basis of comparison for all the other variables within its category. For example by omitting Eugene, the marginal effects calculated for the other areas are in relation to Eugene. Other variables that were used as a basis for comparison and excluded in the regression analysis include 18-24 year olds, employed in a manner other than listed, females, housed in a manner other than listed, income under $20,000, racially non-white, and household size of 18-65 year olds. (Refer to Data Appendix 6.2)
Our analysis began with the development of an OLS regression model that incorporates the previously mentioned independent variables. The variables were chosen based on preceding relevant studies and the information made available by the United Way. We utilized the following theoretical equations in our analysis:

Choosing to Volunteer = f (area, gender, age, ethnicity, housing type, employment, income, household size) + ε
Human Service Organization Volunteerism = f (area, gender, age, ethnicity, housing type, employment, income, household size) + ε
Religious Organization Volunteerism = f (area, gender, age, ethnicity, housing type, employment, income, household size) + ε
School Volunteerism = f (area, gender, age, ethnicity, housing type, employment, income, household size) + ε
These functions were incorporated into nine models using linear probability or probit methodology. Regression was used to analyze total volunteer hours as a function of the independent variables. The results of this model predict the amount of time that the independent variables contribute to the total time volunteered per month. Linear probability and probit were used to examine choosing to volunteer and where volunteerism was done.  These two models were chosen to minimize the magnitude of error and heteroscedasticity, and obtain normal distribution. The results of these models predict the likelihood that these characteristics will lead to a percentage change in volunteer levels. (Refer to Data Appendix 6.3 for Exact Models)

The third function analyzes the three primary organizations for which the sample was observed to have volunteered the most time. These organizations consisted of human services, religion, and schools. Models were developed to identify if, controlling for where the individuals spent their time, the characteristics of those people would be different than volunteers in general and specific to that organization.
2.2 Explanatory Variables & Hypothesis

As discussed, the choice to volunteer and the factors that impact that choice are complex. Our study utilizes eight main characteristics in explaining this decision. Before reviewing the findings of our study we will first further discuss each variable, what we hypothesize the relationships to be, and the overall representative ness of the sample to the population of Lane County.
Area- The variable Rural vs. Urban for this study will be divided by metropolitan areas within Lane County. These areas are Eugene, Springfield, Oakridge, Cottage Grove, Florence, and Rural. These regions differ with respect to urban and rural populations. We hypothesize that whether or not a personal resides in a rural or urban setting will not significantly impact volunteerism because the reasons people volunteer hold in both environments. However, we do expect to see variations based on the influence of other variables in each location.
Gender- The question of gender was not explicitly asked of respondents to the survey. Rather the interviewer was asked to determine the individual’s gender based on the telephone conversation. This variable is clear in that the respondents were either male or female, but there may be error on an observational level if the interviewer did not correctly identify the sex of the person. Based on the existing research it is hypothesized that women volunteer more than men.
Age- This variable was divided into ranges so that the exact age of each observation is unknown. The age ranges were not evenly spaced and varied from, nine to fourteen years and up. There is strong evidence from previous study to suggest that volunteerism increases with age. We hypothesize that age will have a positive relationship. The effects of this variable will be determined in isolation, holding other variables constant, due to the fact that other characteristics such as income can also change with age.
Ethnicity- Ethnicity is a lesser studied variable. Some research has shown that white individuals generally tend to volunteer more. As will be later shown the composition of the population is question is predominately white with little diversity or variation. For this reason we are grouping non-white respondents into the same group. We expected to see some difference in volunteer levels, but not on a statistically significant level.
Housing type- Housing is another variable that researchers have chosen to neglect in analyzing volunteerism. Housing type is influenced by many other variables. These variables will be controlled for and therefore we believe will find variation between the different types. The magnitude of the influence on volunteerism is unknown. We believe that homeowners overall will exhibit higher levels of volunteerism based on the relationship between their income and family size.
Employment status- We hypothesize that volunteer hours will increase as a function of employment. Studies have concluded that people who are employed volunteer more in order to gain from benefits associated with that employment. Therefore, we believe that full time employment will positively impact volunteerism. We also may find that people who are not working strictly because of retirement may also volunteer more because of their availability to do so.
Income- Past studies show that individuals in larger income households were more likely to volunteer. At some point the ability to donate one’s time can become more costly to an individual. This cost can be a trade off for people in very high/low wages between the opportunity costs associated with giving time. In the case of extremely high income, it may be less costly for the individual to give money. For extremely low income it may be a situation than both options are too costly.  As a result we hypothesize volunteer hours will increase with income, but only to a certain extent after which the relationship will become negative.
Household size- Respondents to the survey were asked about the age composition of their households. This provided information about how many people in different age groups resided in the respondents home. From past research, it is known that families with children and household with multiple adults tend to volunteer more frequently. This lead us to hypothesize that household size will have a positive correlation with volunteer hours. 
2.3 Sample Data and Descriptive Analysis 
The sample used in our study came from the 2004 Needs Assessment surveys collected by United Way of Lane County. Our sample size consisted of 1205 observations. (Refer to Data Appendix 6.6) Individuals for the survey came from Lane County which had a population of 326,666 as of 2000. They were randomly selected for the telephone survey. Those that were omitted from our study were individuals that came from households without a home phone number and those with cell phone numbers. We compared the data used in our study to the 2000 Census. This allowed us to examine if the data was a representative sample of the population in Lane County. The Census 2000 states that in Lane County the average household size was 2.42. From our data, the average household size is 2.79. Of the 1205 observations sampled, this implies that respondents in our data had slightly larger families.

 From the 2000 Census a total of 130,616 households in Lane County were surveyed, the 2000 Census show median income to be $36,942. Because responses for income in our data fell in ranges, we were unable to measure the exact median income, but were able to estimate it around $35,000. Also, an individual’s age was provided in a range which makes it difficult to compare. We were able to determine that 23.4% of the sample is individuals over 65 compared to 13.3% of the population of Lane County. This means that this age group is over represented.

 The 2000 Census shows that there are 50.8% females in Lane County and White accounting for 90.6% of the total population in Lane County. Our analysis of the Needs Assessment Data showed that 58% of females were surveyed, and 93% were white. The sample is comprised of 33.28% of people who reside within Eugene. The Census showed that 44% of Lane County residents live within Eugene, so Eugene is slightly under represented.  Additionally, the sample contains 74.11% homeowners as compared to 62.30% home ownerships rates for the county. After this analysis we conclude that the data used in our study was a reasonably representative population of Lane County. (Refer to Data Appendix 6.7) 

3. Estimation Results 


The R2, or overall fit of the model to the data, was low in all nine of the equations and varied between each one. 

	Model
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	R-squared
	0.062
	0.089
	0.069
	0.056
	0.081
	0.035
	0.043
	0.127
	0.164


The low fit is caused by noise in the model due to the presence of dummy variables based on data ranges and not exact observations. It can also be attributed to possibly omitted variables that could have some explaining power, but were not included in the survey information. Additionally, we used cross-sectional data that is limited to one point in time and generally results in a lower R2.
Table 6.4 presents the marginal effects and standard errors for each independent variable in our analysis of the data. The marginal effects show whether or not the coefficient has a negative or positive effect on volunteerism and the magnitude of that effect. (Refer to Data Appendix 6.5) The marginal effects can be interpreted as the impact that variable has on the dependent variable, holding all other variables constant. Not all of the variables included are confident at a 90% level, but the information provided by those variables contributed to the models overall ability to explain the data. (Refer to Data Appendix 6.4) We chose to use a 90% confidence level because of its strong level of confidence. The confidence level chosen establishes to what extent we are confident that the marginal effects of the variables in the sample are consistent with the population being studied.  
As mentioned, there were many variables that demonstrated a 90% confidence level. We will now detail the findings of our study in regards to how the eight characteristics discussed above impact volunteerism in Lane County and the changes in significance based on the models employed. Again, the models consisted of total hours, whether individuals volunteered, and where individuals volunteered (human service organizations, religion, and schools.) For exact changes in the likelihood of volunteerism refer to appendices 6.4 and 6.5.
Area- The results discussed for this variable are in relation to the activities of individuals located in Eugene. The area that exhibited consistent statistical significance was Florence.  Our estimates suggest that individuals in Florence were about 13% more likely to volunteer than people in Eugene, holding all other factors constant. In some of our specifications, Springfield was estimated to have a significantly lower volunteer probability relative to Eugene of 7%. This Springfield effect showed up most in lower volunteer rates for schools and human service organizations, not religious organizations. Individuals from Oakridge, Cottage Grove and rural areas did not show statistically different probabilities of volunteerism from those of Eugeneans.
Gender- The results generated for males in the study are based on their activities in relation to the females in the sample. In Lane County, males were shown to be 6.8% less likely to volunteer any time. This difference is significant. The difference seems to come primarily from a reduced likelihood of males to volunteer their time to schools versus females.

Age- In relation to individuals 18-24 in the Lane County area, the 55-64 year old group steadily volunteered 19% more in regards to total amount. This group volunteered significant levels to human service organizations. Individuals aged 25-39 also volunteered more than the base group by 14.5%. People over the age of 65 were not more likely to volunteer time overall, but were significantly more likely to donate time to human services by approximately 17%. Lane County residents aged 40-54 were not more likely to volunteer at a significant level in the three organizational types examined.
Ethnicity- Ethnicity was analyzed for white individuals compared to the volunteer levels of non-white races within Lane County. This variable was not statistically significant in any of the models run. The lack of statistical significance in this variable is consistent with our hypothesis.
Housing type- Owning a home was not determined to be statistically significant in our models compared with housing types other than were listed. Individuals that rented in Lane County were less likely to volunteer in human services by 9% and in schools by 7%. Those in the samples that lived with friends were also less likely to volunteer time to these two organizations by 6% and 7%, respectively. 

Employment status- We found evidence that two types of job status led to decreased volunteerism in Lane County. We were surprised to find that full time employment reduced total volunteerism, particularly for human services. Full-time workers are almost 20% less likely to volunteer than the excluded category “Other.” Perhaps a more relevant comparison is that full-time workers were about 10% less likely to volunteer than part-time workers.  It was also interesting to see that people who are not employed and not looking for a job also had significantly lower probabilities of volunteering generally and across different types of volunteer organizations. Retired people were much less likely to volunteer for human service organizations, even though they were not generally less likely to volunteer across the full sample of volunteer organizations. 

Income- The income brackets evaluated were based on the exclusion of less than $20,000 in earnings. It was found that making slightly more ($20k-$34k) was not statistically significant over those that generated less income. All of the income brackets above this amount were found to positively influence volunteerism on the whole. People in the $50k-$75k range volunteered 6.5% more at religious organizations than the base group. Individuals in the $75k-$100k range volunteered more at schools by 10%. While people in the over 100k range volunteered more at schools by 11%. This shows that higher income in Lane County can be associated with significantly increased levels of volunteerism within schools.  
Household size- We were not surprised to find that having children between the ages of 7 to 17 in Lane County had a positive impact on total volunteerism. Households containing this age group volunteered 3% more at schools then the base group containing 18-64 year olds.  We did not expect to find that having children under the age of seven would be insignificant in most of the models and decrease the level of volunteerism with human services by 6%. It was also determined that having people over the age of 65 within the home was insignificant in impacting an individual’s choice to volunteer. The total house size increased volunteering at schools.  This is to say that a one unit change in the size of the household composition was associated with a 2% increase in volunteerism at schools, holding the other influences in the model constant.
According to the results, a person’s decision to donate time can be impacted by not only be demographics characteristics of the individual, but also the organization that the time is given to. By examining the recipient of the volunteer hours in conjunction with the demographic information it is plausible to draw conclusions that are consistent with what theory from past studies has show. 

4. Implication and Conclusion

The results of this study will enable the United Way in Lane County and its surrounding areas to spend resources enlisting volunteers from targeted groups. Future decisions about which groups to recruit can be influenced by the findings in this study.

Volunteer labor is an important asset to non-profit organizations that rely upon it to maximize the social welfare. By having a greater understanding of who chooses to volunteer in relation to others, these groups have the potential to enlist a greater quantity of people at a lower cost to themselves.  
Potential pitfalls to the study include discrepancies between large national studies and smaller location specific studies. The difference in the results suggest there are location factors that influence volunteerism that are averaged out in national findings. These factors could include the availability of volunteer opportunities, awareness, social pressures to donate time, religious prevalence, and variance in need and the supply of volunteer labor. This may result in conclusions for Lane County that differ from the hypothesized research outcomes. 

Another issue that may arise is the structure of this study does not entirely explore the motivations or barriers to volunteerism. Some relationships between an individual’s characteristics and level of volunteer work can be inferred based on others work. However, other intrinsic motivations such as the need to give back or to be a part of something larger then themselves is not incorporated into the findings. Barriers that explain why people choose not to volunteer are also omitted. These reasons can include a lack of time, awareness of opportunities, follow-up from organizations, or employer support. 

The data gathered will be individual survey responses that will attempt to contain information about each variable in question. There may be some missing data for individual responses if the individual is not comfortable or chooses not to release certain information. The data is also being collected under a time constraint for the United Way and may not be a perfect sample. The United Way wants to obtain a specific number of responses within a limited time frame so that the results will be available prior to pre-established upcoming events.
Other possible studies can be conducted based on our findings. Extensions could include a time-series analysis using future assessments to see if the trends in volunteerism are changing over time. Another possible extension could take into account psychographics such as values, beliefs, and lifestyles of volunteers that also impact this decision. The study could be expanded to also include other counties or the entire state of Oregon. Additionally, the study could be examined to establish if macroeconomic factors such as government policy, media involvement in special issues, and economic conditions impact volunteerism. Also, another extension could be identifying where individuals volunteer. The model might also transfer to other issues such as the perceptions of needs by individuals in different demographic categories. 
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Appendix

6.1: Survey Questions Incorporated into Model
Area: 

1(  ) Eugene

3(  ) Cottage Grove

5(  ) Florence



2(  ) Springfield
4(  ) Oakridge


6(  ) Rural

Including yourself, how many people in your household are:

13.) Over 65?
1(  ) One       2(  ) Two       3(  ) Three       4(  ) Four       5(  ) Five or More

14.) 18 to 65?
1(  ) One       2(  ) Two       3(  ) Three       4(  ) Four       5(  ) Five or More

15.) 7 to 17?
1(  ) One       2(  ) Two       3(  ) Three       4(  ) Four       5(  ) Five or More

16.) Under 7?
1(  ) One       2(  ) Two       3(  ) Three       4(  ) Four       5(  ) Five or More

17-1-a.) Over the past month, about how many hours of your time did you volunteer?


1(  ) 20 hours or more

3(  ) 10-14 hours

5(  ) Less than 5 hours


2(  ) 15-19 hours

4(  ) 5-9 hours




17-1-b.) At what sort of organizations do you regularly volunteer your time?


1(  ) Human Service Organization

9(  ) Political organization or 
2(  ) Arts or culture organization 


campaign


3(  ) Schools




10(  ) Religious organization


4(  ) Youth Organizations; not including
11(  ) Work-related and professional 



sports





organizations


5(  ) Youth Sports



12(  ) Environmental causes


6(  ) Nursing home, senior center or similar
13(  ) Student gov. or other 
7(  ) Health care organization 



committee


8(  ) International or ethnic organization
14(  ) Government activity








15(  ) Other?

26. (Insert gender, Do not ask)


1(  ) Male


2(  ) Female

28.) Please stop me when I mention the range that includes your age at your last birthday.


1(  ) 18-24

3(  ) 40-54

5(  ) 65 or better


2(  ) 25-39

4(  ) 55-64

6(  ) Refused

29.) Which of the following do you consider to be your primary racial, ethnic or national group?


1(  ) White



4(  ) American Indian


2(  ) African-American Black

5(  ) Hispanic/Latino


3(  ) Asian



6(  ) Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

31.) Do you own, rent, live with friends or relatives?


1(  ) Own Home
2(  ) Rent
3(  ) Live with Others

32.) Which if the following categories best describes your current employment status?


1(  ) Employed Full time

4(  ) Not working, not looking for work


2(  ) Employed Part time

5(  ) Student or Participating in job training


3(  ) Not working, looking for work
6(  )Retired

37.) Counting income from all sources, including jobs, unemployment insurance, pensions, welfare, etc., and counting income from everyone living in your home, in which one of the following broad ranges did your household income fall last year? We are only asking this to make certain that we have a cross-section of all the income groups. 

1(  ) $10,000 or less

4(  ) $34,001 to $50,000
7(  ) Over $100,000 or more

2(  ) $10,001 to $20,000
5(  ) $50,001 to $75,000
8(  ) Don’t Know

3(  ) $20,001 to $34,000
6(  ) $75,001 to $100,000
9(  ) Refused

6.2: Variables Generated from Survey

Dependent Variables:

VOLUNTEER: Total Volunteer Hours, Volunteer: Yes/No
Independent Variables:

AGE: 18-24, 
25-39, 
40-54, 
55-64, 65 or better, Refused

AREA:  Eugene, Oakridge, Cottage Grove, Florence, Rural, Springfield
EMPLOYMENT: Employed Full time, Employed Part time, Not working, looking for work, Not working, not looking for work, Student or Participating in job training, Retired

GENDER: Male, Female

HOUSING: With Friends, Own, Rent, Other
INCOME: $10,000 or less, $10,001 to $20,000, $20,001 to $34,000, $34,001 to $50,000, $50,001 to $75,000, $75,001 to $100,000, Over $100,000 or more, Don’t Know, Refused

RACE: White, Non-White

SIZE: Under 7, 7-17, 18-65, 65+, Total

Excluded Variables:

AGE: 18-24

AREA:  Eugene

EMPLOYMENT: Other

GENDER: Female
HOUSING: Other

INCOME: Under $10,000, $10,000-$20,000

RACE: Non-white

SIZE: 18-65

6.3: Models Utilized
VOLUNTEER_YES/NO = β0 + β1 (AGE_25-39) + β2 (AGE_40-54) + β3 (AGE_55-64) + β4(AGE_65) + β5(AREA_OAKRID) + β6(AREA_CGRO) + β7 (AREA_FLOR) + β8(AREA_RUR) + β9(AREA_SPRI) + β10(EMPL_FULL) + β11(EMPL_PART) + β12(EMPL_LOOK) + β13(EMPL_NO) + β14(EMPL_RETIRED) + β15(GENDER_M) + β16(HOUSE__FRIENDS) + β17(HOUSE_OWN) + β18(HOUSE_RENT) + β19(INC20-34) + β20(INC34-50) + β21(INC50-75) + β22(INC75-100) + β23(INC100) + β24(WHITE) + β25(SIZE_7) + β26(SIZE17-7) + β27(SIZE_65) + β28(SIZE_TOTAL) + ε
VOLUNTEER_HUMAN_SERVICES = β0 + β1 (AGE_25-39) + β2 (AGE_40-54) + β3 (AGE_55-64) + β4(AGE_65) + β5(AREA_OAKRID) + β6(AREA_CGRO) + β7 (AREA_FLOR) + β8(AREA_RUR) + β9(AREA_SPRI) + β10(EMPL_FULL) + β11(EMPL_PART) + β12(EMPL_LOOK) + β13(EMPL_NO) + β14(EMPL_RETIRED) + β15(GENDER_M) + β16(HOUSE__FRIENDS) + β17(HOUSE_OWN) + β18(HOUSE_RENT) + β19(INC20-34) + β20(INC34-50) + β21(INC50-75) + β22(INC75-100) + β23(INC100) + β24(WHITE) + β25(SIZE_7) + β26(SIZE17-7) + β27(SIZE_65) + β28(SIZE_TOTAL) + ε
VOLUNTEER_RELIGIOUS = β0 + β1 (AGE_25-39) + β2 (AGE_40-54) + β3 (AGE_55-64) + β4(AGE_65) + β5(AREA_OAKRID) + β6(AREA_CGRO) + β7 (AREA_FLOR) + β8(AREA_RUR) + β9(AREA_SPRI) + β10(EMPL_FULL) + β11(EMPL_PART) + β12(EMPL_LOOK) + β13(EMPL_NO) + β14(EMPL_RETIRED) + β15(GENDER_M) + β16(HOUSE__FRIENDS) + β17(HOUSE_OWN) + β18(HOUSE_RENT) + β19(INC20-34) + β20(INC34-50) + β21(INC50-75) + β22(INC75-100) + β23(INC100) + β24(WHITE) + β25(SIZE_7) + β26(SIZE17-7) + β27(SIZE_65) + β28(SIZE_TOTAL) + ε
VOLUNTEER_SCHOOLS = = β0 + β1 (AGE_25-39) + β2 (AGE_40-54) + β3 (AGE_55-64) + β4(AGE_65) + β5(AREA_OAKRID) + β6(AREA_CGRO) + β7 (AREA_FLOR) + β8(AREA_RUR) + β9(AREA_SPRI) + β10(EMPL_FULL) + β11(EMPL_PART) + β12(EMPL_LOOK) + β13(EMPL_NO) + β14(EMPL_RETIRED) + β15(GENDER_M) + β16(HOUSE__FRIENDS) + β17(HOUSE_OWN) + β18(HOUSE_RENT) + β19(INC20-34) + β20(INC34-50) + β21(INC50-75) + β22(INC75-100) + β23(INC100) + β24(WHITE) + β25(SIZE_7) + β26(SIZE17-7) + β27(SIZE_65) + β28(SIZE_TOTAL) + ε
6.4: Marginal Effects of Variables
	Marginal effects from Linear Probability and Probit estimation of Volunteerism, 2004
	 
	 
	 

	Explanatory 
	Full Sample
	By organization volunteered at
	 
	 
	 

	variables 
	LP
	Probit
	LP
	Probit
	LP
	Probit
	LP
	Probit

	 
	Yes or No
	Yes or No
	Human 
	Human 
	Religious
	Religious
	Schools
	Schools

	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)

	Age 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	25 - 39
	0.121
	0.145      
	0.069
	0.124     
	-0.012
	-0.013
	0.037
	0.038     

	 
	(0.072)**
	(0.084)**   
	(0.045)
	(0.084)    
	(0.055)
	(0.057)
	(0.045)
	(0.055)    

	40 - 54
	0.108
	0.130     
	0.064
	0.108      
	-0.027
	-0.029
	0.038
	0.032      

	 
	(0.073)
	(0.083)  
	(0.045)
	(0.073)  
	(0.055)
	(0.055)  
	(0.045)
	(0.052)    

	55 - 64
	0.166
	0.193      
	0.094
	0.154  
	0.043
	0.042    
	0.001
	0.003     

	 
	(0.077)**
	(0.086)** 
	(0.048)**
	(0.092)** 
	(0.058)
	(0.067)
	(0.047)
	(0.051)    

	Over 65
	0.140
	0.170      
	0.108
	0.168    
	0.087
	0.097    
	0.022
	0.022    

	 
	(0.103)
	(0.112)   
	(0.065)**
	(0.110)  
	(0.078)
	(0.095)    
	(0.063)
	(0.073)  

	Area  
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Oakridge
	-0.025
	-0.027
	-0.051
	-0.044
	0.065
	0.071      
	-0.003
	0.007      

	 
	(0.054)
	(0.057)   
	(0.034)
	(0.023)**  
	(0.041)
	(0.048)  
	(0.034)
	(0.031)   

	Cottage Grove
	-0.011
	-0.011
	-0.012
	-0.010
	0.050
	0.057   
	0.008
	0.006   

	 
	(0.047)
	(0.049)
	(0.029)
	(0.026)  
	(0.035)
	(0.040) 
	(0.029)
	(0.025)

	Florence
	0.126
	0.130     
	0.112
	0.090 
	0.067
	0.070   
	-0.051
	-0.038

	 
	(0.047)**
	(0.050)**    
	(0.030)**
	(0.036)**   
	(0.036)**
	(0.041)**  
	(0.029)**
	(0.020)**

	Rural
	-0.012
	-0.013
	-0.027
	-0.016
	-0.005
	-0.003
	-0.041
	-0.029

	 
	(0.046)
	(0.048)
	90.029)
	(0.024)   
	(0.035)
	(0.035)   
	(0.028)
	(0.020)   

	Springfield
	-0.064
	-0.069
	-0.047
	-0.040
	0.020
	0.019
	-0.075
	-0.056

	 
	(0.039)
	(0.041)**
	(0.025)**
	(0.019)**
	(0.030)
	(0.031)   
	(0.024)**
	(0.016)**

	Employment 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Full time
	-0.170
	-0.194
	-0.073
	-0.078
	-0.007
	0.012
	-0.076
	-0.063

	 
	(0.084)**
	(0.086)**
	(0.053)
	(0.043)**
	(0.063)
	(0.074)   
	(0.052)
	(0.041)

	Part time
	-0.065
	-0.083
	-0.074
	-0.066
	0.028
	0.049  
	0.007
	-0.015

	 
	(0.088)
	(0.092)
	(0.055)
	(0.030)**  
	(0.066)
	(0.086)   
	(0.054)
	(0.044)  

	Looking
	-0.121
	-0.138
	0.017
	-0.015
	0.023
	0.047     
	-0.081
	-0.056

	 
	(0.098)
	(0.095)
	(0.062)
	(0.050)
	(0.074)
	(0.097)    
	(0.060)
	(0.027)

	Not looking
	-0.203
	-0.215
	-0.100
	-0.079
	-0.002
	0.014       
	-0.025
	-0.034

	 
	(0.091)
	(0.081)**   
	(0.057)**
	(0.025)**
	(0.069)
	(0.081)    
	(0.056)
	(0.037)**   

	Retired
	-0.122
	-0.144
	-0.140
	-0.110
	-0.053
	-0.030
	-0.033
	-0.029

	 
	(0.097)
	(0.099)   
	(0.061)**
	(0.037)**
	(0.074)
	(0.076)
	(0.060)
	(0.049)   

	Gender 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Male
	-0.068
	-0.071
	-0.007
	-0.003
	-0.035
	-0.034
	-0.075
	-0.061

	 
	(0.029)**
	(0.031)**
	(0.018)
	(0.017)
	(0.022)
	(0.021)  
	(0.018)**
	(0.016)**  

	Housing
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	With friend
	-0.087
	-0.113
	-0.146
	-0.064
	-0.008
	-0.032
	-0.164
	-0.075

	 
	(0.169)
	(0.172)
	(0.107)
	(0.033)**
	(0.129)
	(0.132)   
	(0.105)
	(0.017)**   

	Own
	0.092
	0.088      
	-0.137
	-0.107
	0.087
	0.090
	-0.091
	-0.091

	 
	(0.148)
	(0.152)  
	(0.094)
	(0.096)  
	(0.113)
	(0.103)   
	(0.092)
	(0.104)   

	Rent
	0.004
	-0.007
	-0.158
	-0.091
	0.023
	0.028     
	-0.117
	-0.078

	 
	(0.150)
	(0.161)   
	(0.095)**
	(0.040)**
	(0.114)
	(0.141)  
	(0.093)
	(0.044)**

	Income
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	20k - 34k
	-0.060
	-0.065
	-0.017
	-0.017
	0.007
	0.007     
	-0.015
	-0.077

	 
	(0.041)
	(0.043)
	(0.026)
	(0.023)  
	(0.031)
	(0.032)    
	(0.025)
	(0.024)

	34k - 50k
	0.085
	0.091      
	0.020
	0.015     
	0.053
	0.055      
	0.025
	0.027  

	 
	(0.043)**
	(0.046)**   
	(0.027)
	(0.027)
	(0.033)
	(0.036)    
	(0.027)
	(0.028)   

	50k - 75k
	0.092
	0.097   
	-0.004
	-0.010
	0.065
	0.065     
	0.026
	0.032     

	 
	(0.045)**
	(0.048)** 
	(0.028)
	(0.025)
	(0.034)**
	(0.038)**  
	(0.028)
	(0.030)    

	75k - 100k
	0.137
	0.143      
	0.051
	0.044     
	0.018
	0.020      
	0.095
	0.098   

	 
	(0.060)**
	(0.063)**  
	(0.038)
	(0.042)
	(0.046)
	(0.048)    
	(0.037)**
	(0.050)** 

	Over 100k
	0.242
	0.253      
	0.053
	0.043      
	0.093
	0.098      
	0.120
	0.109     

	 
	(0.072)**
	(0.253)**    
	(0.046)
	(0.050)   
	(0.055)
	(0.068)    
	(0.045)**
	(0.062)**  

	Race
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	White
	0.051
	0.055     
	-0.041
	-0.046
	0.052
	0.058      
	0.025
	0.025  

	 
	(0.056)
	(0.060) 
	(0.035)
	(0.042)
	(0.043)
	(0.037)
	(0.035)
	(0.027)

	Size 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Under 7 yrs
	0.017
	0.017      
	-0.043
	-0.061
	0.040
	0.035     
	-0.024
	-0.023

	 
	(0.033)
	(0.035)   
	(0.021)**
	(0.025)**  
	(0.025)
	(0.025)   
	(0.020)
	(0.018)

	7 - 17 yrs
	0.080
	0.086    
	-0.018
	-0.017
	0.019
	0.018      
	0.063
	0.030  

	 
	(0.027)**
	(0.030)**
	(0.017)
	(0.016)  
	(0.021)
	(0.021)    
	(0.017)**
	(0.014)** 

	Over 65 yrs
	-0.007
	-0.008
	0.028
	0.020     
	0.002
	-0.001
	-0.026
	-0.033

	 
	(0.038)
	(0.041)
	(0.024)
	(0.021)    
	(0.029)
	(0.028)   
	(0.023)
	(0.024)

	Total 
	0.002
	0.001 
	0.011
	0.009      
	-0.001
	0.001      
	0.020
	0.021     

	 
	(0.020)
	(0.021)
	(0.012)
	(0.011) 
	(0.015)
	(0.016)  
	(0.012)
	(0.010)**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Standard errors are represented in parentheses, with ** denoting statistical significance at the 90%  or above level. 


6.5: Explanation of Marginal Effects

	Results Explanation:
	

	     **Results are based on a 90% level of confidence and all other factors being held constant 

	     **Results are based on dummy variables in which a (1) denotes belonging to this group 

	         and a (0) denotes not belonging to this group 

	
	
	

	Marginal Effects of Explanatory Factors on Volunteerism:

	Model 1: LP Yes/No
	

	Explanatory  
	Marginal
	Explanation

	Variable
	Effect
	 

	Age 
	 
	 

	25 - 39
	0.121
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of 12.1% in volunteerism

	55 - 64
	0.166
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of 16.6% in volunteerism

	Area  
	 
	 

	Florence
	0.126
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of 12.6% in volunteerism

	Employment 
	 
	 

	Full time
	-0.170
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -17.0% in volunteerism

	Gender 
	 
	 

	Male
	-0.068
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -6.8% in volunteerism

	Income
	 
	 

	34k - 50k
	0.085
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of 8.5% in volunteerism

	50k - 75k
	0.092
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of 9.2% in volunteerism

	75k - 100k
	0.137
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of 13.7% in volunteerism

	Over 100k
	0.242
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of 24.2% in volunteerism

	Size 
	 
	 

	7 - 17 yrs
	0.080
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of 8.0% in volunteerism


	
	
	

	Marginal Effects of Explanatory Factors on Volunteerism: 

	Model 2: Probit Yes/No
	

	Explanatory  
	Marginal
	Explanation

	Variable
	Effect
	 

	Age 
	 
	 

	25 - 39
	0.145      
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of 14.5% in volunteerism

	55 - 64
	0.193      
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of 19.3% in volunteerism

	Area  
	 
	 

	Florence
	0.130     
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of  13.0% in volunteerism

	Springfield
	-0.069
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -6.9% in volunteerism

	Employment 
	 
	 

	Full time
	-0.194
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -19.4% in volunteerism

	Not looking
	-0.215
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -21.5% in volunteerism

	Gender 
	 
	 

	Male
	-0.071
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -7.1% in volunteerism

	Income
	 
	 

	34k - 50k
	0.091      
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of  9.1% in volunteerism

	50k - 75k
	0.097   
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of  9.7% in volunteerism

	75k - 100k
	0.143      
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of  14.3% in volunteerism

	Over 100k
	0.253      
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of  25.3% in volunteerism

	Size 
	 
	 

	7 - 17 yrs
	0.086    
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of  8.6% in volunteerism

	
	
	

	Marginal Effects of Explanatory Factors on Volunteerism: 

	Model 3: LP Human Services

	Explanatory  
	Marginal
	Explanation

	Variable
	Effect
	 

	Age 
	
	 

	55 - 64
	0.094
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of 9.4% in volunteerism

	Over 65
	0.108
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of 10.8% in volunteerism

	Area  
	 
	 

	Florence
	0.112
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of 11.2% in volunteerism

	Springfield
	-0.047
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an decreased likelihood of -4.7% in volunteerism

	Employment 
	 
	 

	Not looking
	-0.100
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an decreased likelihood of -10.0% in volunteerism

	Retired
	-0.140
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an decreased likelihood of -14.0% in volunteerism

	Housing
	 
	 

	Rent
	-0.158
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an decreased likelihood of -15.8% in volunteerism

	Size 
	 
	 

	Under 7 yrs
	-0.043
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an decreased likelihood of -4.3% in volunteerism

	
	
	

	Marginal Effects of Explanatory Factors on Volunteerism:  

	Model 4: Probit Human Services

	Explanatory  
	Marginal
	Explanation

	Variable
	Effect
	 

	Age 
	 
	 

	55 - 64
	0.154  
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of  15.4% in volunteerism

	Area  
	 
	 

	Oakridge
	-0.044
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -4.4% in volunteerism

	Florence
	0.090 
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of  9.0% in volunteerism

	Springfield
	-0.040
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -4.0% in volunteerism

	Employment 
	 
	 

	Full time
	-0.078
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -7.8% in volunteerism

	Part time
	-0.066
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -6.6% in volunteerism

	Not looking
	-0.079
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -7.9% in volunteerism

	Retired
	-0.110
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -11.0% in volunteerism

	Housing
	 
	 

	With friend
	-0.064
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -6.4% in volunteerism

	Rent
	-0.091
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -9.1% in volunteerism

	Size 
	 
	 

	Under 7 yrs
	-0.061
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -6.1% in volunteerism

	
	
	

	Marginal Effects of Explanatory Factors on Volunteerism:  

	Model 5: LP Religious Org

	Explanatory  
	Marginal
	Explanation

	Variable
	Effect
	 

	Area  
	 
	 

	Florence
	0.067
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of 7.0% in volunteerism

	Income
	 
	 

	50k - 75k
	0.065
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of 6.5% in volunteerism

	
	
	

	Marginal Effects of Explanatory Factors on Volunteerism:  

	Model 6: Probit Religious Org

	Explanatory  
	Marginal
	Explanation

	Variable
	Effect
	 

	Area  
	 
	 

	Florence
	0.070   
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of  7.0% in volunteerism

	Income
	 
	 

	50k - 75k
	0.065     
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of  6.5% in volunteerism

	
	
	

	Marginal Effects of Explanatory Factors on Volunteerism:

	Model 7: LP Schools
	

	Explanatory  
	Marginal
	Explanation

	Variable
	Effect
	 

	Area  
	 
	 

	Florence
	-0.051
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an decreased likelihood of -5.1% in volunteerism

	Springfield
	-0.075
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an decreased likelihood of -7.5% in volunteerism

	Gender 
	 
	 

	Male
	-0.075
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an decreased likelihood of -7.5% in volunteerism

	Income
	 
	 

	75k - 100k
	0.095
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of 9.5% in volunteerism

	Over 100k
	0.120
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of 12.0% in volunteerism

	Size 
	 
	 

	7 - 17 yrs
	0.063
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of 6.3% in volunteerism

	
	
	

	Marginal Effects of Explanatory Factors on Volunteerism:  

	Model 8: Probit Schools
	

	Explanatory  
	Marginal
	Explanation

	Variable
	Effect
	 

	Area  
	
	 

	Florence
	-0.038
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -3.8% in volunteerism

	Springfield
	-0.056
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -5.6% in volunteerism

	Employment 
	
	 

	Not looking
	-0.034
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -3.4% in volunteerism

	Gender 
	
	 

	Male
	-0.061
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -6.1% in volunteerism

	Housing
	
	 

	With friend
	-0.075
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -7.5% in volunteerism

	Rent
	-0.078
	Being in this category (1) is associated with a decreased likelihood of  -7.8% in volunteerism.

	Income
	
	 

	75k - 100k
	0.098   
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of  9.8% in volunteerism

	Over 100k
	0.109     
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of  10.9% in volunteerism

	Size 
	
	 

	7 - 17 yrs
	0.030  
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of  3.0% in volunteerism

	Total 
	0.021     
	Being in this category (1) is associated with an increased likelihood of 2.1% in volunteerism


6.6: Sample Data Analysis
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6.7: Sample vs. Population
	Partial Data Composition Comparison
	

	
	
	

	 
	Average

	 
	Sample
	Lane County Population

	 
	2004
	2000

	Age 
	 
	 

	     65+
	23.40%
	13.30%

	Area  
	 
	 

	     Eugene
	33.28%
	44.00%

	Employment 
	 
	 

	     Looking
	5.56%
	7.30%

	Gender:  
	 
	 

	     Female
	58.42%
	50.80%

	Housing
	 
	 

	     Own
	74.11%
	62.30%

	Income
	»$35,000.00
	$36,942.00 

	Race: 
	 
	 

	     White
	93.11%
	90.60%

	Household Size:
	2.79
	2.42

	Population:
	1205
	326,666

	
	
	

	**Data comparison based on 2000 U.S. Census Data
	

	**Unemployment level based on 2004
	

	**» denotes approximate
	
	


6.8: Comparison of Means

	
	
	

	Variables
	Total
	Percentage
	Mean Volunteer

	 
	Volunteers
	of Total
	 Hours

	Volunteer
	 
	 
	 

	Yes
	516
	100.00%
	2.97

	Age 
	 
	 
	 

	18 - 24
	16
	3.10%
	3.25

	25 - 39
	108
	20.93%
	3.26

	40 - 54
	167
	32.36%
	3.01

	55 - 64
	103
	19.96%
	3.12

	Over 65
	117
	22.67%
	2.74

	Area  
	 
	 
	 

	Eugene
	180
	34.88%
	2.83

	Oakridge
	39
	7.56%
	2.51

	Cottage Grove
	60
	11.63%
	3.07

	Florence
	83
	16.09%
	2.90

	Rural
	64
	12.40%
	3.23

	Springfield
	90
	17.44%
	3.27

	Employment 
	 
	 
	 

	Full time
	185
	35.85%
	3.11

	Part time
	87
	16.86%
	2.87

	Looking
	27
	5.23%
	2.67

	Not looking
	51
	9.88%
	3.33

	Retired
	147
	28.49%
	2.77

	Gender 
	 
	 
	 

	Male
	196
	37.98%
	2.91

	Female
	320
	62.02%
	3.01

	Housing
	 
	 
	 

	With friend
	7
	1.36%
	3.71

	Own
	423
	83.72%
	2.99

	Rent
	82
	15.89%
	2.83

	Other
	4
	0.78%
	6.50

	Income
	 
	 
	 

	Under 10k
	16
	3.10%
	2.56

	10k-20k
	60
	11.63%
	2.92

	20k - 34k
	69
	13.37%
	3.19

	34k - 50k
	101
	19.57%
	2.99

	50k - 75k
	104
	20.16%
	2.94

	75k - 100k
	50
	9.69%
	2.80

	Over 100k
	38
	7.36%
	3.00

	Race
	 
	 
	 

	White
	489
	94.77%
	2.95

	Non-White
	27
	5.23%
	3.37

	Size 
	 
	 
	 

	Under 7 yrs
	131
	8.69%
	2.24

	7 - 17 yrs
	291
	19.30%
	1.70

	18 - 65
	867
	57.49%
	1.46

	Over 65 yrs
	219
	14.46%
	1.47

	Total 
	1508
	100.00%
	 


	Organization
	 
	 
	 

	Human Service
	128
	24.81%
	2.64

	Art or Culture
	37
	7.17%
	2.62

	Schools
	134
	25.97%
	2.91

	Youth 
	68
	13.18%
	2.76

	Youth Sports
	32
	6.20%
	2.41

	Senior Care
	47
	9.11%
	2.47

	Health
	37
	7.17%
	2.54

	International
	1
	0.19%
	1.00

	Political
	10
	1.94%
	2.20

	Religious
	192
	37.21%
	2.82

	Work-Related
	23
	4.46%
	2.91

	Environmental
	19
	3.68%
	2.58

	Student Gov
	4
	0.78%
	2.50

	Gov Activity
	15
	2.91%
	2.73

	Other
	71
	13.76%
	2.97
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