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ABSTRACT 

The main purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which student 

performance in four school subjects (English, math, science, and social studies), student 

participation in extracurricular activities, student academic aspirations, and the time a 

student spent on part-time employment predicted student participation in voluntary 

community service and environmental action, controlling for demographic characteristics 

of the student as well as some basic characteristics of the school the student attended. The 

conceptual framework for the study was rooted in several theories, namely Dewey's 

theory of community, sociahzation theory, social capital theory, social exchange theory, 

and Adlerian theory. Based on these theories and a review of related literature, I 

formulated and tested 10 hypotheses. The data for the study came from NELS:88 dataset. 

I used logistic and multinomial logit regression models to test the hypotheses using a 

sample of 4,790 cases. 

The main findings of this study suggest that: (1) student performance in social 

studies (measured using average grades, Carnegie units, and centiles) is the most 

consistent positive predictor of student participation in community service and 

environmental action in comparison with student performance in English, math and 

science; (2) student involvement in extracurricular activities is a strong predictor of 

student engagement in community service and environmental action; (3) the time a 

student spends on part-time employment is negatively associated with student 

participation in community service and environmental action; and (4) a student who 



intends to finish college is more likely to participate in community service and 

environmental action than one who does not intend to finish college. 

On the basis of the study findings, I came up with several recommendations for 

practitioners and researchers involved or interested in community service policy making 

and implementation, environmental education as a strategy for environmental action, and 

program planning (environmental studies/environmental education) in higher education. 
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CHAPTER 1; INTRODUCTION 

This chapter presents the background of the study, a brief discussion of the 

conceptual framework, and a description of the piupose and importance of the study. 

Background of the Study 

A survey of the literature on community service shows that student civic 

engagement is burgeoning. For example, Shumer and Cook (1999) compared data from a 

study carried out in 1984 with data from two studies of community service and service-

learning completed in 1997. They found that community service and service learning in 

1984 took place in slightly more than one-quarter of all high schools in the United States, 

and course-related programs occurred in only about 10% of all schools. The 1997 data 

indicate that the number of high school students involved in service-related programs 

increased by 686%; and the number of high school students involved in service learning 

increased by 3,663%. hi fact, increasing youth participation in community service has 

long been a goal in the United States. Since the early 1990s, the federal govemment has 

continuously supported community service in terms of policy and finance. For example, 

in the early 1990s two acts were passed that provide government support for community 

service. First, the National and Community Service Act of 1990, signed into law by Pres

ident George H. Bush, provides financial support for primary, secondary, and postsecon-

dary institutions that offer community service programs (Johnson & Notah, 1999). This 

act set aside $16 million in 1992 and 1993 for which schools or community groups could 

apply so that they could implement community service/service learning. Second, the 



National Service Trust Act of 1993, passed during the Clinton administration, also offers 

financial assistance to students at least 16 years of age who participate in community 

service. 

Community service has been part of the overall national policy. According to 

Nolin, Chaney, Chapman and Chandler (1997), some examples of national community 

service policy programs include President Kennedy's creation of the Peace Corps, 

President Bush's creation of the Points of Light Foundation, and President Clinton's 

creation of AmeriCorps. Additionally, community service is part of the National 

Educational Goals. Thus, the third goal of the 2000 National Educational Goals (Student 

Achievement and Citizenship) expects students to leave grades 4, 8, and 12 after 

demonstrating competency over challenging subject matter including English, 

mathematics, science, foreign languages, civics and government, economics, arts, history, 

and geography. Under this goal, the U.S. Department of Education (1[ 3) expects every 

school in the United States to ensure that all students learn to use their minds well, so 

they may be prepared for responsible citizenship, further learning, and productive 

employment in the Nation's modem economy. Under this goal are several objectives and 

one of them emphasizes community service. The objective that focuses on community 

service says that, "All students will be involved in activities that promote and 

demonstrate good citizenship, good health, community service, and personal 

responsibility." (U.S. Department of Education, ^ 3). This objective underscores the 

importance attached to community service in the U.S. education system. 



The major interest in community service and volunteering is embedded in the idea 

that the act of volunteering would be beneficial to those who participate and might 

counteract feelings of cynicism and apathy, as well as the notion that volunteers are 

needed if national problems are to be addressed with limited government resources 

(Nolin et al., 1997). Nolin et al. further observe that young people are often made a 

special focus because they are at a time in their lives when their attitudes are still being 

formed such that volunteer service might have a greater effect, hi addition, it is generally 

agreed that community service is beneficial to the community in which youth live and 

potentially society at large. For instance, adolescents who participate in community 

service or volunteer in political activities are more likely to have a strong work ethic 

when they become adults, and they are also more likely to volunteer and vote in the 

future (Child Trends Databank, 2002, T| 2). It is also important to note that voluntary 

action and civic participation have been recognized as linchpins of democratic 

governance (Serow & Dreyden, 1990). Because of the importance attached to youth 

participation in volunteer work, community service is burgeoning in American schools 

(McLellan & Youniss, 2003). 

While student participation in community service is increasing, the level of 

participation is still low. For example, a study by Nolin et al. (1997) revealed that about 

half of students in 6th through 12th grade reported having participated in some type of 

service activity during the 1995-96 school year prior to the time they were interviewed. 

Overall, 23 percent said they participated once or twice in each of the three activities that 

they described, and 26 percent said they participated more regularly in at least one 



activity (p. 4). When these statistics are further analyzed they show that a smaller 

percentage of students participated in voluntary environmental action. For example, the 

1992 survey of the National Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88) shows that a very 

small proportion (13.5%) of students participated in environmental action (including both 

voluntary and required/mandatory) out of 5,540 students who participated in all types of 

community service groups. Student participation in environmental action was in fact the 

third from the bottom of the eight types of community service groups. At the top were 

church-related group (49.4%), youth group (24.4%), community group (24.6%), 

education group (21.4%), hospital or nursing home (19.7%), and then environmental 

group (13.5%)). Groups that had the lowest levels of student participation were service 

group (12.2%) and political group (9.6%) (Chapin, 1998). 

Given the foregoing statistics, it means that a lot still needs to be done to mobilize 

and encourage students to participate in community service related to environmental 

action, hi fact, encouraging student participation in environmental action is in accordance 

with Agenda 21 of the United Nations on Environment and Sustainable Development. 

According to Agenda 21, Chapter 25, "youth comprise nearly 30 percent of the world's 

population. The involvement of today's youth in environment and development decision

making and in the implementation of programs is critical to the long-term success of 

Agenda 21" (United Nations, f 1). Encouraging the youth to participate in sustainable 

development through environmental education is one of the major environmental policies 

in the U.S. For example, Evans (2002) observes that in 1990, Congress passed the 

National Environmental Education Act. The Act directs the Federal Government to play a 



major role in increasing the public's environmental literacy by focusing on education of 

youth. Despite these noble objectives and efforts to integrate them in the curriculum, very 

little has been achieved in the area as shown by the low rate of student participation in 

voluntary environmental action. 

It is my contention that the first step to improve youth participation in community 

service in general and environmental action in particular is to identify those factors that 

influence voluntary community service and environmental action. While a lot of research 

has been done with respect to general predictors of student participation in community 

service, previous research ignored potential predictors of youth involvement in voluntary 

community service and environmental action. To a large extent, there is a dearth of 

research on variables that fall under the control of educational institutions and policy 

makers. Four of these underexplored factors include the role of the school curriculum 

especially social studies and science, student participation in extracurricular activities, the 

time a student spends on part-time employment, and student academic aspirations. Thus, 

this study sought to examine the extent to which these factors were associated with 

student participation in community service and environmental action. Furthermore, I 

examined the extent to which commonly studied factors (race, gender, mother and 

father's education, family income, type and location of school) were associated with 

student engagement in volunteer work. This was critical because some of the previous 

studies used fairly small samples. For example. Fitch (1987) studied characteristics and 

motivations of college student volunteers using a small sample consisting of 76 students. 



Therefore, unlike some of the previous studies, this study used a large and nationally 

representative sample. 

Purpose of the Study 

The main purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which student 

performance in social studies and science, student participation in extracurricular 

activities, student academic aspirations, and the time a student spent on part-time 

employment affected student participation in voluntary community service and 

environmental action, controlling for demographic characteristics of the student as well 

as some basic characteristics of the school the student attended. The study also examined 

the relationship between commonly studied variables and student participation in 

community service and environmental action. Previous research did not adequately 

address the role of these variables in predicting student participation in voluntary 

community service and environmental action. 

Conceptual Framework 

Since community service is volunteering in action, theories of volunteering are 

cormnonly used to explain community service. The most commonly used theories are 

socialization theory, social capital theory, and social exchange theory. However, there are 

other theories of voluntarism such as Adlerian theory, Dewey theory of community and 

person-environment fit theory. A detailed account of these theories is given in Chapter 2. 

From these theories, several specific determinants of voluntary community service have 

been distilled, for example, gender, education, social status, religious affiliation, and 



residential location. These predictors of voluntary community service show that 

volunteers and nonvolunteers differ in terms of specific statuses, roles, and personal 

values (Sundeen & Raskoff, 1994). This section provides the overall conceptual 

framework for the study. 

Sundeen and Raskoff (1994) delineate a comprehensive model of volunteer 

behavior that includes socio-demographic background, prior experiences, roles, and 

personal factors such as personality and attitudes (p. 384). According to this model, it is 

commonly believed that in contrast to nonvolunteers, volunteers possess greater personal 

and family resources such as wealth, education, and social power, which enable them to 

participate in organizations. People with fewer resources may be prevented from 

volunteering because of economic constraints. This explanation is embedded in the 

dominant status model of volunteering propounded by Lemon, Palisi and Jacobson 

(1972). Lemon, Palisi and Jacobson argue that people who participate in formal 

volunteering roles tend to occupy "dominant status" positions. Accordingly, many 

researchers (e.g., Sundeen, 1992) have identified correlations between dominant status 

(measured in terms of aspects such as higher income, coming from a dominant ethnic 

group, and a high level of education) and involvement in formal volunteering. However, 

some scholars refute the validity of the dominant status model contending that people 

who do not occupy dominant status positions also volunteer. For example, Wilson, 

Hendricks and Smithies (2001), argue that people who do not fit within the dominant 

status model, for example, those who belong to ethnic minorities, the unemployed, and 
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those from lower socio-economic groups, certainly do volunteer but are more likely to do 

so outside the structures of traditional formal volunteering (p. 128-9). 

Apart from the new challenge emanating from advocates of informal 

volunteering, two variables that do not conform to the dominant status model are gender 

and ethnicity. The dominant status model predicts less participation for less dominant 

minorities and females. However, as reported by Sundeen (1988), females are more likely 

than males to volunteer, and ethnicity has not been a consistent determinant of volunteer 

participation. It would also appear that the dominant status model is more likely to apply 

to adults than young people especially students. For example, Serow and Dreyden (1990) 

surveyed 1,960 students in 11 institutions of higher education concerning performance of 

community service and found that female students had a higher frequency of community 

service participation than males, but no indicators of family social class were related to 

volunteering, hi a related study, Serow, Ciechalski, and Daye (1990) found no 

relationship between social class or race and volunteer participation. Listead, grade point 

average and hours spent in academic pursuits, and religious activities were positively 

associated with participation in community service activities. This finding could be 

attributed to omitted variable bias such as motivation. Motivation to volunteer can be 

explained using several theories such as social exchange, hi short, social exchange theory 

posits that people help others anticipating rewards (e.g., praise or recognition) in return. I 

give a detailed account of this theory in Chapter 2. 

Youth participation in community service can also be explained by socialization 

theory. According to Janoski and Wilson (1995), voluntary participation is accounted for 



in part by transmission of socioeconomic status, but family socialization through example 

and value modeling are often more important (p. 271). This means that children are likely 

to participate in community service as a result of socialization at home and school. 

Accordingly, Sundeen and Raskoff (1994) say that it is generally believed that 

socialization experiences in the context of the family, church, school, and community 

affect whether or not one volunteers. To a large extent, the family provides the 

environment for major socialization of the behavior, values, and attitudes of youth, and 

exposure to volunteer roles in the family as M^ell as other social institutions. For example, 

a study by McLellan and Youniss (2003) found that students with parents who did some 

voluntary service were twice as Ukely to volunteer as those whose parents did none. In 

addition to the socialization effects of the family, religious participation and beliefs have 

long been associated with charitable acts through congregational activities. For example, 

a study by Sundeen and Raskoff (1994) revealed a positive relationship between 

organized religion and youth engagement in volunteer work. Similarly, McLellan and 

Youniss (2003) found that student involvement in church and community-based youth 

groups was positively associated with doing volunteer service. 

Schools also play an important role in the socialization process, which can shape 

individuals' volunteer behavior. School context or organizational culture can influence 

the likelihood of volunteering among college students. For example, Serow and Dreyden 

(1990) found that students at private colleges that had a strong religious orientation 

participated in community service more frequently than students at private colleges with 

less emphasis on religion or at public universities, hi a related study, Sundeen and 
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Raskoff (1994) found that whether or not a teenager attends a school that requires or 

encourages community is positively associated with volunteering. On the other hand, 

Serow (1989) examined the relationship of individual religious commitment and campus 

climate to voluntary community service among college students. He found that the 

relationship between campus climate and community service was stronger among 

students who did not have a clear commitment to religion than among students with 

moderate or devout beliefs. These conflicting results could be explained by the person-

environment fit theory. According to Sergent and Sedlacek (1990), the person-

environment fit theory suggests that individuals in diverse organizations would have 

different personal characteristics, which would make generalizing from one organization 

to all volunteers misleading. In this respect, if the envirormient is conducive and the 

people around are keen to volunteer, then community service will take place, and vice 

versa. 

Despite a plethora of research on volunteer community service, the foregoing 

research findings show that there is a dearth of research on determinants of 

environmental action as part of community service. Additionally, there is limited research 

that examines the relationship between the curriculum, especially social studies and 

science, and student participation in environmental action. In view of current emphasis on 

community service and environmental action, it is important that researchers examine the 

extent to which student performance in social studies and science is related to student 

participation in environmental community service. Apart from the school curriculum, it is 

important that other potentially manipulable factors are examined such as student 



academic aspirations, student participation in extracurricular activities, and the time a 

student spends on part-time employment. 

With regard to the role of the school curriculum, Mines, Hungerford and Tomera 

(1986) observe that curricular and instructional strategies which effectively lead to the 

development of environmentally responsible individuals have not been implemented in 

the school systems. They contend that one of the major impediments to the 

accomplishment of this goal stems from a lack of knowledge of those factors which have 

formative effects on the development of environmentally responsible behavior. Such 

information is vital to environmental educators for its potential in terms of providing a 

sound empirical base on which to construct appropriate curricula for the development of 

environmentally responsible and active individuals. This is critical because responsible 

environmental behavior is a learned response/action (Sia, Hungerford & Tomera 

(1985/86). Therefore, important questions that should be answered are: To what extent 

does the curriculum play a role in imparting environmental education that leads to 

environmental action? If the curriculum plays a role, which components of the 

curriculum play that role? 

The high school curriculum consists of math, science, social studies and English. 

To a large extent, it is assumed that social studies is in the curriculum to equip students 

with citizenship education. It is further assumed that environmental education rooted in 

the social studies curriculum should lead to environmental action. Additionally, 

environmental education is also embedded in the science curriculum. For instance, a 

study by Ham and Sewing (1987/88) showed that majority of teachers (79.1%) felt 



science was the most appropriate subject area for envirorraiental education and the one in 

which they tended to include environmental education. Social studies was the second 

(58.2%) in both cases. Research has also shown that coordinated science and social 

studies curricula can have positive effects on student attitudes toward environmental 

issues. For example, a study by Hepburn, Shrum and Simpson (1978) used a pretest-

posttest control group experimental design to assess attitude changes in students toward 

the environment after studying special social studies and science modules. Coordinated 

instruction in both social studies and science classes produced significantly higher mean 

scores on cognitive and affective measures when compared with single treatment and 

control groups. As a result, Hepburn, Shrum and Simpson suggested that environmental 

education should be part of both science and social studies curricula of high schools. 

Therefore, with respect to the school curriculum, the present study sought to find out the 

extent to which student performance in social studies and science predicted voluntary 

environmental action. In addition, given the fact that the main justification for social 

studies in the school curriculum is to inculcate citizenship values (one of which is 

community service), this study also sought to examine the extent to which student 

performance in social studies was associated with student participation in voluntary 

community service. 

Apart from the school curriculum, the study sought to examine the extent to 

which three other rarely researched factors predicted student involvement in voluntary 

community service and environmental action. The first of these factors was student 

participation in extracurricular activities. Student engagement in extracurricular activities 



can lead to networking with other students. On the basis of peer social networks, students 

can encourage each other to participate in community service. Conversely, students can 

discourage each other from doing community service. However, previous research has 

shown that social networks encourage community service. For example, a study by 

Wilson and Musick (1997) shows that informal social interactions are positively related 

to formal volunteering. This view is also supported by Smith (1994) who says that social 

connections provide the resources - information, pooled labor, trust - that make 

volunteering more likely. These resources are social in that they are rooted in personal 

networks. In view of this argument, it is most likely that students who participate in 

extracurricular activities would partake in community service. However, this can be 

challenged on two grounds. First, student participation in extracurricular activities could 

take up time that otherwise could go into community service. Second, social networks 

that could develop as result of extracurricular activities may not necessarily encourage 

student participation in community service. 

Second, there is a lack of research on how the time students spend on part-time 

employment influences their involvement in community service. This is critical because 

some students may fail to do community service due to job commitments, hi fact, 

previous research revealed that working part-time negatively affects student academic 

performance. For instance, Furr and Filing (2000) studied the influence of part-time work 

on college student development and their results indicate that students who worked 30 or 

more hours per week were less involved with campus activities than students who were 

not employed or were employed less than 30 hours, hi the same study, students with 



larger work schedules stated that they believed their work schedule negatively affected 

their academic progress. 

Lastly, how students' academic aspirations influence their participation in 

community service has been underexplored. This is surprising because scholars have 

hypothesized that students may participate in community service for individualistic 

reasons. For example, Zaff and Michelsen (2001) note that students may do volunteer 

work because it will look good on a college application. However, there is limited 

research that corroborates this assertion. 

Research Questions 

This study sought to answer two research questions as follows: 

1. Controlling for the commonly studied determinants of community service (race, 

gender, mother and father's education, family income, type and location of school), to 

what extent are the following factors associated with student participation in 

voluntary community service and environmental action: 

a. student performance in social studies and science; 

b. student participation in extracurricular activities; 

c. the time a student spends on part-time employment; and 

d. student academic aspirations or expectations? 

2. To what extent are the demographic characteristics of the student and the 

characteristics of the school attended associated with student participation in 

voluntary community service and environmental action? 



Research Hypotheses 

On the basis of the conceptual framework and a review of the literature, I 

formulated 10 research hypotheses as follows: 

1. Student performance in all the four subjects (English, math, science and social 

studies) is expected to be positively associated with student participation in 

community service and environmental action. This expectation is based on 

previous research findings that show that students with higher grades are more 

likely to participate in community service than those with lower grades (Nolin et 

al., 1997). However, since social studies teaches both environmental literacy and 

civic responsibility, student performance in social studies is expected to be the 

strongest predictor of student participation in community service and 

environmental action. Additionally, given that science also teaches environmental 

literacy, it is expected that student performance in science will be a stronger 

predictor of student participation in environmental action than student 

performance in English and math. With respect to community service, it is 

expected that the predictive power of student performance in science will be 

similar to that of English and math. This is because teaching civic responsibiUty is 

not the core business of these three subjects. 

2. No specific relationship between student participation in extracurricular activities 

and student involvement in voluntary community service and environmental 

action is hypothesized. On the one hand, students who participate in 

extracurricular activities may also participate in community service owing to 



social networks that could develop in both activities. On the other hand, social 

networks that could develop during extracurricular activities may not necessarily 

encourage student participation in community service. Furthermore, student 

participation in extracurricular activities could take up time that otherwise could 

go into community service. 

3. Since part-time employment could take up time students could do community 

service, I would expect the time a student spends on part-time employment to be 

negatively associated with student participation in voluntary community service 

and environmental action. This expectation is rooted in previous research results, 

which show that working part-time negatively affects student participation in 

campus activities. For example, a study by Furr and Elling (2000) found that 

students who worked 30 or more hours per week were less involved with campus 

activities than students who were not employed or were employed less than 30 

hours. This means that working part-time could negatively affect student 

involvement in extracurricular activities as well as community service. While 

social networks can develop as a result of part-time employment, the time 

constraint should offset social connections that could lead to community service. 

4. I would expect student academic aspirations to be positively associated with 

student participation in community service and environmental action. Student 

intention to advance to college could be indicative of high academic achievement, 

which is positively associated with student participation in community service 

(e.g., Nolin et al., 1997). It is most likely that most students who intend to go to 



college are aware of the criteria often used in college admissions, which include 

community service. In this respect, students who intend to go to college may do 

community service as a strategy to enhance their chances of college admission. 

Therefore, students who intend to finish college are more likely to participate in 

community service than those who do not intend to finish college. 

5. I would expect family income and parental education to be positively associated 

with student participation in community service and environmental action. This 

expectation is based on social capital theory. 

6. With respect to gender, it is hypothesized that females are more likely to 

participate in community service and environmental action than males. This is 

based on research findings from previous studies (e.g., Nolin et al., 1997). 

7. On the basis of the residence hypothesis delineated in Chapter 2, it is 

hypothesized that students who attend urban and suburban schools are more likely 

to participate in community service and environmental action than students who 

attend rural schools. 

8. It is hypothesized that students who attend Catholic and private schools are more 

likely to participate in community service and environmental action than students 

who attend public schools. The hypothesis that students in Catholic schools are 

more likely to participate in community service is premised on religiosity, which 

emphasizes an ethic of care philosophy. The expectation that students in private 

schools are more likely to participate in cormnunity service is based on the fact 

that private schools have greater freedom to create a culture that encourages 



community service unlike public schools that tend to respond to multifaceted 

demands from their public constituencies. 

9. There is a dearth of research on the influence of the number of siblings on youth 

participation in community service. Therefore, no specific hypothesis is offered 

with respect to the relationship between the number of siblings and student 

participation in voluntary community service and environmental action. More 

importantly, while siblings can encourage each other to perform community 

service, other siblings can still discourage each other from doing community 

service. 

10. Despite the inconsistent results found in the literature on the influence of ethnicity 

on volunteering, it is hypothesized that white students are more likely to 

participate in community service and environmental action than nonwhites. This 

is premised on social capital theory whereby on average whites are more well-off 

than nonwhites. For example, a reanalysis of data used by Putnam (2000) in his 

book "Bowling Alone" reveals substantial differences in social capital between 

ethnic minorities and majority populations (i.e., lower social capital for 

minorities, e.g., African Americans). 

Definition of Terms 

1. Voluntary community service is a project or program whereby students provide a 

service voluntarily to the community, individually or as a group. 
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2. Voluntary environmental action refers to student engagement in volunteer work 

involving environmental programs or projects as part of community service. 

3. Social studies is an eclectic field that includes a gamut of disciphnes such as 

geography, economics, political science, and history. 

Importance of the Study 

While a lot of research has been carried out with respect to general predictors of 

community service and environmental action, there is a dearth of research on potentially 

manipulable predictors of student engagement in both community service and 

environmental action. Four of these underexplored and potentially manipulable predictors 

of community service and environmental action include the role of the school curriculum 

especially student performance in social studies and science, student participation in 

extracurricular activities, the time a student spends on part-time employment, and student 

academic aspirations or expectations. It is my contention that a better understanding of 

how these factors are related to student participation in voluntary community service and 

environmental action could help policy makers and implementers to fine-tune their 

policies and practices. For example, this study found that a small proportion of students 

participated in community service and environmental action. In view of this finding, it 

would be prudent for schools and colleges to institute corrective measures such as 

encouraging and supporting helping behavior. This is important in view of an observation 

by Kanungo and Conger (1993) who say that for organizations wanting to promote 

altruism and moral responsibility, the first step is for management to create an awareness 



of the importance of altruism through modeling helping behavior (p. 571). Additionally, 

this study found a negative association between the time a student spent on part-time 

employment and student participation in community service and envirormiental action. 

Accordingly, the study came up with recommendations to address this issue. 

With respect to higher education, knowledge of predictors of voluntary 

community service at school level can help improve the implementation of community 

service at postsecondary level, hi fact, since this study focused on high school seniors, 

knowledge of factors that influence their participation could be most beneficial to 

colleges and universities. In this regard, colleges and universities could use 

recommendations of this study to improve their community service programs, especially 

service programs involving freshmen. 

hi the context of the school curriculum, this study also has important implications 

for both policy and practice. According to Stanley (2001), "Social studies remains a field 

in search of an identity. Or to put things more accurately, social studies is a field 

struggling to reconcile multiple and, at times, conflicting rationales."(p. 1). Stanley 

further observes that the fragmentation and lack of consensus on what constitutes social 

studies has resulted in its legitimacy in the curriculum being questioned. On the other 

hand, some scholars have staunchly supported social studies because of its role in 

creating a democratic citizenship as well as socialization and counter-socialization of the 

youth (Engle & Ochoa, 1988). Socialization helps students to appreciate democratic 

values. Counter-socialization in education calls for a critical mind in a democracy, a mind 

that does not blindly follow whims of dictators. 



Social studies is also supported on the basis of citizenship education. According 

to Clark (1989), community service is the cornerstone of citizenship education. This view 

is also embedded in the National Council for Social Studies (NCSS) curriculum 

standards, which say that the major purpose of social studies programs is to promote civic 

competence, which is the knowledge, skills, and attitudes required of students to be able 

to assume "the office of citizen", as Thomas Jefferson called it (NCSS, TI 3). Additionally, 

the NCSS notes that although civic competence is not the only responsibility of social 

studies nor is it exclusive to the field, it is more central to social studies than any other 

subject area in the schools. As such, the NCSS expects students to learn by experience 

how to participate in community service and political activities and how to use 

democratic process to influence public policy. The NCSS curriculum standards clearly 

show that one of the major reasons for teaching social studies is to encourage students to 

participate in community service. 

Furthermore, in light of increasing environmental degradation, good citizenship 

involves environmental literacy and action. In high schools, social studies is one of the 

subjects which is thought to be necessary for inculcating environmental literacy and 

action. In this regard, Woolman (1996) observes that fields within social studies such as 

civics, history, law-related education, and government have great potential to enrich 

environmental education by exposing students to the ways by which problems are 

managed or resolved through political systems. In fact, the NCSS curriculum standards 

also include environmental education component aimed at inculcating environmental 

literacy into students. For example, one of the 10 themes that fonn the framework of the 



NCSS standards is called "people, places and environments". This theme seeks to help 

students to understand environmental problems and possible solutions. The same theme is 

found in the National Geography Standards and is called "environment and society" 

(National Council for Geographic Education, TI 5). Its overall objective is to teach 

environmental education which should lead to environmental action. However, recent 

studies have revealed the ineffectiveness of existing environmental education programs 

as stimuli for meaningful social action. For example, Woolman (1996) argues that school 

programs have emphasized environmental awareness but have not changed the behavior 

patterns that perpetuate ecological problems. Given the assumed role of social studies as 

a socializing agent for volunteerism and general citizenship, and the accompanying 

criticism of social studies' failure to inculcate environmental action, it is important to 

assess the extent to which student performance in social studies is associated with 

voluntary environmental action. 

It is also important to note that environmental education is also taught in the 

science curriculum. For example, a study by Ham and Sewing (1987/88) showed that 

majority of teachers (79.1%) felt science was the most appropriate subject area for 

environmental education and the one in which they tended to include environmental 

education. Social studies was the second (58.2%) in both cases. Additionally, Hepburn 

and Simpson (1975) in an article entitled "Can the curriculum save us?," call for an 

interdisciplinary approach to envirormiental education, incorporating both the sciences 

and social sciences as a strategy to improve positive attitudes toward the environment. 

More recently. Wood (1992) observes that integrating environmental education into the 



science curriculum helps students develop responsible environmental behavior. 

Environmental education is also embedded in the National Science Education Standards. 

For example, Brown (2001), in a review of the National Science Education Standards 

(NSES) and the national goals set for environmental education, found that many of the 

components of environmental education are found in the NSES. He noted that the NSES 

standards cover central environmental education ideas related to health, populations, 

resources, and environments, which provide the foundations for students' eventual 

understanding of environmental problems and solutions. 

Since other subjects are not generally geared toward environmental literacy, it 

means that social studies and science, if they indeed inculcate positive environmental 

attitudes, should be strong predictors of environmental action. This study found that 

student performance in social studies was a strong predictor of student participation in 

both community service and environmental action, hi that respect, social studies appears 

to play an important role as a transmitter of environmental education that leads to 

environmental action. On the other hand, the present study found that student 

performance in science was an inconsistent predictor of student participation in 

environmental action. Accordingly, the study came up with requisite recommendations. 

This study also has implications for curriculum design in higher education 

programs geared toward environmental action. This is critical because curriculum design 

in higher education has been criticized as being fragmented. This is the biggest challenge 

for universities, especially in view of Zoglin's (1981) observation that in higher 

education, "There is no good information on how a curriculum is developed, who decides 



what will go into it and what will be left out. And what influences affect those who have 

the power to make decisions." (p. 415). Overall, it appears that comprehensive 

curriculum design is the Cinderella of higher education as courses are generally 

determined by individual instructors, sometimes with limited input from other instructors. 

This view is supported by Stark, Lowther, Sharp and Arnold (1997) who noted that the 

problem with higher education curriculum planning is that it appears like an 

individualized activity with limited collegial participation. This is quite the opposite of 

curriculum design in primary and secondary schools where curriculum design is a 

collective effort and reputable curriculum planning models are applied. With respect to 

environment-related programs, most of which are in their infancy, the situation is even 

gloomier. For example, Bennett (1997) examined curriculum theorizing in environmental 

studies in higher education and found that there is neither agreement as to the 

characterization of the domain nor a basis for identification and selection of accurate and 

appropriate subject matter of environmental studies. Recommendations of the present 

study related to curriculum design could provide invaluable information to those tasked 

with the responsibility of designing environment-related programs in higher education. 

Organization of the Study 

This chapter has provided the background to the problem and the research 

objectives, questions and hypotheses. Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature 

relevant to the study. The research design, database from which the data were obtained 

and data analysis procedures are delineated in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 presents and 



discusses the results. Lastly, Chapter 5 provides the summary, conclusions and 

recommendations of the study. 



CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

This chapter synthesizes the relevant literature on community service and 

environmental action. Specifically, the chapter examines theoretical perspectives on 

community service and environmental action. The intent is to provide a comprehensive 

overview of the literature that motivated the study. The chapter consists of the following 

sections: background to community service; definition of community service and service 

learning; goals of community service; impact of community service; theoretical 

perspectives on community service; determinants of community service; theoretical 

perspectives on environmental action; commonalities in the determinants of community 

service and environmental action; and lastly, synthesis of the literature and thrust of the 

study. 

Background to Community Service 

Community service, especially youth service, has been an important issue among 

pohcy makers in the United States. According to Sandler and Vandegrift (1993), interest 

in community service ranges from the broad philosophical underpinnings of 

responsibility to community and country to a more specific focus on increased self-worth 

and empowerment. They further observe that advocates of community service articulate a 

variety of perceived benefits, which include opportunities to: develop good citizenship; 

explore career options; develop employment skills; and leam how public systems and 

community agencies work (p. 1). Sandler and Vandegrift contend that community service 

is also considered as a useful strategy to involve young people in activities that help 

counter a growing sense of alienation frequently expressed by today's youth. Schools are 
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often chosen as obvious institutions through which to initiate community service 

opportunities because youth spend much of their time there. 

To link community service activities with schools, the Federal Government 

passed the National and Community Service Act of 1990. The act provides federal 

support for the development of service opportunities for youth and adults. According to 

Sandler and Vandegrift, the act also encourages organizations to cooperate with each 

other and to expand community service opportunities to more youth. The Commission on 

National and Community Service administers the act and offers competitive grants to 

states in four program areas: school-based community service programs in grades K-12; 

higher education or campus-based service programs; youth service/conservation corps 

programs; and general community service programs (Sandler and Vandegrift, 1993, p. 7). 

Additionally, the National Service Trust Act of 1993, passed during the Clinton 

administration, offers financial assistance to students at least 16 years of age who 

participate in service. Specifically, this act allocated $27 miUion in 1994, 1995, and 1996 

for distribution to school-based or community-based groups performing service (Johnson 

& Notah, 1999). Johnson and Notah observe that increases in funds for service programs 

during the past several years, coupled with increasing educational research supporting 

service, have resulted in the widespread implementation of community service and 

service learning. They further observe that the availability of funds eased concerns that 

costs of expanded service implementation would be prohibitive. As a result, service has 

moved from its place in clubs and elective courses to become a part of required academic 

courses and school-wide programs. The role of funding in the expansion of community 



service programs is also highlighted by Kwak, Shen and Kavanaugh (2002) who note that 

federal financial support has continued to be one of the key driving forces in the 

expansion of community service. This expansion marked a shift from voluntary to 

mandatory service participation that went largely unchallenged until some school districts 

began to adopt mandatory service requirements as a prerequisite for high school 

graduation. For example, as of 2000, seven states in the U.S. allowed community service 

to be applied toward graduation requirements, and at least one state, Maryland, required 

75 hours of community service for graduation from all public high schools (Anthes, 

2001, p. 11). Other states, such as California, are gradually increasing the opportunities 

for service learning and community service so that by 2004 at least 50% of all California 

school districts are expected to offer at least one service learning course per grade level 

(Andersen & Murphy, 1999; Anthes, 2001). 

This move to make graduation contingent on the performance of service has been 

met with some resistance. For example, O'Keefe (1997) observes that some parents view 

mandatory service as akin to involuntary servitude, and that it is the parents' 

responsibility, and not that of the school, to inculcate citizenship values. As a result, 

some parents discourage their children from participating in community service because 

they fear that such activity might hinder their academic achievement, hi addition, some 

parents have challenged the legality of mandatory community service in public schools. 

In this respect, Johnson and Notah (1999) note that three legal challenges were issued by 

students and their parents who argued that mandatory community service was a violation 

of the Thirteenth Amendment, which prohibits involuntary servitude. However, none of 



those legal challenges were successful. Kreshek (1997) summarizes four arguments made 

by the courts to justify their rulings. First, community service does not entail the type of 

conduct for which the Thirteenth Amendment provides protection. Second, service 

programs provide a public service that is not under the auspices of the Thirteenth 

Amendment. Third, mandatory service serves an educational purpose and therefore 

cannot constitute servitude. Lastly, community service participation is voluntary because 

the student is not bound to attend a school that enforces mandatory service. Overall, 

federal support in form of laws and finance led to a resurgence of interest in encouraging 

citizens to participate in community service. 

Definition of Community Service and Service Learning 

The concept of community service is closely associated with service learning. As 

a result, practitioners and scholars involved in community service and service learning 

sometimes use the two terms interchangeably. Given this confusion, it is important to 

define these terms at the onset. According to Kraft (1996), several scholars now 

discourage the use of community service because of its negative connotation based on its 

punitive meaning in the criminal justice system, whereby thousands of adolescent and 

adult offenders are sentenced each year to picking up trash or doing other menial tasks in 

the community in exchange for jail time. Kraft argues that because of the negative and 

punitive connotations of the concept, those within the service learning movement have 

generally abandoned the use of the term community service. The most preferred term 
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now is community service learning or simply service learning. In support of this 

paradigm shift from community service to service learning, Woolley (1998) says that: 

Community service to many has a punitive meaning- it's what we do to those who 
have broken the rules. By putting the learning into community service, we are 
simply refining and extending a practice used by master teachers since at least the 
time of Confucius; learning by doing. Educators have taken many paths to the 
realization of the transformative power of meaningful service on student 
knowledge, skills and attitudes. It is argued that successful community service 
learning nurtures caring, skilful and engaged learners." (p. 88). 

Overall, in the context of the school system, community service and service learning can 

be broadly defined as follows: 

Community service: Community service is a project or program whereby students 

provide a service to the community, individually or as a group. Generally, there is no 

prescribed learning agenda related to the academic curriculum. Activities, which may be 

voluntary or mandatory, take place on or off the school campus. Examples of community 

service activities include working in homeless shelters, volunteering in local hospitals, 

maintaining parks, tutoring other children, cleaning up the school campus or school 

cafeteria, and constructing and repairing homes for low-income individuals. 

Service learning'. Service learning is a school-planned curriculum activity that involves 

an in-depth analysis of an issue in the community. Unlike community service, service 

learning is intentionally linked to the regular curriculum so that students can make the 

connections between the abstract theories of the classroom and the concrete world. The 

service component of service learning tends to be mandatory, and its advocates 

emphasize the importance of its pedagogical function. 



Unlike previous studies that looked at predictors of community service in general 

(e.g., Nolin et al., 1997), this study focused on voluntary community service. Therefore, 

it is important that I define the concept of volunteerism. Volunteerism embraces the long-

established philanthropic tradition of providing a service to others. It refers to service 

individuals provide to the community for free and by their own volition. 

Goals of Community Service 

Community service is embedded in the national educational goals. As such, the 

third goal of the 2000 National Educational Goals (Student Achievement and 

Citizenship) says that: 

By the year 2000, all students will leave grades 4, 8, and 12 having demonstrated 
competency over challenging subject matter including English, mathematics, 
science, foreign languages, civics and government, economics, arts, history, and 
geography, and every school in America will ensure that all students leam to use 
their minds well, so they may be prepared for responsible citizenship, further 
learning, and productive employment in our Nation's modem economy" (U.S. 
Department of Education, T| 3). 

Additionally, under this goal are several objectives and one of them emphasizes 

community service. The objective that focuses on community service states that all 

students would be involved in activities that promote and demonstrate good citizenship, 

good health, community service, and personal responsibility. This objective underlines 

the importance attached to community service in the U.S. education system. A lot of 

emphasis is put on community service because it is generally agreed that youth service is 

beneficial to the community in which youth live and potentially society at large (Child 

Trends Databank, 2002 ^). Specifically, volunteering in adolescence is related to overall 



positive academic, psychological, and occupational outcomes (Johnson, Beebe, Mortimer 

& Snyder, 1998). hi the next section, I delineate research findings on the impact of 

community service. 

Impact of Community Service 

One of the major issues raised in the literature is the effectiveness of community 

service. The main contention is that while it has been lauded as a useful strategy to 

inculcate responsible citizenship, several scholars argue that its effectiveness has not been 

clearly demonstrated. In fact, Giles and Eyler (1998) raised 10 unanswered questions 

with respect to the effectiveness of service learning (p. 65). Three of the questions which 

are relevant to this discussion focus on how service learning affects students, i.e., 

1. How can service learning enhance subject matter? 

2. How can we define the learning and skill outcomes that are expected in service 

learning? 

3. What are the processes of effective service learning and how do they relate to 

learning in general? 

Although the foregoing questions focus on service learning, they are also pertinent to 

community service. Recent research findings have demonstrated that well-designed 

community service programs can stimulate student development in several areas such as 

academic and intellectual performance, personal and social growth, and civic and 

political involvement. 



Academic Achievement 

Academic achievement has not been a central issue in studies of community 

service, partly because most programs are not designed to improve student academic 

performance (Alt & Medrich, 1994). However, service activities that require students to 

focus on academic content, for example, tutoring other students, have demonstrated some 

effects on academic performance. For instance, Hedin (1987) did a meta-analysis of 

tutoring programs and found consistent increases in the reading and math achievement 

scores of both tutors and tutees. Similarly, Cohen, Kulik, andKulik (1982) conducted a 

meta-analysis of evaluations of 65 secondary school tutoring programs and documented 

positive effects on the academic performance and attitudes of tutors and tutees. Tutoring 

was more effective in improving math scores than reading and when older students taught 

younger ones rather than peers. Consistent gains in factual knowledge were also observed 

when researchers used tests designed to measure the kinds of information students were 

likely to encounter in their community and service experiences (Conrad & Hedin, 1989). 

One of the most often cited study that demonstrates academic achievement as a 

result of student involvement in community service was by Conrad and Hedin (1982). 

They conducted a national study of the effects of 27 experience-based education 

programs on the social, psychological, and cognitive development of adolescents. They 

reported that students in four types of experience-based programs displayed better 

problem-solving ability than control-group students. They tested this ability by asking 

students for their reactions to a series of hypothetical problems and dilemmas. Service 

participants showed higher ability than comparison students under two conditions; first, 
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when the problems were similar to those they worked on during their service, and second, 

when they were encouraged to contemplate and talk about their service experience in 

school. 

Social and Psychological Development 

Proponents of community service argue that youth participation in service 

activities can lead to social and personal growth with respect to increased sense of personal 

efficacy, self-esteem, confidence in social skills, and ability to build positive relationships with 

other youth and adults (Conrad & Hedin, 1982; 1991; Furco, 1994; Giles & Eyler, 1998). 

These findings hold in both quantitative and qualitative studies. For example, in their 

1982 study of 27 school-sponsored programs featuring direct participation in the 

community, including programs of community service, community study, career 

internships, and outdoor adventure, Conrad and Hedin found that students in participatory 

programs, including service programs, gained in social and personal responsibility. 

Additionally, they found that participation in school-based service positively changed 

students' opinions of groups such as the elderly, the police, and business people. 

Hamilton and Fenzel (1988) explored the effects of participation in two kinds of 

volunteer activities - community service and childcare, on adolescents' attitudes toward 

social and personal responsibility skill development and knowledge acquisition. They 

used written questionnaires, interviews with 73 participants, and testimony from 11 adult 

supervisors to document such effects. Ninety percent of the participants indicated the 

likelihood of continued volunteer work; nearly all volunteers reported gains in skills and 

knowledge. Adults involved in the program saw adolescents becoming more confident of 
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their abihties, learning to make decisions and work with children, and gaining in other 

ways that varied according to participants' individual needs and experiences. However, it 

is important to note that only 66 of 84 youths completed the service projects and, of these 

66, usable data were only collected from 44 adolescents. 

Newmann and Rutter (1983) examined the effect of high school community 

service programs on students' social development. Through open-ended interviews, pre-

and posttests, and a questionnaire, they compared volunteer and non-volunteer groups 

for: students' sense of responsibility and concern for the welfare of others; students' sense 

of competence in working on collective tasks and in dealing with adults; and students' 

anticipated participation in adult groups and politics. Their findings indicated that while 

community service modestly increased students' sense of social responsibility and sense 

of personal competence, it failed to bring special benefits in sense of school 

responsibility, political efficacy, future affiliation, and future political participation. Their 

conclusion was that developmental opportunities offered in regular school classes could 

have more impact on social development than specific opportunities within community 

service programs. 

Citizenship and Political Involvement 

Several studies have found that student involvement in community service 

improves their sense of civic responsibility (Alt & Medrich, 1994; Youniss, McLellan, & 

Yates, 1997). According to Alt and Medrich (1994), development of civic responsibility 

in the youth is crucial because there is a general consensus among educators and other 

experts that young people have little knowledge of government and poor attitudes toward 



their responsibihties as citizens. Putman's (1995) widely discussed article, "Bowling 

alone: America's declining social capital", seems to lend support to Alt and Medrich's 

observations when he stated that Americans no longer join civic associations the way 

they once did. For Putman, the falling levels of involvement in nonpolitical civic 

associations and other communal activities meant that America's social capital such as 

trust and participation that make society work, was in serious depletion. Putman was 

alarmed by the sharp decline in public trust in government since the 1970s and was 

concemed that Americans, especially young Americans, may not be willing or able to 

engage in the democratic process of the country. However, Ladd (1999) reviewed data on 

the subject and challenged Putman's observations and conclusions. Ladd contended that 

there was no apathy, and instead noted that civic participation has actually increased. 

However, despite the foregoing debate, recent studies have shown that student 

participation in community service improves their civic responsibility. For example, 

Yates and Youniss (1996) carried out a study on how participation in community service 

engenders civic identity. They found that by the end of the year, students no longer held 

stereotypes about the homeless but viewed them as people with various problems and 

compUcated hfe histories. 

While most studies on civic involvement show positive results, political 

involvement presents inconsistent results. For example, in a study that tested an experiential 

learning program's effects on adolescents' knowledge and attitudes about local 

government, Hamilton and Zeldin (1987) found that high school students who served as 

interns gained significantly in knowledge and political competence, but not in positive 



attitudes toward political participation. Similarly, a study of high school students by 

Newmann and Rutter (1983) did not credit participation in service with changing levels 

of political efficacy, plans for future political participation, or future social/institutional 

affiliation. 

Theoretical Perspectives on Community Service 

The conceptual framework for this study is rooted in several theories and models 

of community service and environmental action. The community service component is 

primarily based on five theories, namely Dewey's theory of community, socialization 

theory, social capital theory, social exchange theory, and Adlerian theory. The 

environmental action component is based on the traditional model of environmental 

action and the Hines model of responsible environmental behavior, hi next section I 

discuss theories that pertain to community service. 

John Dewey's Theory of Community 

The concept of community service can be traced back to John Dewey. Dewey's 

theory of community is embedded in his classic work, "Democracy and Education", in 

which he argued that a democratic society demands a type of associated living in which 

one's decisions and actions must be made with regard to their effect on others (Dewey, 

1968). Dewey contended that a democracy is more than a form of government; it is 

primarily a mode of associated living, of conjoint communicated experience (Rhoads, 

1998, p.131). Dewey's vision of democracy challenges all citizens to take part in a form 

of decision making that balances the interests of oneself with those of others. Democracy 

seen in this light demands that individuals understand the lives and experiences of other 



members of society. Cardinal facets of the Dewey theory of community are elaborated by 

Patten, Stone and Chen (1997) who observe that Dewey's theory of community 

emphasizes process and growth; a process of human beings making their collective life 

better by being committed, including volunteering time and effort, hnplied throughout 

Dewey's conception of democracy and the "Great Community" concept is an ethic-of-

care philosophy (Rhoads, 1998). To do this, Dewey urged educators to ensure that each 

person leams to become a responsible citizen. According to Rhoads (1998), Dewey's 

emphasis on the need to create a democratic society of responsible citizens through 

volunteering has become the philosophical grounding for community service. However, 

other scholars have come up with their own theoretical perspectives that explain 

community service. 

Adlerian Theory 

Individual motivation to participate in community service has also been explained 

using Adlerian theory. The theory is the brainchild of Alfred Adler, and its cardinal tenet 

is that an individual's level of social interest is the sine qua non to his or her success in 

solving the problems of life, for example, establishing important relationships with 

others, and doing well at one's workplace. Ansbacher (1968) defined social interest as 

"interest in the interests of others" (p. 140). Ideally, this entails a strong sense of 

community and fellowship. Adler, the father of "individual psychology", maintained that 

individual psychological health depends on contributing to social interest, which leads to 

a healthy "union with the community" (Adler, 1964, p. 43). 



The Adlerian perspective envisions human beings as capable of profound 

cooperation in living together and striving for self-improvement, self-fulfillment, and 

contribution to the common good. For Adler, the ultimate demonstration of a person's 

social interest is through overt behavior directed toward contributing to the welfare of 

others. An individual who contributes to the welfare of others will have a sense of social 

feeling or what Adler and many of his disciples referred to as a "feeling of community", a 

term closely linked to Dewey's concept of the "Great Community". 

Using the Adlerian perspective as their conceptual framework, Middleton and 

Kelly (1996) carried out a study to examine the impact of community service on 

personality development of high school students. They hypothesized that community 

service participants would demonstrate higher levels of positive personality development 

than control group participants of the same age. Their research method involved 

qualitative and quantitative measures of personality development. Quantitative analyses 

yielded limited evidence of positive change, but qualitative analyses indicated that 

community service produced strong positive effects for participants. They concluded that 

community service seems to have the potential to increase self-esteem and build empathy 

for others. Their recommendation was that adolescents need support, instruction, 

encouragement, and guidance to become fully integrated members of society. However, 

one maj or limitation with the Adlerian theory with respect to community service is that 

its applicability has not been widely tested. 



Social Capital Theory 

Social capital can be viewed a resource that aids or deters the present and future 

well-being of a child. Coleman (1990), the forefather of social capital theory in family 

studies, defines social capital as the norms, the social networks, and the relationships 

between adults and children that are of value for the child's upbringing. This definition 

shows that social networks play a very important role in nurturing the child. It is through 

the interplay of the individual and the group that social capital can be created and 

actualized, thereby potentially increasing one's well-being. It is important to realize that 

social capital exists within and outside the family. The theory has also been used to 

explain youth participation in community service. 

Wilson and Musick (1998) delineate how social capital contributes to 

volunteering. They contend that social scientists agree that a high level of civic 

engagement depends on an abundant supply of "social capital." In their view, social 

capital consists of those features of social life - networks, norms, and trust - that enable 

participants to act together more effectively to pursue shared objectives. Social capital 

makes it easier for people to link their own identity and interests with those of their 

community. As social capital declines, civic engagement falls. Social capital provides the 

resources (e.g., information, pooled labor, trust) that facilitate the path to voluntarism 

(Wilson & Musick, 1998). Individual variations in volunteering can be explained by 

reference to variations in social connectedness, the type of connections people have, or 

the degree to which those connections are organized. For example, McPherson, 



Popielarz, and Drobnic (1992) found that the size of social network increases a person's 

chances of joining a voluntary association. 

It is also widely accepted that social status and volunteering are positively related. 

Education, the most commonly used measure of human capital, is perhaps the most 

reliable predictor of volunteer work. Research has also confirmed that socioeconomic 

status, measured by income and occupational status, also predicts volunteering quite well. 

Wilson and Musick argue that volunteer work calls for both individual and social 

resources. While they each make an independent contribution, they also interact with 

each other (p. 799). In this regard, it would appear that students from higher socio

economic status are more likely to participate in volunteer work. 

Social Exchange Theory 

Some scholars contend that helping behavior can be explained using social 

exchange theory. With roots in earlier theories developed in fields such as economics and 

social psychology, this school of thought looks at how people arrive at their decisions in 

relationships. It posits a matrix system of measuring outcomes, taking into account 

rewards and costs of relationships and actions of others. The fundamental tenet of 

exchange theory is that all human beings feel the need to have and develop relationships, 

yet, while in these relationships individuals try to maximize their benefits while 

minimizing their costs. Benefits include a range of resources and services such as money, 

material goods, information, praise, positive regard, gratitude, or anything else that 

satisfies human needs or desires. To obtain rewards or benefits, however, an individual 

must provide something in exchange. Each individual evaluates the costs and rewards 



associated with interactions, determines if the rewards are greater than the costs. As a 

result, most individuals choose to interact in more rewarding relationships and tend to 

avoid less profitable exchanges (Rapp-Paghcci, 2002). 

Overall, social exchange theory provides a useful conceptualization of student 

participation in community service. The service provided should be mutually beneficial 

to the volunteer and the client. When volunteers and clients see the exchanges as 

rewarding, or at least equitable, they will perceive their rewards as proportional to their 

interaction and the resultant sense of satisfaction will support the advancement of the 

relationship. More specifically, one person should be highly motivated to help another 

when he/she believes that the potential recipient possesses valuable resources and will be 

able to employ them in the future to reciprocate (Enzle & Lowe, 1976). The initial 

helpful act thus represents the volunteer's attempt to increase the probability that the 

recipient will provide him/her with the desired resources at some later time. 

hi seeking evidence for the applicability of this theory, Dreman and Greenbaum 

(1973) studied the helping behavior of middle class male Israeli kindergarten students. 

They found that the students were more generous to classmates when the recipient was 

aware of the benefactor's identity than when not and when a future benefit was more 

likely. Similarly, a study by Enzle and Lowe (1976) on helping behavior as a function of 

resources available to the recipient provided a strong support for the social exchange 

theory of helping behavior. They attributed their finding to the volunteer's belief that 

he/she could elicit social benefits from the receipt in proportion to the amount of help 

provided. In this regard, students who want to improve their college applications can also 



use community service especially if a report indicating that they did community service 

can be taken into consideration for college admission purposes. 

Socialization Theory 

Socialization is the process by which people develop personal identities and learn 

the ways of a particular group or society. Primary socialization takes place in the family. 

With respect to community service, socialization theory contends that children and 

students participate in community service as a result of socialization at home and school. 

Therefore, fostering an ethic of service in children increases the likelihood that they will 

be community-minded and volunteer as young people and when they become adults. 

Other socializing agents include the church, school and the community at large. 

Accordingly, Sundeen and Raskoff (1994) observe that it is generally believed that 

socialization experiences in the context of the family, church, school, and community 

affect whether or not one volunteers. With regard to the family, Fitzsimmons (1986) 

found that college graduates who had a father who performed volunteer work were likely 

to be volunteers two years after graduation. In addition to the socialization effects of the 

family, religious participation and beliefs have long been associated with charitable acts 

through congregational activities (Sundeen & Raskoff, 1994). 

It is most likely that the foregoing theories of voluntarism would operate in 

tandem, and the result can be conceptualized as equifinality. Equifinality is a systems 

theory concept which asserts that a system can reach the same final state from differing 

initial conditions and by a variety of paths. So explaining student participation in 

community service may call for a contingency approach. This is similar to what is called 



the person-environment fit theory. The person-environment fit theory says that people 

and environments both have characteristic "personalities," and individuals seek 

environments in which they can express their strengths, values, and primary 

characteristics. Through a better understanding of characteristics and motivations of 

individuals who volunteer, programs can be better designed to recruit and retain 

volunteers. In the next section I provide a link to the foregoing section on theoretical 

perspectives by synthesizing research findings on factors that influence youth 

participation in community service. 

Factors that Influence Participation in Community Service 

I classified factors that influence student participation in community service by 

gender, parental influence, race/ethnicity, motivation and community service policies at 

both state and federal levels. 

Gender 

Research has consistently found that female youth are more likely to participate in 

community service than male youth. For example, a study by the Child Trends Databank 

(2002, Tl 5) on volunteer patterns of eighth, tenth and twelfth graders found that females 

participated in community service more than males. For eighth and tenth graders, the 

difference between genders in 2000 was approximately 8 percentage points for both 

grades. For twelfth graders, the differences were more dramatic, with a difference in 2000 

of 14.1 percentage points (39.3 % for females and 25.2 % for males). Similarly, with 

regard to college students' participation in community service, Serow and Dreyden 



(1990) found that female college students had a higher frequency of community service 

participation than males. Research findings also show that female youth tend to have 

more positive attitudes toward community service than male youth. For instance, a study 

by Miller (1994) on high school students' attitudes toward mandatory community service 

showed that females were more positive toward community service requirement. 

Parental Influence 

The Child Trends Databank observes that parental education has an influence on 

youth participation in community service. According to its findings, youth whose parents 

had finished college or had gone to graduate school were most likely to volunteer at least 

once a month. Youth whose parents did not finish high school were the least likely to 

volunteer, followed by those whose parents finished high school and either did or did not 

complete some college. This pattern was consistent over time and across grades. This 

pattern can be explained by social capital theory of volunteerism explained above. 

hi a review of literature on predictors of volunteerism, Zaff and Michelsen (2001) 

observed that there is evidence to suggest that parents can contribute to the development 

of positive citizenship of youth. This can be explained by sociahzation theory. More 

specifically, Zaff and Michelsen assert that parents who act as role models, who reinforce 

volunteering behavior in their children, and who participate in general activities with 

their children, have children who are more likely to be involved in volunteering activities. 

Based on this premise, Fletcher, Elder and Mekos (2000) examined whether parental 

influence predicts youth participation in community service, for example, as Sunday-

school teachers. They analyzed data from the Iowa Youth and Families Project in a 



longitudinal study of 451 Caucasian American families from several rural counties in 

north central Iowa. Their results corroborate the premise that parental modeling of 

volunteer participation is associated with youth participation in extracurricular activities 

and community service. Similarly, Fitzsimmons (1986) found that college graduates who 

had a father who performed volunteer work were likely to be volunteers two years after 

graduation. 

Ethnicity 

Research findings on differences in volunteering based on ethnicity are 

inconsistent. For example, a study by Niemi, Hepburn and Chapman (2000) revealed that 

African American and Hispanic adolescents volunteer for community service at the same 

rate as Caucasian American adolescents. Li addition, they found that whether or not 

English was the predominant language in a household was not related to participation. 

This is consistent with the findings from the Monitoring the Future survey by Johnston, 

Bachman and O'Malley (1999), which found that black and white high school seniors 

participated in community affairs and volunteer activities at approximately the same rate. 

However, several studies have shown that white youths are more likely to 

participate in community service than nonwhite youths. For example, a study by Nolin et 

al. (1997) showed that native Enghsh-speaking, female, white, 11th- and 12th-grade 

students who received high grades and were involved in many activities were most likely 

to participate in community service, hi a related study of volunteer work by adults, 

Wilson and Musick (1997) found lower volunteer rates for blacks compared to whites. 

They gave two possible explanations for these differences. First, they contended that 



blacks had lower rates of interaction. Second, they argued (based on the work of 

Hodgkinson,1995) that blacks were more likely to volunteer at lower rates than whites 

because they were less likely to be asked to volunteer. For example, while 46% of whites 

reported that they were asked to volunteer in the previous year, only 32% of African 

Americans reported that they had been asked to do so (Hodgkinson, 1995, p. 43). Yet 

volunteer participation among those asked was 80% or higher for all ethnic groups. 

Motivation 

There is limited research on what motivates adolescents to do community service. 

The little research available shows that individual youth motivation is an important factor 

in community service regardless of other background characteristics such as family status 

(Zaff & Mishelsen, 2001). Additionally, the limited research findings available suggest 

that youth motivation to do community service can range fi-om collectivistic (e.g., 

volunteering in the community because you want to help others) to individualistic (e.g., 

volunteering in the community because it will look good on a college apphcation). 

Studies by Omoto and Snyder (1995) support both the collectivistic and individualistic 

tendencies within volunteers. Overall, youth motivation to do community service can also 

be explained by several theories such as Adlerian theory and social exchange theory. 

With respect to Adlerian theory, Serow (1991) found that 80% of respondents 

(n=260) participated in community service in order to get a "sense of satisfaction in 

helping others", and 54% performed community service to "correct societal problems" 

(p. 549). Conversely, 42% of the respondents did community service to acquire career 

skills and experience, a finding consistent with social exchange theory. 
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Community Service Policies 

Zaff and Mishelsen (2001) observe that implementation of community service 

programs in schools is based primarily on state pubhc policy. A study by NoUn et al. 

(1997) confirmed the importance of poHcy in the implementation of community service 

or service learning. For example, the study revealed that: (1) 86 percent of all students 

who participated in community service were in schools that encouraged it, either through 

requiring participation or by arranging or offering it, and students in these schools were 

more likely to participate; and (2) about half the students who participated regularly in 

community service said that their service was incorporated into the school curriculum. 

Federal pohcies also support community service, and Johnson and Notah (1999) 

give a detailed account of federal policies that support community service. For example, 

in the 1990s two acts were passed that provided government financial support for 

community service. Both the National and Community Service Act of 1990 and the 

National Service Trust Act of 1993 support community service financially. Consequently, 

Johnson and Notah note that increases in funds for service programs during the past 

several years, coupled with increasing educational research supporting service, resulted in 

widespread implementation of community service and service learning. They further 

observe that availability of funds eased concerns that costs of expanded community 

service implementation would be prohibitive. The role of funding in the expansion of 

community service programs is also highlighted by Kwak, Shen and Kavanaugh (2002) 

who argue that federal financial support has continued to be one of the key driving forces 

in community service expansion. 
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Theoretical Perspectives on Environmental Action 

Most of the literature on community service focuses on community service in 

general and ignores several specific types of service youth participate in. This is 

surprising because some of the federal agencies that oversee federal policies on 

community service stipulate specific types of service youth are expected to engage in. For 

example, Sandler and Vandergrift (1993) observe that the Commission on National and 

Community Service (CNCS) offers assistance in four specific program areas: (1) school-

based community service programs in grades K-12; (2) higher education or campus-

based service programs; (3) youth service/conservation programs; and (4) general 

community service programs. Since the second focus of this study is on environmental 

community service, my review of the literature in the next section focuses on 

environmental action. First, I assess the status of environmental community service. 

Second, I delineate theoretical perspectives on environmental action. Third, I examine 

determinants of environmental action distilled from the literature. 

Status of Environmental Community Service 

While student participation in community service is increasing, the level of 

participation is some types of community service is still low. As stated in Chapter 1, a 

study by Chapin (1998) shows that a very small proportion of students (13.5%) 

participated in both voluntary and involuntary environmental action out of 5,540 students 

who participated in all types of community service groups. Student participation in 

environmental action group was in fact the third from the bottom of the eight types of 

community service groups. At the top were church-related group (49.4%), youth group 



(24.4%), community group (24.6%), education group (21.4%), hospital or nursing home 

(19.7%), and then environmental group (13.5%)). Groups that had the lowest levels of 

student participation were service group (12.2%o) and pohtical group (9.6%)) (Chapin, 

1998). 

Given these statistics, it means that a lot still needs to be done to mobilize and 

encourage students to participate in community service related to environmental action. 

In fact, encouraging student participation in enviroimiental action is in accordance with 

Agenda 21 of the United Nations on Environment and Sustainable Development. 

According to Agenda 21, Chapter 25, "youth comprise nearly 30 per cent of the world's 

population. The involvement of today's youth in environment and development decision

making, and in the implementation of programs is critical to the long-term success of 

Agenda 21" (United Nations, f 1). 

Encouraging the youth to participate in sustainable development through 

environmental education is one of the national environmental policies in the U.S. For 

example, Evans (2002) observes that in 1990, Congress passed the National 

Environmental Education Act. The Act directs the Federal Government to play a major 

role in increasing the public's environmental literacy by focusing on education of youth. 

Environmental education as a strategy for environmental action is in line with the Tblisi 

Intergovernmental Conference on Environmental Education (1978), which delineated the 

objectives of environmental education as follows: 

Awareness - to help social groups and individuals acquire an awareness and 

sensitivity to the total environment and its allied problems. 



Sensitivity - to help social groups and individuals gain a variety of experiences in, 

and acquire a set of values and feelings of concern for the environment and its 

associated issues and problems. 

Attitudes - to help social groups and individuals acquire a set of values and 

feelings of concern for the environment and motivation for actively participating 

in environmental improvement and protection. 

Skills - to help individuals acquire skills for identifying and solving 

environmental issues and problems. 

Participation - to provide individuals with an opportunity to be actively involved 

at all levels in working toward resolution of environmental issues and problems. 

Despite these noble objectives and efforts to integrate them in the curriculum, not 

much has been achieved in the area of environmental action as shown by the low rate of 

student participation in voluntary envirorraiental action. In fact, Ruskey (1995) reported 

that few states had comprehensive programs that combined problem-solving and action-

oriented approaches in environmental education. It is my contention that the first step to 

improve youth participation in environmental action is to identify those factors that 

influence voluntary environmental action. While a lot of research has been carried with 

respect to identifying predictors of community service, there is a dearth of research on 

envirormiental action as part of community service. In addition, although many studies 

have been undertaken to examine determinants of environmental action in general, no 

definitive explanatory factors have yet been identified. 



In next section I discuss two of the most cited analytical frameworks of 

environmental action: early traditional model and a model developed by Hines, 

Hungerford and Tomera (1986), hereafter referred to as the Hines model. Despite their 

weaknesses, I chose the two models because they put a lot of emphasis on environmental 

knowledge, in which the school curriculum plays a critical role. Although there are other 

models that help explain environmental action, it is my contention that these other models 

tend to ignore the role of the formal curriculum that is designed to inculcate 

envirormiental literacy and action. Of course, I recognize the fact that environmental 

knowledge per se is not the passport for environmental action. 

The Traditional Model of Environmental Action 

The traditional model is the oldest and most commonly used model of 

environmental action. The long-established belief has been that people's behavior toward 

the environment can be changed by making them more aware of environmental issues 

and problems. According to Burgess, Harrison, and Filius (1998, p. 1446), this 'top-down' 

model of communication presumes there is a deficit in public knowledge and 

understanding of environmental issues which needs to be 'filled' by expert knowledge 

before individuals can accept their own responsibilities and acknowledge the need to 

change aspects of their lifestyles. Specifically, the model assumes that educating people 

about environmental issues makes them more aware of environmental problems, which in 

turn will lead to more favorable environmental attitudes. It is thought that these favorable 

environmental attitudes would in turn motivate people to act toward the environment in 



65 

more responsible ways that promote better envirormiental quality. Figure 1 shows the 

traditional model of environmental action. 

Action Awareness or 
Attitude 

Environmental 
Knowledge 

Figure 1: Traditional model of envirormiental action 

Adapted from Hungerford and Volk (1990, p. 9) 

According to Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002), from the early 1970s the validity of 

traditional environmental model was disputed. Kollmuss and Agyeman argue that 

research has shown that in most cases, increases in knowledge and awareness do not lead 

to pro-environmental behavior. Similarly, Burgess, Harrison, and Filius observe that 

"Hopes are fading of achieving dramatic changes in individual lifestyles simply on the 

basis of 'more' or 'better' information." (p. 1447). One of the main reasons why 

environmental knowledge does not necessarily lead to behavioral change is that while 

knowledge of a problem is clearly a prerequisite to appropriate action, it is only part of 

the catalyst required (Newhouse, 1990). Newhouse contends that a person must also have 

the necessary skills to act. Several research studies support Newhouse's observations. For 

example, Jordan, Hungerford and Tomera (1986) found that high school students who 

were involved in environmental education workshops that stressed both environmental 

issues and action strategies reported participating in a greater number of environmentally 

appropriate behaviors than did students receiving only issue-awareness instruction. 

However, despite these findings, Kollmuss and Agyeman note that most 

environmental non-govemmental organizations are still basing their communication 



campaigns and strategies on the assumption that more knowledge will lead to more 

enhghtened behavior (p. 241). One possible reason for this assumption is that there may 

be a genuine belief among policymakers and others that information is the key to public 

involvement and action (Owens, 2000). Thus, Owens points out that this belief has been 

the basis of numerous public information campaigns in the United Kingdom, for example, 

'Save It' energy conservation campaign in the mid-1970s, and the 'Are You Doing Your 

Bit?' campaign which was launched in 1998 to develop public understanding of 

sustainable development (p. 1142). As noted by Newhouse, this reliance on environmental 

knowledge to drive change could be motivated by the fact that knowledge is a 

prerequisite for behavioral change. 

Another important assumption inherent in the traditional model is that attitude 

predisposes behavior. This was a common belief in the 1950s (Rajecki, 1990). However, 

by the 1960s, research evidence showed that attitude and behavior were often 

inconsistent, resulting in what is called attitude-behavior inconsistency or discrepancy 

(Rajecki, 1990). Rajecki (1982) gave a comprehensive overview of four potential causes 

for attitude-behavior discrepancy: direct versus indirect experience, normative influences, 

temporal instability and attitude-behavior measurement problem. 

Direct experience with an object is thought to result in more attitude-behavior 

consistency than indirect experience. In this respect, Kollmuss and Agyeman contend that 

indirect experiences, such as learning about an environmental problem in school as 

opposed to directly experiencing it will lead to weaker correlation between attitude and 

behavior (p. 242). Rajecki (1982) gave three possible reasons why direct experience 



produces more attitude-behavior consistency than indirect experience. 

1. Direct experience may simply make more information available to the individual 

and thus result in a more accurate attitude. 

2. Direct experience may cause the person to focus on his or her behavior, and 

behavior itself may be the basis for an attitude. 

3. Direct experience may involve repetition or mental rehearsal, leading to an 

attitude that is more easily or accurately remembered. 

Normative influences such as social norms, cultural traditions, and family 

customs can exert a strong force over behavior. For example, Kollmuss and Agyeman say 

that if the dominant culture propagates a lifestyle that is unsustainable, pro-environmental 

behavior is less likely to occur and the discrepancy between attitude and action will 

widen, hi addition, Newhouse points out that normative forces may also influence the 

way a person responds to a questionnaire. For example, in a survey most respondents are 

more likely to go by normative expectations regardless of their true feelings. 

Temporal instability refers to the general rule that the longer the interval between 

the collection of two kinds of data, the less consistent the results (Newhouse, 1990). 

Liconsistency in results will be exacerbated when data collection for attitudes and data 

collection for the action lie far apart. For example, Kollmuss and Agyeman note that after 

Chernobyl, an overwhelming majority of Swiss people were opposed to nuclear energy; 

yet a memorandum two years later that put a 10-year halt to building any new nuclear 

reactors in Switzerland was approved by only a very narrow margin. 

Lastly, attitude-behavior inconsistency is caused by a lack of congruence or 
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specificity between the attitudinal and behavioral measures. This means that the attitudes 

and behaviors measured do not correspond well to each other. For instance, Kollmuss and 

Agyeman say that in most cases the measured attitudes are much broader in scope (e.g.. 

Do you care about the environment?) than the measured actions (e.g., Do you recycle?) 

(p. 242). Newhouse recommends the use of several measures of attitude and behavior to 

solve this problem. 

The foregoing discussion of the traditional model shows that environmental 

knowledge does not necessarily translate into action. Additionally, there is inconsistency 

between attitude and behavior. Given these weaknesses, the traditional model has been 

challenged by more inclusionary models such as the Hines model. 

Hines Model of Responsible Environmental Behavior 

One important model that challenged the traditional model of enviroimiental 

action was developed by Hines, Hungerford and Tomera (1986). Although the model was 

developed by the three researchers, it is commonly referred to as the Hines model (Figure 

2). Hines, Hungerford and Tomera did a meta-analysis of 128 research studies and found 

that several variables were associated with responsible environmental behavior. Kollmuss 

and Agyeman (p. 243) delineate these salient variables as follows; 

Knowledge of issues: The person has to be familiar with the environmental 

problem and its causes. 

Knowledge of action strategies: The person has to know how he or she has to act 

to lower his or her impact on the environment. 

Locus of control: This represents an individual's perception of whether he or she 
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has the abihty to bring about change through his or her own behavior. People with 

a strong internal locus of control believe that their actions can bring about change. 

People with an external locus of control, on the other hand, feel that their actions 

are insignificant, and feel that change can only be brought about by powerful 

others. 

Attitudes: People with strong pro-environmental attitudes were found to be more 

likely to engage in pro-environmental behavior, yet the relationship between 

attitudes and actions proved to be weak. 

Verbal commitment: The communicated willingness to take action and gives 

some indication about the person's willingness to engage in pro-environmental 

behavior. 

Individual sense of responsibility: People with a greater sense of personal 

responsibility are more likely to have engaged in environmentally responsible 

behavior. 
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Attitudes 

Locus of 
control 

Personal 
responsibility 

Knowledge of issues 

Intention 
to act 

Personality factors 

Situational 
factors 

Action skills 

Knowledge of action 
strategies 

Responsible 
environmental 
behavior 

Figure 2: Hines model of responsible environmental behavior 

Adapted from Hines, Hungerford and Tomera (1986, p.7) 

Since the Hines model is comprehensive, I discuss it in detail in relation to other 

research findings. According to Hwang, Kim and Jeng (2000), variables related to 

environmental behavior can be categorized into cognitive, affective, and situational 

factors. Cognitive factors are related to knowledge of the environment and include action 

skills and strategies. This means that while knowledge of environmental problems is 

critical, an individual needs requisite skills to deal with the problems. The affective 

factors involve feelings associated with environmental problems and issues, and are 

generally defined by attitude, locus of control and responsibility. According to Hines, 



71 

Hungerford and Tomera (1986), situational factors such as economic constraints, social 

pressures, and opportunities to choose different actions, either counteract or strengthen 

the cognitive and affective factors (p. 7). The overall thesis of the Hines model is that an 

individual needs knowledge of environmental problems and issues, abilities and desires 

to act in an environmentally friendly manner. Additionally, the individual must also 

contend with situational factors. Researchers have also come up with demographic and 

individual factors such as gender and socioeconomic factors (Stem, 2000). What emerges 

from the research is information dealing with an array of variables associated with 

responsible environmental behavior, hi the next sections I delineate cardinal predictors of 

environmental action that I distilled from previous research. The Hines model anchors 

my discussion. 

Knowledge 

As shown in the traditional model, environmental kxiowledge is a prerequisite to 

environmental action. The Hines model also acknowledges the importance of 

environmental knowledge as a basic requirement for pro-environmental behavior. Thus, 

Hines, Hungerford and Tomera (1986) categorized environmental knowledge into three 

levels: (a) knowledge about the issue, (b) knowledge about the action strategy, and (c) 

action skill. Hungerford and Volk (1990, p. 11) came up with a more detailed 

categorization of variables related to pro-environmental behavior, which consist of three 

levels: entry level, ownership level, and empowerment level. Entry level variables consist 

of general knowledge of environmental issues focusing on envirormiental sensitivity and 

knowledge of ecology. Ownership level variables are those that make environmental 
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issues very personal to the extent that an individual feels as if he/she 'owns' the issues. 

Examples of ownership variables include extensive knowledge of environmental issues 

and personal investment. Personal investment is much like 'ownership' itself whereby the 

individual appears to have a proprietary interest in an issue. Empowerment variables give 

individuals a sense that they can make and help resolve important environmental issues. 

Empowering individuals to take environmental action should be the cornerstone of 

environmental education. Cardinal empowerment variables include knowledge of and 

skill in using environmental action strategies, locus of control and intention to act. 

However, as pointed out in the critique of the traditional model of envirormiental 

action, more environmental knowledge does not necessarily lead to more responsible 

environmental behavior, hi this regard, Hwang, Kim and Jeng (2000) argue that a major 

difficulty in imparting environmental literacy lies in the simple fact that research has not 

yet satisfactorily identified the knowledge components that are the antecedents to 

responsible environmental behavior. Nevertheless, many researchers have used the 

change in knowledge as an effective variable for explaining the change in responsible 

environmental behavior. For example, in a descriptive study involving 118 female under

graduate students at a Japanese women's university, Iwata (1981-82) investigated the 

relationship between a number of variables and self-reported antipollution behavior. The 

study revealed that development of an awareness of causes of environmental pollution 

and insight into consequences of pollution - both knowledge components - were 

significantly related to anti-pollution behavior. Also found to be related to anti-pollution 

behavior was an appreciation for natural beauty. A study by Geisler and Martinson (1982) 



also supported the importance of knowledge in predicting the intention to behave in an 

environmentally responsible manner. Their study found that knowledge of local 

environmental problems was a dominant predictor of intention to support local land use 

policy regulations aimed at environmental protection. More recently, Zelezny (1999) did 

a meta-analysis of educational interventions that improve environmental behaviors. She 

compared the effectiveness of educational interventions conducted in classroom and 

nontraditional settings in improving environmental behavior. Classroom interventions 

improved environmental behavior more effectively than interventions in nontraditional 

settings. 

The foregoing studies show that imparting knowledge has a positive impact on 

responsible environmental behavior. This could explain why several national curricular 

standards emphasize the teaching of environmental education. For example, the National 

Council of Social Studies (NCSS) curriculum standards include environmental education 

component aimed at inculcating environmental literacy into students. One of the 10 

themes that form the Ixamework of the NCSS standards focuses on people, places and 

environments. This theme seeks to help students to understand environmental problems 

and solutions. A similar theme is found in the National Geography Standards and is 

called 'environment and society'. Its overall objective is to teach environmental 

education which should lead to environmental action. The underlying assumption is that 

knowledge of environmental issues can lead to action. 

It is also important to note that environmental education is embedded in the 

National Science Education Standards. For example, Brown (2001), in a review of the 



National Science Education Standards (NSES) and the national goals set for 

environmental education, noted that many of the components of environmental education 

are found in the NSES. He noted that the NSES standards cover central environmental 

education ideas related to health, populations, resources, and environments, which 

provide the foundations for students' eventual understanding of environmental problems 

and solutions. The foregoing discussion shows that one of the goals of social studies and 

science curricula is to equip students with environmental knowledge as well as 

environmental action skills. 

Locus of Control 

nines, Hungerford and Tomera found that locus of control was an important 

determinant of responsible environmental behavior. They defined locus of control as an 

individual's belief in whether or not he/she has the ability to bring about change through 

his/her own behavior. Hwang, Kim and Jeng (2000, p. 20) observed that locus of control 

consists of both internal and external dimensions. They argued that external locus of 

control is based on the behef that changes happen by chance or by the intervention of 

powerful others such as God or the government rather than by personal behavior. 

Therefore, an individual who has a stronger external locus of control is not likely to 

participate in activities to bring about changes, hi contrast, internal locus of control is an 

internal motive that leads to the expectation that one's own activities are likely to bring 

about changes. As a result, a person with strong internal locus of control is more likely to 

participate in a specific activity (Hines, Hungerford and Tomera, 1986). Locus of control 
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is closely related to what Stem (2000) calls personal capabilities, which are closely 

related to the knowledge and skills discussed above. 

Personal Responsibility 

Boerschig and De Young (1993, p.19) define personal responsibility as a personal 

obligation or sense of duty to implement actions, for example, to save natural resources. 

Personal responsibility is similar to Hungerford and Volk's (1990) concept of personal 

investment. As noted above, Hungerford and Volk contended that a person who has an 

interest in a certain issue is more likely to invest resources in it and, thus, have a greater 

commitment and higher responsibility. In this regard, responsible people are more likely 

to participate in environmental action than those who are less responsible. 

Attitude 

Hwang, Kim and Jeng note that attitude is considered as one of the most 

important influences on behavior. Attitude can be defined as a tendency to act in a 

specific way toward a given object or in response to a specific situation. An 

environmental attitude describes an individual's favorable or unfavorable feelings with 

regard to particular aspects of the environment. Hines, Hungerford and Tomera found 

that many researchers used two types of attitudes about environment: (a) attitudes toward 

ecology and environment as a whole; and (b) attitudes toward taking environmental 

action. They also found that a slightly stronger relationship exists between attitude 

toward action and environmental behavior than between general attitude on environment 

and environmental behavior. However, as explained earlier, the relationship between 

attitude and behavior is fraught with inconsistencies. 



76 

Intention to Act 

Verbal commitment as a measure of intention is associated with responsible 

environmental action. It refers to an expressed intention to behave in a specific way in the 

face of an environmental problem (Fransson & Garling, 1999). A meta-analysis by Mines, 

Hungerford and Tomera (1986) showed that individuals who expressed an intention more 

often reported being engaged in the intended behaviors than those who did not express an 

intention. However, self-reported or intended behavior may not always be an accurate 

predictor of actual behavior. This is evident in the adage, "Deeds not words". In the next 

section I provide a link to the foregoing discussion by identifying commonalities in the 

factors that influence community service and environmental action. 

Communalities in Predictors of Community Service 

and Environmental Action 

Contextual Factors 

Contextual or situational factors include interpersonal influences (e.g., modeling), 

community expectations, availability of public policies and monetary incentives. Several 

studies have investigated the effect of contextual factors on environmental behavior. For 

example, in an effort to understand what leads to responsible environmental behavior, 

Tanner (1980) examined the lives of individuals who had demonstrated informed and 

responsible environmental activism. He found that youthful experiences in the out-of-

doors, experiences with pristine environments, parental influences, and teacher influences 

were significant determinants of environmental action. In a similar study, Dyar (1975) 



found a positive relationship between access and exposure to clean environments (e.g., 

wilderness) and environmental concern and activity. 

Research findings also show that contextual factors predict youth participation in 

community service. For example, Sundeen and Raskoff (1994) observed that school 

context or campus climate influenced the likelihood of volunteering among college 

students. Li a related study, Serow and Dreyden (1990) found that students at private 

colleges that had a strong religious orientation participated in community service more 

frequently than students at private colleges with less emphasis on religion or at public 

universities. Similarly, Pascarella, Ethington, and Smart (1988) found that the best 

predictor of humanitarian and civic involvement values nine years after college was the 

students' values while in college. Overall, the social context is an important determinant 

of community service as well as environmental action. 

Gender Differences 

Zelezny, Chua and Aldrich (2000) found that women report stronger 

envirormiental attitudes and behaviors than men. These differences were consistent across 

14 countries they studied, hi a similar study on gender differences in attitudes toward the 

environment and pro-environmental behaviors. Blocker and Eckerg (1997) found that 

women showed a greater concern for health and safety issues and the welfare of animals 

than did men. Additionally, women were more concerned about pollution, were more 

'green' or environmentally 'friendly' in their personal lifestyle, and more in favor of 

animal rights than were men. Zelezny, Chua and Aldrich give a possible explanation for 

gender differences in environmental behavior. They contend that, compared to males, 



females have higher levels of socialization that enable them to be socially responsible. 

These gender differences are the same as those found in community service. There is 

some cross-sectional evidence that female youth participate in positive citizenship 

behaviors more than male youth. For instance, both national and international research 

has consistently found that female youth participate in community service more than 

male youth. For example, Serow and Dreyden (1990) found that female college students 

had a higher frequency of community service participation than males. 

Ethnicity 

Race/ethnicity as a factor determining responsible environmental behavior has 

raised a lot of debate in academic circles. For example, Sheppard (1995) investigated 

differences in environmental world views of 72 whites and 40 African Americans by 

contrasting dimensions of two opposing paradigms: the dominant social paradigm that 

emphasizes exploiting nature and the new environmental paradigm that emphasizes 

harmony and stewardship. Their results reveal that differences between the two races are 

small in favor of whites. Similar studies with respect to community service have been 

carried out but the results are inconsistent. According to a study by Niemi, Hepburn and 

Chapman (2000), African American and Hispanic adolescents volunteer for community 

service at the same rate as Caucasian American adolescents. 

Social Status 

With respect to environmental concern. Van Li ere and Dunlap (1980) came up 

with the social status hypothesis, which states that environmental concern is positively 

associated with education and income. According to an explanation based on Maslow's 



(1970) theory of hierarchy of needs, the upper and middle classes have satisfied their 

basic material needs and thus focus on satisfying other "higher order" needs. In this 

respect, "concern for envirormiental quality is something of a luxury which can be 

indulged only after basic material needs (adequate food, shelter, and economic security) 

are met" (Van Liere & Dunlap, 1980, p. 183). Several studies have found a positive 

relationship between education and environmental concern (e.g., Van Liere & Dunlap, 

1980, 1981). However, with respect to other measures of social status such as income and 

occupational prestige, the relationship is weak (Van Liere & Dunlap, 1980). With regard 

to community service, social class appears to be a strong predictor of community service. 

For example, Sundeen and Raskoff (1994) observe that persons with fewer resources may 

be prevented from volunteering because of economic restrictions (e.g., not having 

transport to go the service site). Similarly, previous research on volunteering by 

Fitzsimmons (1986) and Sundeen (1988) show a positive relationship between 

socioeconomic status and education level. Overall, the social status hypothesis is similar 

to the dominant status model propounded by Lemon, Palisi, and Jacobson (1972). 

The Residence Hypothesis 

Van Liere and Dunlap (1980) postulated the residence hypothesis that explains 

environmental behavior. The residence hypothesis says that urban residents are more 

likely to be environmentally concerned than rural residents. According to Fransson and 

Garling (1999), a possible explanation for this difference is that urban residents are more 

exposed to signs of environmental deterioration, such as air pollution (p. 372). A study by 

Arcury and Christianson (1990) lend support to the residence hypothesis. Their study 
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revealed that those living in metropolitan areas were significantly more environmentally 

concerned than those living in provincial towns or in the countryside. The residence 

hypothesis also appears to be applicable to community service. For example, Lewis (1992) 

found that students in urban schools had a slightly greater rate of participation than those 

in suburban or rural schools. 

Synthesis and Research Thrust 

The foregoing review of the literature reveals several major findings. First, there 

are many variables that are associated with responsible environmental behavior. Second, 

environmental knowledge and knowledge of environmental action strategies are 

significant predictors of responsible environmental behavior. Third, affective factors of 

appreciation of natural beauty and attitudes toward the environment appear to be related 

to responsible environmental behavior. Fourth, social status, residential location, gender 

and to some extent race/ethnicity, are important determinants of environmental action. 

Lastly, factors that influence responsible environmental behavior are closely related to 

those that influence community service -gender, race/ethnicity, social status, education, 

context, and residential location. 

While a lot of research has been carried out with respect to general predictors of 

community service and environmental action, there is a dearth of research on potentially 

manipulable predictors of student participation in both community service and 

environmental action. Four of these underexplored and potentially manipulable predictors 

of student civic engagement include the role of the school curriculum especially student 



performance in social studies and science, student participation in extracurricular 

activities, the time a student spends on part-time employment, and student academic 

aspirations or expectations. It is my contention that a better understanding of how these 

factors are related to student participation in voluntary community service and 

enviroimiental action could enable schools and colleges to increase and improve student 

involvement in volunteer work. 



CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHOD 

Chapter 2 provided the conceptual framework for the study. This chapter 

describes the research method used. Specifically, I delineate the database, variables and 

data analysis procedures. 

Research Questions 

This study sought to answer two research questions as follows: 

1. Controlling for the commonly studied determinants of community service (race, 

gender, mother and father's education, family income, type and location of school), to 

what extent are the following factors associated with student participation in 

voluntary community service and environmental action; 

a. student performance in social studies and science; 

b. student participation in extracurricular activities; 

c. the time a student spends on part-time employment; and 

d. student academic aspirations or expectations? 

2. To what extent are the demographic characteristics of the student and the 

characteristics of the school attended associated with student participation in 

voluntary community service and environmental action? 

Research Hypotheses 

On the basis of the conceptual firamework and a review of the literature, I 

formulated 10 research hypotheses as follows; 
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1. Student performance in all the four subjects (English, math, science and social 

studies) is expected to be positively associated with student participation in 

community service and environmental action. This expectation is based on 

previous research findings which show that students with higher grades are more 

likely to participate in community service than those with lower grades (Nolin et 

al., 1997). However, since social studies teaches both environmental literacy and 

civic responsibility, student performance in social studies is expected to be the 

strongest predictor of student participation in community service and 

environmental action. Additionally, given that science also teaches environmental 

literacy, it is expected that student performance in science will be a stronger 

predictor of student participation in environmental action than student 

performance in English and math. With respect to community service, it is 

expected that the predictive power of student performance in science will be 

similar to that of English and math. This is because teaching civic responsibility is 

not the core business of these three subjects. 

2. No specific relationship between student participation in extracurricular activities 

and student involvement in voluntary community service and environmental 

action is hypothesized. On the one hand, students who participate in 

extracurricular activities may also participate in community service owing to 

social networks that could develop in both activities. On the other hand, social 

networks that could develop during extracurricular activities may not necessarily 

encourage student participation in community service. Furthermore, student 



participation in extracurricular activities could take up time that otherwise could 

go into community service. 

3. Since part-time employment could take up time students could do community 

service, I would expect the time a student spends on part-time employment to be 

negatively associated with student participation in voluntary community service 

and environmental action. This expectation is rooted in previous research results, 

which show that working part-time negatively affects student participation in 

campus activities. For example, a study by Furr and Filing (2000) found that 

students who worked 30 or more hours per week were less involved with campus 

activities than students who were not employed or were employed less than 30 

hours. This means that working part-time could negatively affect student 

involvement in extracurricular activities as well as community service. While 

social networks can develop as a result of part-time employment, the time 

constraint should offset social connections that could lead to community service. 

4. I would expect student academic aspirations to be positively associated with 

student participation in community service and environmental action. Student 

intention to advance to college could be indicative of high academic achievement, 

which is positively associated with student participation in community service. It 

is most likely that most students who intend to go to college are aware of the 

criteria often used in college admissions, which include community service (e.g., 

Nolin et al, 1997). In this respect, students who intend to go to college may do 

community service as a strategy to enhance their chances of college admission. 



Therefore, students who intend to finish college are more likely to participate in 

community service than those who not intend to finish college. 

5. I would expect family income and parental education to be positively associated 

with student participation in community service and environmental action. This 

expectation is based on social capital theory. 

6. With respect to gender, it is hypothesized that females are more likely to 

participate in community service and environmental action than males. This is 

based on research findings from previous studies (e.g., Nolin et al., 1997). 

7. On the basis of the residence hypothesis delineated in Chapter 2, it is 

hypothesized that students who attend urban and suburban schools are more likely 

to participate in community service and environmental action than students who 

attend rural schools. 

8. It is hypothesized that students who attend Catholic and private schools are more 

likely to participate in community service and environmental action than students 

who attend public schools. The hypothesis that students in Catholic schools are 

more likely to participate in community service is premised on religiosity, which 

emphasizes an ethic of care philosophy. The expectation that students in private 

schools are more likely to participate in community service is based on the fact 

that private schools have greater freedom to create a culture that encourages 

community service unlike public schools that tend to respond to multifaceted 

demands from their public constituencies. 



9. There is a dearth of research on the influence of the number of siblings on youth 

participation in community service. Therefore, no specific hypothesis is offered 

with respect to the relationship between the number of siblings and student 

participation in voluntary community service and environmental action. More 

importantly, while siblings can encourage each other to perform community 

service, other siblings can still discourage each other from doing community 

service. 

10. Despite the inconsistent results found in the literature on the influence of ethnicity 

on volunteering, it is hypothesized that white students are more likely to 

participate in community service and environmental action than nonwhites. This 

is premised on social capital theory whereby on average whites are more well-off 

than nonwhites. For example, a reanalysis of data used by Putnam (2000) in his 

book "Bowling Alone" reveals substantial differences in social capital between 

ethnic minorities and majority populations (i.e., lower social capital for 

minorities, e.g., African Americans). 

Database 
The data for this study came from the National Longitudinal Study of 1988 

(NELS: 88). The NELS; 88 dataset was initially designed as a general purpose dataset for 

developing and examining federal policy on education. Specifically, NELS: 88 was 

intended to measure instructional practices and cognitive outcomes of approximately 

24,600 eighth-grade students in spring of 1988 in four core subject areas: reading, 

mathematics, science, and history/citizenship/geography. In addition, extensive student. 



parent, teacher, and school administrator questionnaires were administered in 1988 and 

1990, when most of the students were sophomores, and in spring of 1992, when most of 

the students were seniors. 

This study analyzed responses of high school students (mostly seniors) of 1992 

about community service they did during two previous years. I used data involving 

reported participation of students in community service and environmental action. I 

selected the NELS:88 dataset for this analysis because of its two main positive features. 

First, the database includes numerous items that specifically examine student 

participation in community service especially in terms of outcome and predictor variables 

of interest. Second, the database represents a national representative sample of thousands 

of high school seniors selected through a rigorous two-stage stratified, probability design. 

Community Service and Environmental Action Questions 

The main question of interest for this study was entitled "Community Volunteer 

Work Past 2 Years," and was worded as follows: "During the past two years (from 

January I, 1990 to the present {Spring of 1992}), have you performed any unpaid 

volunteer or community service work (through such organizations as Little League, 

scouts, service clubs, church groups, school groups, or social action groups)?" Students 

who responded 'yes' to this question answered follow-up questions. The first follow-up 

question was about students' reasons for their participation, whether it was strictly 

voluntary or not. The second follow-up question was on the type of organizations 

students were involved with: (a) "service organizations, such as Big Brother or Sister"; 

(b) "political clubs or organizations"; (c) "church or church-related groups, not including 



worship service"; (d) "community centers, neighborhood improvement or social-action 

associations or groups"; (e) "organized volunteer group in a hospital or nursing home"; 

(f) "education organizations"; (g) "a conservation, recycling, or environmental group 

such as the Sierra Club or the Nature Conservancy." 

I used the foregoing questions to define two outcome variables for the study. 

Negative responses to the main question provided a group of students who did not 

participate in community service. Positive responses to voluntary participation in the first 

follow-up question provided a group of students who participated in voluntary 

community service. Conversely, negative responses to the first follow-up question 

constituted a group of students who involuntarily participated in community service. This 

group was combined with the group of nonparticipants referred to above as negative 

responses to the main question. Lastly, positive responses to sub-question "g" (student 

participation in community service related to conservation, recycling, or environmental 

group such as the Sierra Club or the Nature Conservancy) constituted a group of students 

who participated in environmental action. To ensure that this group consisted of 

voluntary participants only, those who reported that their participation was not voluntary 

were excluded. 

Participants 

Overall, 14,915 high school students (mostly seniors) participated in the second 

follow-up NELS:88 survey. However, before I took into account all independent 

variables, frequencies for the categories of student participation in community service 

and environmental action were as follows: 649 students voluntarily participated in 



environmental action; 4,682 students participated in community service voluntarily 

(including environmental action); 4,033 students participated in voluntary community 

service but not in environmental action; and 7,965 students did not participate in 

community service or if they participated, their participation was not voluntary. However, 

when I took all predictor variables into account, the sample dropped to 4,790 

observations. I used hstwise deletion method (Alhson, 2002) to remove cases with 

missing data. Observations fell by between 35.1% and 43.6% in all the categories of 

community service and environmental action. Accordingly, frequencies for the categories 

of student participation in community service and environmental action for the study 

sample were as follows: 283 students voluntarily participated in environmental action; 

1,997 students participated in community service voluntarily (including environmental 

action); 1,714 students participated in voluntary community service but not in 

environmental action; and 2,793 students did not participate in community service or if 

they participated, their participation was not voluntary. To a large extent, missing data 

were evenly distributed across all variables. This means that the study sample remained 

fairly representative of the original sample. I regrouped the four categories of student 

participation in community service and environmental action in order to come up with 

two dependent variables for the study. 

The first dependent variable was voluntary community service (VOLUCOM). It 

consisted of students who participated in community service voluntarily and those who 

did not participate or if they participated, their participation was not voluntary. As stated 



above, 1,997 students participated in community service voluntarily (coded as 1), and 

2,793 students did not participate or participated involuntarily (coded as 0). 

The second dependent variable was SERVICE. This was a nominal, polytomous 

variable with three categories as follows: 1 = students who voluntarily participated in 

environmental action (283); 2 = students who participated in voluntary community 

service but not in environmental action (1,714); and 3 = students who did not participate 

in community service or participated involuntarily (2,793). 

Weighting the Sample 

During data collection of NELS:88 certain students and schools representing key 

subpopulations were given higher selection probabilities - that is, NCES over-sampled 

certain population groups of students (e.g., Hispanics) due to their uniqueness in order to 

have more data than usually obtained on these special populations when using simple 

random sampling. Therefore, due to the over-sampling of certain population groups of 

students, weighting procedures are necessary to take into account differential sampling 

probabilities. Weighting survey data compensates for these unequal probabilities of 

selection and also adjusts for the effects of non-responses. Unweighted frequencies and 

percentages reflect the NELS:88 sample, and weighted frequencies and percentages 

reflect the national population estimate that is derived from the sample. Therefore, true 

population estimates can only be produced through use of appropriate weights. 

NCES provides several weights and the criteria to choose specific weights. The 

sample for this study includes base year, second follow-up and transcript data. As 
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recommended by NCES, I used a raw expansion weight of F2TRPIWT (204.95) to 

weight the sample. F2TRPIWT is one of the several raw expansion weights provided by 

NCES, and it is the weight that applies to sample members who were participants in 

1988, 1990 and 1992 and for whom transcript data are available. A raw expansion weight 

is the number of cases in the population that each observation represents. However, 

weighting the sample is not enough because it does not solve the problem of 

oversampling of certain population groups. Thus, sampling design effects should be taken 

into account using suitable statistical software. Accordingly, NCES (2003, ^ 2) 

recommends the use of SUDAAN, WesVar, and AM. In this study, I used AM statistical 

software. Therefore, I first extracted the sample and variables from NELS;88 dataset 

using Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) and then exported cleaned data file 

to AM. 

AM is a free statistical software which is provided by NCES. The AM software 

computes correct estimates and standard errors by using Taylor Series methods. Three 

design role variables are required in AM to take into account the complex survey design 

of the NELS:88 data. Therefore, I got the three design role variables from NELS:88 

codebook and set them into AM software. These variables are Strata, PSU (primary 

sampling units, also called clusters) and weight. A brief description of these variables is 

given below: 

a. The Strata value is the first two-digit number (in position 1-2) of the 

students' seven-digit ID numbers. 



92 

b. The PSU value is the middle three-digit number (in position 3-5) of the 

students' seven-digit ID numbers. 

c. As explained above, weights are variables that are put onto the data file by 

NCES to compensate for unequal probabilities of selection of 

subpopulations of the sample and to adjust for the effects of nonresponses. 

As stated above, I used F2TRPIWT to weight the study sample of 4,790 

cases. 

Data Analysis 

Descriptive Analysis 

As delineated above, I used SPSS to extract data from NELS:88 dataset and then 

exported the cleaned data file to AM software for analysis. I divided the analysis into two 

parts. The first part was descriptive statistical analysis involving basic descriptive 

statistics (mean, standard deviation, minimum and maximum values of each independent 

variable) and crosstabulations displaying categories of independent variables against 

categories of one of the dependent variables - SERVICE. The second part of data analysis 

involved testing hypotheses using logistic and multinomial regressions. 

Binary Logistic Regression 

I used logistic regression to assess statistical significance of predictors of 

voluntary community service (Voluntary participants =1; and 

Nonparticipants/involuntary participants =0). Binomial or binary logistic regression is a 

form of regression which is used when the dependent variable is dichotomous and the 



independent variables are of any type (continuous or categorical). Additionally, logistic 

regression enabled me to determine the effect of each independent variable on the 

dependent variable using z-statistics. Thus, I used the z-statistics to test the significance 

of coefficients of predictor variables for both logistic and multinomial regressions. 

I also computed odds ratios for predictor variables to estimate the change in 

probability of a student participating in community service and environmental action. 

With respect to dummy variables, an odds ratio greater than 1 shows that the indicated 

group (e.g., students who intended to finish college) were more likely to perform 

community service than the omitted or reference group. An odds ratio of 1 would indicate 

that there is no difference between the indicated group and the omitted group. A negative 

coefficient results in an odds ratio less than 1, which shows that the indicated group is 

less likely to perform community service compared to the omitted group. For example, if 

males have an odds ratio less than 1, it means that they are less likely to participate in 

community service than females. Conversely, if females as the indicated group have an 

odds ratio of 3, it means that they are 3 times more likely to participate in community 

service than males. With respect to continuous variables, e.g., average grades, an odds 

ratio of 2 means that 1 unit increase in the average grade of a student is more likely to 

increase the student's participation in community service twofold. 

Multinomial Logistic Regression 

Multinomial logistic regression is a form of regression that handles cases where 

dependent variables have more than two classes or what is referred to as polytomous 

variables. As an extension of binary logistic regression, multinomial logistic regression 
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enabled me to simultaneously compare factors associated with student participation in 

voluntary community service and environmental action. Like in logistic regression, my 

reference group was students who did not participate in community service or if they 

participated, their participation was not voluntary. Therefore, I came up with two 

regression equations: participants in voluntary environmental action versus 

nonparticipants and involuntary participants; and participants in voluntary community 

service (excluding environmental action) versus nonparticipants and involuntary 

participants. 

Description of Variables 

Dependent Variables 

VOLUCOM: This variable consisted of students who participated in community 

service voluntarily (coded as 1) and those who did not participate or participated 

involuntarily (coded as 0). 

SERVICE: This was a nominal, polytomous variable with three categories coded 

as follows: 1= students who voluntarily participated in environmental action; 2 = students 

who participated in voluntary community service but not in environmental action; and 0 

= students who did not participate in community service or participated involuntarily 

(reference group). 

Independent Continuous Variables 

FAMINCOM (Yearly family income): I measured this variable using 15 

midpoints of income ranges. I rounded of upper limits of income ranges such as $7, 499 



(to $7,500) and $9,999 (to $10,000) by adding $1 before computing midpoints. This 

helped to reduce decimal fractions. The income ranges and their respective midpoints are 

as follows: $0 = $0; less than 1000 = $500; $1,000 - $2,999 = $2,000; $3,000 - $4,999 -

$4,000; $5,000 - $7,499 = $6,250; $7,500 -$9,999 =$8,750; $10,000 - $14,999 = 

$12,500; $15,000 - $19,999 = $17,500; $20,000 - $24,999 = $22,500; $25,000 -$34,999 

= $30,000; $35,000 - $49,999 = $42,500; $50,000 - $74,999 = $62,500; $75,000 -

$99,999 = $87,500; $100,000 - $199,999 =$150,000; $200,000 or more = $$200,000. 

EXTRACUl (Number of extracurricular activities); This refers to the number of 

extracurricular activities students participated in. The number of activities ranged from 0 

to 10. Examples of extracurricular activities students participated in were drama, music, 

school newspaper, academic clubs, hobby clubs, intramural team sport and intramural 

individual sport. EXTRACUl was further treated as a dummy variable (EXTRACU2) 

with the following codes: 1 = students who did not participate in any extracurricular 

activity; and 0 otherwise. These two variables helped me to determine if the number of 

extracurricular activities made a difference compared to mere participation in 

extracurricular activities. 

PTJOBHRS (Hours worked): Refers to the time a student worked or usually 

worked part-time per week. It was measured using 9 midpoints. Ranges of hours worked 

pe r  week  and  the i r  r e spec t ive  midpo in t s  a r e  a s  fo l l ows :  Ohr  =  Ohr ;  l - 5h r=3hr ;6  — lOhr  

= 8 hi; 11 - 15 hr =13 hr; 16 - 20 hr = 18 hr; 21 - 25 hr = 23 hr; 26 - 30 hr = 28 hr; 31 -

35 hr =33 hr; 36 - 40 = 38 hr; over 40 hr = 40 hr. 



SIBLINGS (Number of siblings): Refers to the number of siblings a student had. 

It was measured as a continuous variable ranging from 0 to 6 siblings. Of course, 6 

represented 6 or more siblings. 

Student performance (in Carnegie units, average grades and centiles): Refers to a 

student's academic performance in four subjects; English, math, science and social 

studies. Student performance in each of the four subjects was measured as a continuous 

variable using Carnegie Units, average grades and centiles. 

Carnegie units 

A Carnegie unit is a credit representing the completion of a core of high school 

courses. The concept was developed in the early 1900s to set norms for curriculum and 

course time in public schools across the U.S. Carnegie units were named after the 

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, which first suggested the 

practice. According to the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (1997-

2003, 5), the Carnegie unit system was developed in 1906 as a measure of the amount 

of time a student has studied a subject. For example, a total of 120 hours in one subject -

meeting 4 or 5 times a week for 40 to 60 minutes, for 36 to 40 weeks each year - earns 

the student one "unit" of high school credit. Therefore, one unit refers to 1 year of study 

of a given subject. A credit of zero means that the student did not study the subject 

equivalent to 1 year. Six units mean that a student studied a subject equivalent to 6 years. 

NELS:88 used students' transcripts to calculate Carnegie units for each student whose 

transcript was available. The minimum and maximum units for English, math, science 

and social studies are as follows: 



a. ENGCANEG; English Carnegie Units - ranging from 0 to 10 

b. MATCANEG: Math Carnegie Units - ranging from 0 to 7 

c. SCICANEG: Science Carnegie Units - ranging from 0 to 9 

d. SOSCANEG: Social studies Carnegie Units - ranging from 0 to 8 

Note: Less than 1.5% of the students in the study sample had Carnegie units 

more than 6 units in each of the four subjects listed above. 

Average Grades 

An average grade in each of the four subjects refers to the average a student got in 

which 12 represents the highest grade comparable to 'A+' and 1 represents the lowest 

grade comparable to 'F'. NELS:88 average grades in four subjects (English, math, 

science, and social studies) are shown below. 

a. ENGAVE2 -English average grades ranging from 1 to 12 

b. MATHAVE2 - Math average grades ranging from 1 to 12 

c. SCIEAVE2 - Science average grades ranging from 1 to 12 

d. S0SAVE2 - Social Studies average grades ranging from 1 to 12 

Gentiles 

Student performance was also reported using centiles, which were derived from 

standardized scores. I used reading and history centiles instead of English and social 

studies, respectively, because NELS;88 dataset does not show centiles for English and 

social studies for the second follow-up survey. Centile 1 and centile 99 each represent 1.5 

percent. All other centiles represent 1 percent. Centiles for all the four subjects range 

from 1 to 99 as shown below: 



a. RECENTLE-Reading centile: 1-99 

b. MACENTLE-Math centile; 1-99 

c. SCENTILE-Science centile; 1-99 

d. HICENTLE-History centile; 1-99 

Independent Dummy Variables 

The following variables were treated as dummy variables - student gender, race, 

father and mother's education, level of education a student expected to attain, school 

location, school type, and student participation in extracurricular activities. 

GENDER; MALE coded as 1; FEMALE coded as 0. 

RACE (Student race or ethnicity); Student race consisted of five ethnic groups 

with the following variable labels (in brackets); Asian Americans (ASIAN), Hispanics 

(HISPANIC), Blacks (BLACK), American Indians (INDIAN) and Whites (WHITE). 

Whites were the reference group. 

FATHERED (Father's education); Refers to the highest education level of the 

father and consisted of 5 categories. The categories and their labels (in brackets) of this 

variable are as follows; Less than high school (LESSHSF); High school (HSF); Some 

college education (SOMECOLF); Finished college (FNISHCOF); and Graduate/Other 

(GRADF). 

MOTHERED (Mother's education): Refers to the highest education level of the 

mother and consisted of 5 categories. The categories and their labels (in brackets) of this 

variable are as follows; Less than high school (LESSHSM); High school (HSM); Some 



college education (SOMECOLM); Finished college (FNISHCOM); and Graduate/Other 

(GRADM). 

ED EXPECT (Student academic aspirations): Refers to the level of education a 

student expected to reach. It consisted of two categories: GRADPL - students who 

intended to finish college (coded as 0); and NOGRADPL - students who did not intend to 

finish college (coded as 1). 

SCHLOCAT (School location): Refers to the urbanicity of the area in which the 

student's school was located. Geographically, an urban area refers to the inner city and 

suburban refers to the outer city. Rural refers to the countryside. SCHLOCAT had three 

categories - URBAN, SUBURBAN and RURAL, and the reference category was 

RUEAL. 

SCHTYP (Type of school): Refers to school classification with the following 

categories - PRIVATE, PUBLIC and CATHOLIC, and pubhc schools were the reference 

category. 

EXTRACU2 (Student participation in extracurricular activities): As explained 

above, student participation in extracurricular activities was also treated as a dummy 

variable with the following categories: PARTICIP (student participation in any 

extracurricular activity) coded as 0; and NONPART (student did not participate in any 

extracurricular activity) coded as 1. 

All independent variables described above are summarized in Table 1. In 

addition. Table 1 shows reference categories (omitted groups) for dummy variables. 
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Table 1; Description of Variables and their Coding 

Variable name; and Description of Variable If dummy, omitted variable 
value labels if the has a value of 0 
variable is a dummy 
SIBLINGS (C) Number of siblings 
FAMINCOM (C) Family income 
PTJOBHRS (C) . Hours worked (part-time job) 
ENGCANEG (C) English Carnegie units 
MATCANEG (C) Math Carnegie units 
SCICANEG (C) Science Carnegie units 
SOSCANEG (C) Social studies Carnegie units 
ENGAVE2 (C) English average grades 
MATHAVE2 (C) Math average grades 
SCIEAVE2 (C) Science average grades 
S0SAVE2 (C) Social studies average grades 
RECENTLE (C) Reading centiles 
MACENTLE (C) Math centiles 
SCENTILE (C) Science centiles 
HICENTLE (C) History centiles 
EXTRACUl (C) No. of extracurricular activities 
EXTRACU2 (D) Student participates or does not 

participate in extracurricular 
activities 

PARTICIP Student participates in 
extracurricular activities 

Omitted Group 

NONPAR! Student does not participate in 
extracurricular activities 

RACE (D) Race of student 
ASIAN Asian Americans 
INDIAN American Indians 
BLACK Blacks 
HISPANIC Hispanics 
WHITE Whites Omitted Group 
GENDER (D) Gender 
MALE Males 
FEMALE Females Omitted Group 
SCHTYP (D) Type of school 
PRIVATE Private 
CATHOLIC Catholic 
PUBLIC Public Omitted Group 
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Table 1 continued 

SCHLOCAT (D) School location 
URBAN Urban 
SUBURBAN Suburban 
RURAL Rural Omitted Group 
FATHERED (D) Father's education 
LESSHSF Less than high school 
HSF High school 
SOMECOLF Some college 
FNISHCOLF Finished college 
GRADF Graduate/other Omitted Group 
MOTHERED (D) Mother's education 
LESSHSM Less than high school 
HSM High school 
SOMECOLM Some college 
FNISHCOLM Finished college 
GRADM Graduate/other Omitted Group 
EDEPECT (D) Student academic aspirations 
NOGRADPL Does not intend to finish college 
GRADPL Intends to finish college Omitted Group 
Note: C = Continuous variable; D = Dummy variable 

Entering the Variables into Regression Models 

As in multiple regression, there are several options for determining how 

predictors should be entered into the model. LeBlanc and Fitzgerald (2000) say that the 

predictor variables may be entered into the equation in the order specified by the user. 

Although several statistical packages make exploratory procedures (i.e., forward, 

backward, and stepwise selection) easy to use, such procedures are not theory driven and 

often provide inaccurate and unreliable parameter estimates (Austin, Yaffee, & Hinkle, 

1992). In this respect, LeBlanc and Fitzgerald (2000) say that forced entry is 

recommended with multiple predictors. In this regard, I used the forced entry method. In 
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fact, AM software only has forced entry method. Therefore, all predictors were entered at 

once in both logistic and multinomial regressions. Since the study was exploratory, I used 

a cut-off point of .10 level of significance to test the research hypotheses. 

Chapter 4 presents and discusses the results of the study. 



CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This chapter presents and discusses the findings of the study. The chapter is 

divided into two major parts. The first part presents descriptive results. The second part 

presents and interprets the findings of the study. Overall, the chapter seeks to answer the 

two research questions posed in Chapter 1. 

Research Questions 

The study sought to answer two research questions as follows: 

1. Controlling for the commonly studied determinants of community service (race, 

gender, mother and father's education, family income, type and location of school), to 

what extent are the following factors associated with student participation in 

voluntary community service and environmental action: 

a. student performance in social studies and science; 

b. student participation in extracurricular activities; 

c. the time a student spends on part-time employment; and 

d. student academic aspirations or expectations? 

2. To what extent are the demographic characteristics of the student and the 

characteristics of the school attended associated with student participation in voluntary 

community service and environmental action? 

Additionally, I formulated 10 research hypotheses. The next section presents 

descriptive results. 
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Descriptive Statistics 

According to the NELS: 88 dataset, 14,915 high school students (mostly seniors) 

participated in the survey. However, owing to missing data, I selected a sample of 4,790 

valid cases. I then weighted the sample using AM software, which is recommended by 

NCES. The weighted sample was 981,710 cases. 

Student Characteristics 

Descriptive statistics related to student characteristics used in this study constitute 

an important part of understanding student participation in voluntary community service 

and environmental action. Specifically, descriptive statistics provide an overview of 

students in the sample by identifying what the average student looked like in terms of 

background characteristics and participation levels. This picture provides the basis for 

understanding who those students were before trying to determine factors that influenced 

their participation in community service and environmental action. 

Table 2 shows descriptive statistics for the sample. Students in this sample were 

predominantly white (75.3%). In terms of gender, the sample was almost evenly divided 

with more females (50.9%). The majority of students (36.3%) had one sibling and those 

with 6 or more siblings were only 5.1%. Seventy-two percent of students had plans to 

finish college. A large proportion of students had parents with a high school diploma, that 

is, 51.1% for mothers and 44.2% for fathers. Overall, a higher percentage of students' 

fathers were college graduates (16.2%) compared to 10.9% for mothers. The majority of 

students (80.3%) participated in extracurricular activities. However, most students 

participated in 1 or 2 extracurricular activities (49.1 %) and very few of them participated 
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in 6 or more extracurricular activities. The largest proportion of students attended public 

schools (85.5%) and the rest attended Catholic and private schools. In terms of 

geographical location of the schools, 40% of the students attended schools in suburban 

areas followed by rural (35.2%). Sixty percent of students came from families with 

annual incomes ranging from $30,000 to $62,500, and the mean family income was 

$45,090. With respect to student performance, the average grades (on a scale of 1 to 12, 

with 12 representing Grade A and 1 Grade F) in English, math, science and social studies 

were 7.37, 6.68, 7.01, and 7.45, respectively. The averages for Carnegie units were 4.25 

(EngUsh), 3.39 (math), 3.13 (science) and 3.61 (social studies). It is important to note that 

less than 1.5%) of the students in the study sample had Carnegie units more than 6 units in 

each of the four subjects. Lastly, the average student performance measured in centiles 

fell between 58% and 60.2% for the four subjects, that is, math, science, reading and 

history. 
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Table 2; Descriptive Statistics of Student-related Variables 

Variable Mean SE SD Min Max 
Number of siblings 2.096 0.018 1.464 0.000 6.000 
Family income 45,090 729 36,560 0.000 200,000 
Part-time job hours worked 13.260 0.139 10.701 0.000 40.000 
English Carnegie units 4.249 0.016 0.873 0.000 10.000 
Math Carnegie units 3.392 0.015 0.969 0.000 7.000 
Science Carnegie units 3.125 0.019 1.085 0.000 9.000 
Social studies Carnegie units 3.607 0.020 0.900 0.000 8.000 
English average grades 7.368 0.040 2.451 1.000 12.000 
Math average grades 6.684 0,039 2.574 1.000 12.000 
Science average grades 7.014 0.037 2.517 1.000 12.000 
Social studies average grades 7.448 0.038 2.655 1.000 12.000 
Reading centiles 58.751 0.414 26.955 1.000 99.000 
Math centiles 60.235 0.438 26.474 1.000 99.000 
Science centiles 58.867 0.436 27.068 1.000 99.000 
History centiles 59.125 0.447 26.746 1.000 99.000 
No. of extracurricular activities 1.924 0.020 1.596 0.000 10.000 
Race 

Asian Americans 0.063 0.003 0.243 0.000 1.000 
American Indians 0.032 0.002 0.177 0.000 1.000 
Blacks 0.062 0.005 0.242 0.000 1.000 
Hispanics 0.089 0.005 0.285 0.000 1.000 
Whites 0.753 0.008 0.431 0.000 1.000 

Gender 
Males 0.491 0.006 0.500 0.000 1.000 
Females 0.509 0.006 0.500 0.000 1.000 

Type of school 
Private 0.069 0.008 0.254 0.000 1.000 

Catholic 0.076 0.009 0.265 0.000 1.000 
Public 0.855 0.012 0.352 0.000 1.000 

School location 
Urban 0.248 0.012 0.432 0.000 1.000 
Suburban 0.400 0.014 0.490 0.000 1.000 
Rural 0.352 0.015 0.478 0.000 1.000 

Father's education 
Less than high school 0.129 0.005 0.335 0.000 1.000 
High school 0.442 0.007 0.497 0.000 1.000 
Some college 0.090 0.003 0.286 0.000 1.000 
Finished college 0.178 0.005 0.382 0.000 1.000 
Graduate/other 0.162 0.006 0.368 0.000 1.000 
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Table 2 continued 
Mother's education 

Less than high school 0.116 0.005 0.321 0.000 1.000 
High school 0.511 0.007 0.500 0.000 1.000 
Some college 0.095 0.003 0.293 0.000 1.000 
Finished college 0.168 0.005 0.374 0.000 1.000 
Graduate/other 0.109 0.004 0.311 0.000 1.000 

Student academic aspiration 
Does not intend to finish college 0.280 0.007 0.449 0.000 1.000 
Intends to finish college 0.720 0.007 0.449 0.000 1.000 

Note; Unweighted N = 4,790; Weighted N = 981,710 
Less than 1.5% of the students in the study sample had Carnegie units more than 6 
units in each of the four subjects listed above. 

Descriptive Statistics Related to Student Participation in Voluntary Community 

Service and Environmental Action 

Descriptive statistics related to student participation in voluntary community 

service and environmental action deserve attention because they provide a summary of 

the joint distribution of students' characteristics and the overall pattern of their 

participation. In this respect, I used crosstabulations to summarize the data. 

Crosstabulations provide a means of further analysis of relationships that might not be 

readily apparent when analyzing the total response. They work best with categorical data 

or with continuous variables with limited distinct values. Thus, I used crosstabulations to 

generate joint frequencies between student-related variables and one dependent variable -

SERVICE, which had three categories:!- student participation in voluntary 

environmental action; 2 - student participation in voluntary community service 

(excluding environmental action); and 3 - students who did not participate in voluntary 

community service or if they participated, their participation was not voluntary. 
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All crosstabulations are shown in Appendix A. Overall, more students 

participated in other types of community service (35.8%) than environmental action 

(5.9%). However, the level of participation varied according to several student-related 

variables. More females participated in community service (40%) and enviroimiental 

action (7.1%) than males. In terms of ethnicity, more whites and Asian Americans 

participated in community service and environmental action (36.5% and 43.7%), 

respectively) than blacks, American Indians and Hispanics. With respect to family 

income, students from families with incomes less than $2,000 did not participate in 

environmental action yet students from a similar family income bracket participated in 

other forms of community service. For example, 35.3% of students from families with 

incomes of $2,000 participated in community service. However, to some extent and for 

both community service and environmental action, higher incomes were accompanied by 

higher student participation. For example, for the $200,000 income bracket, 10.7%) of 

students participated in environmental action while 47.6% participated in community 

service. 

For both environmental action and community service, higher educational levels 

of fathers were accompanied by higher levels of student participation. However, with 

respect to mothers' education, differences in the levels of participation were fairly small 

from one level of education to the other. Seniors with higher average grades and more 

Camegie units in all school subjects (English, math, science, social studies) participated 

more in community service than those with lower average grades and less Camegie units. 

Student engagement in community service also varied with school type. As shown in 



109 

Appendix A, students in Catholic (46.2%) and private (45.3 %) schools participated more 

in community service than students in public schools (34.1%). However, with respect to 

environmental action, the pattern was different. Students in private schools (12.4%) 

participated the most in environmental action. Student involvement in community service 

and environmental action also varied with the geographical location of the school. A 

higher proportion of students in urban schools (41.7%) reported participating in 

community service and environmental action (41.7% and 7.3%, respectively) than those 

in suburban and rural schools. However, the differences in levels of participation were 

fairly small. 

Students with higher academic aspirations participated more in community 

service than those with lower academic aspirations. As indicated in Appendix A, a higher 

proportion of students who intended to finish college participated more in community 

service (41.4%) and environmental action (7.4%) compared to those who did not intend 

to finish college. Student participation in community service also varied according to 

student participation in extracurricular activities such as sports and clubs. For example, 

39.6% of students who participated in extracurricular activities performed community 

service compared to 20% who did community service but did not participate in 

extracurricular activities. Environmental action shows a similar pattern, for example, 

6.9% of students who participated in extracurricular activities were involved in 

environmental action compared to 1.9% who participated in environmental action but did 

not participate in extracurricular activities. 
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As reported in Appendix A, students who worked more hours per week 

participated less in community service and environmental action. However, in some cases 

the pattern is not clear-cut. Lastly, there appears to be no discernible relationship between 

the number of siblings students had and their participation in community service and 

environmental action. For example, 34.1% of students without siblings participated in 

community service while 34.2% with five siblings also participated in community service. 

Similarly, students with 2, 3 and 4 siblings participated at the same rate (5.2%) in 

environmental action. 

Hypotheses Testing: Results and Discussion 

I tested the hypotheses using logistic and multinomial regressions. First, I ran 

logistic regression to assess the predictors of community service (VOLUCOM). Since 

student performance was measured using average grades, Carnegie units and centiles, I 

ran three separate logistic regression models for each of these measures together with 

other predictor variables. Second, I ran multinomial regressions to compare predictors of 

community service and environmental action. Again, since student performance was 

measured using the three methods mentioned above, I ran three separate multinomial 

regression models. In both logistic and multinomial regressions, the reference group 

consisted of students who did not participate in any community service or if they 

participated, their participation was not voluntary. Below I present and discuss the results 

of each hypothesis. Since the study was exploratory, I used a cut-off point of .10 alpha 

level to test the hypotheses. 



I l l  

One of the major objectives of this study was to examine the extent to which 

student performance predicted student participation in community service and 

environmental action. I expected student performance in all the four subjects (English, 

math, science and social studies) to be positively associated with student participation in 

community service (VOLUCOM). Compared to all the subjects, I expected student 

performance in social studies to be the strongest predictor of community service and 

environmental action. Additionally, given that science teaches environmental literacy, I 

expected student performance in science to be a stronger predictor of environmental 

action than student performance in English and math. 

Tables 3, 4, and 5 reveal that student performance measured using Carnegie units, 

average grades and centiles in all the four subjects except math (average grades) and 

English (average grades and Carnegie units) was a consistent positive predictor of student 

participation in community service (VOLUCOM). Unexpectedly, math average grades 

had a significant negative relationship with community service (Table 3). It is also 

noteworthy that math Carnegie units had the largest effect on community service 

followed by science Carnegie units with coefficients of .119 and .084, respectively (Table 

4). 

When the predictive power of student performance in the four subjects was 

simultaneously assessed with respect to community service and environmental action 

(SERVICE), interesting differences emerged (Tables 6, 7, & 8). Only social studies 

average grades and Carnegie units, and centiles for history, reading, and science were 

consistent positive predictors of community service and environmental action. Although 
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English Carnegie units had the largest effect on environmental action (Table 1),  English 

average grades had no significant effect on environmental action. Whereas the alpha 

levels for the predictors of community service (VOLUCOM) were low (p<.05), the alpha 

levels for the predictors of environmental action were generally high (p<.10). For 

example, social studies average grades were statistically significant predictors of 

environmental action at .09 significance level (Table 6). While math average grades 

(Table 6) and centiles (Table 8) were significant negative predictors of environmental 

action, math Carnegie units were not (Table 7). An interesting feature of this finding is 

that student performance in math measured using average grades and centiles was 

negatively associated with student participation in environmental action. Yet, with 

respect to community service, the relationship was positive except when student 

performance was measured using average grades. It should be noted, nevertheless, that 

nearly all the odds ratios of the measures of student performance were slightly above 1 

except for math average grades and centiles which were less than 1 in some instances 

(Tables 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 & 8). This indicates that student performance had an overall minor to 

moderate positive effect on community service and environmental action. 

Tables 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 contain additional important findings. First, social 

studies average grades and centiles (history centiles) had the largest effect on community 

service and environment action. Second, student performance in social studies (measured 

using all the three methods) was the most consistent positive predictor of both 

community service and environmental action. This second point is critical because the 
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other school subjects (math, science and English) were not consistently significant 

predictors of both community service and environmental action when all the three 

methods of measuring student performance were used. Third, math Carnegie units had 

the largest effect on community service followed by science; and English Carnegie units 

had the largest effect on environmental action (Table 7). Therefore, in terms of student 

performance (defined as mastery of subject matter) these results support the sub-

hypothesis that student performance in social studies is the strongest predictor of 

community service and environmental action. Lastly, student performance in the three 

subjects (math, science and English) appears to be an inconsistent predictor of both 

community service and environmental action when all the three measures of student 

performance are taken into account. 

The most plausible explanation for the overall positive relationship between 

student performance (in most subjects) and community service is that community service 

which focuses on academic work (e.g., tutoring other students) can improve academic 

performance of both tutors and tutees. Such an explanation is compatible with previous 

research findings. For example, Hedin (1987) did a meta-analysis of community service 

tutoring programs and found consistent increases in the reading and math achievement 

scores of both tutors and tutees. Overall, Nolin et al. (1997) contend that student 

participation in community service may positively affect student grades while at the same 

time the kinds of students who participate in community service may also be the ones 

more likely to receive high grades. This last possibility given by Nolin et al. is rooted in 
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competence theory. The theory states that competent individuals adopt socially approved 

goals and are demonstrably successful in attaining them. As regards students, Serow, 

Ciechalski and Daye (1990) note that competent students have high grade point averages 

(GPA), use their time wisely and exhibit a helping behavior. This observation suggests 

that students who participate in community service are more likely to be high academic 

achievers characterized by pro-social behavior than nonparticipants. 

The findings of this study suggest that student performance in math is difficult to 

relate to community service and environmental action. On the one hand, math average 

grades and centiles show a significant negative relationship with environmental action. 

Additionally, math average grades are negatively associated with community service 

(VOLUCOM). On the other hand, math Carnegie units had the largest significant positive 

effect on community service. It would appear that average grades and centiles are more 

reliable predictors of community service and environmental action. This is because 

average grades and centiles measure knowledge acquisition by the student unlike 

Carnegie units which indicate the number of years a student has studied a subject. 

In view of the foregoing, it is not surprising that the use of Carnegie units as a 

measure of student performance has been challenged in the literature. The basis for this 

challenge is that the number of years a student has done a subject does not necessarily 

reflect knowledge acquisition of that subject. For example, Maeroff (1994), in his 

scathing criticism of Carnegie units, compared Carnegie units to prisons when he wrote: 

"Seat time earns Carnegie units. In this regard, high school is akin to prison; serving time 
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- with good behavior - wins release. — The hours devoted to a course assume greater 

significance than the content of the course" (p. 409). In fact, the whole concept of 

Carnegie units has been questionable for a very long time. For example, Dettre (1975) 

was skeptical about the reliability of Carnegie units when he wrote an article entitled 

"The Carnegie unit: A doubtful practice". In the same vein, Maeroff (p. 410) observes 

that "A transcript listing the Carnegie units that a student has earned implies that those 

units represent an accumulation of knowledge. Other than passing marks, however, 

evidence of learning in the particular courses is scanty." Evidence to show that students 

can earn Carnegie units when they have not mastered anything is provided by Haynes 

(1990) who observes that many high school basketball and football players (30 percent) 

are illiterate. Yet such students purport to be in high school and have attained some 

Carnegie units in their respective subjects. Therefore, the inconsistency of Carnegie units 

in predicting community service and environmental action suggests that Carnegie units 

may not be reliable measures of knowledge or subject mastery. 

The consistent predictive power of student performance in social studies could be 

explained by the role of social studies in the curriculum. One of the key functions of 

social studies in the curriculum is to teach civic responsibility. For example, the NCSS (f 

3) notes that although civic competence is not the only responsibility of social studies nor 

is it exclusive to the field, it is more central to social studies than any other subject area in 

the schools. As such, the NCSS expects students to leam by experience how to participate 

in community service and political activities and how to use democratic process to 
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influence public policy. Additionally, social studies is the second subject where 

environmental education is taught the most (Ham & Sewing, 1987/88). 

The finding that student performance in science was not a statistically significant 

predictor of student participation in environmental action was startling. According to 

Ham and Sewing (1987/88), most teachers taught environmental education in the science 

curriculum with social studies as the second subject where environmental education was 

taught the most. Therefore, my expectation was to find student performance in both 

social studies and science (measured using all the three methods -average grades, 

Carnegie units and centiles) as a significant predictor of student participation in 

environmental action. Nevertheless, the finding that student performance in social studies 

emerged as the most powerful predictor of environmental action could be explained by 

the double role of social studies in teaching civic responsibihty and environmental 

education. Unlike science which teaches environmental education without much 

emphasis on civic responsibility, social studies goes further and teaches civic 

responsibility. Thus, it would appear that social studies infuses envirorunental knowledge 

with social civic responsibihty, which most hkely leads to environmental action. This is 

consistent with the Hines model which shows that apart from environmental knowledge, 

people need environmental action skills and strategies in order to exhibit pro-

environmental behavior. 
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Table 3: Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting Student Participation in 

Community Service when Student Performance is Measured Using 

Average Grades 

Parameter Estimate SE Odds 
Ratios 

p > N  

Constant -1.115 0.166 .328 0.000 
No. of siblings 0.044 0.016 1.045 0.007*** 
Family income 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.748 
Hours worked -0.007 0.002 .993 0.002*** 
English average grades 0.026 0.019 1.026 0.169 
Math average grades -0.030 0.016 .970 0.063* 
Science average grades 0.032 0.018 1.033 0.068* 
Social studies average grades 0.077 0.017 1.080 0.000*** 
No. of extracurricular activities 0.256 0.016 1.292 0.000*** 
Asian Americans 0.028 0.094 1.028 0.765 
American Indians -0.504 0.139 .604 0.000*** 
Blacks -0.299 0.106 .742 0.005*** 
Hispanics -0.054 0.089 .946 0.542 
Males -0.392 0.048 .676 0.000*** 
Private schools 0.082 0.151 1.086 0.586 
Catholic schools 0.202 0.124 1.224 0.102 
Urban schools 0.304 0.083 1.355 0.000*** 
Suburban schools 0.060 0.061 1.062 0.321 
Father's Education 

Less than high school -0.409 0.107 .665 0.000*** 
High school -0.364 0.089 .695 0.000*** 
Some college -0.188 0.106 .829 0.077* 
Finished college -0.140 0.083 .870 0.094* 

Mother's Education 
Less than high school -0.279 0.125 .757 0.026** 
High school -0.066 0.103 .936 0.523 
Some college -0.036 0.117 .965 0.757 
Finished college -0.014 0.098 .986 0.885 

Student does not intend to finish -0.481 0.067 .618 0.000*** 
college 
Note: *p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01. 

Unweighted N = 4,790; Weighted N = 981,710 
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Table 4; Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting Student Participation in 

Community Service when Student Performance is Measured Using 

Carnegie Units 

Parameter Estimate SE Odds 
Ratios 

p> |z| 

Constant -1.373 0.210 .253 0.000 
No. of siblings 0.045 0.017 1.046 0.008*** 
Family income 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.729 
Hours worked -0.007 0.002 .993 0.002*** 
No. of extracurricular activities 0.275 0.016 1.316 0.000*** 
English Carnegie units 0.046 0.031 1.047 0.137 
Math Carnegie units 0.119 0.030 1.126 0.000*** 
Science Carnegie units 0.084 0.026 1.088 0.001*** 
Social studies Carnegie units 0.067 0.029 1.069 0.022** 
Asian Americans 0.034 0.091 1.035 0.706 
American Indians -0.503 0.137 .605 0.000*** 
Blacks -0.395 0.103 .674 0.000*** 
Hispanics -0.052 0.090 .946 0.563 
Males -0.450 0.046 .638 0.000*** 
Private schools 0.044 0.143 1.045 0.760 
Cathohc schools 0.133 0.123 1.143 0.280 
Urban schools 0.275 0.081 1.317 0.001*** 
Suburban schools 0.024 0.060 1.025 0.685 
Father's Education 

Less than high school -0.411 0.106 .663 0.000*** 
High school -0.382 0.088 .683 0.000*** 
Some college -0.188 0.105 .829 0.073* 
Finished college -0.141 0.082 .868 0.087* 

Mother's Education 
Less than high school -0.315 0.124 .729 0.011** 

High school -0.087 0.102 .917 0.394 
Some college -0.030 0.115 .970 0.792 
Finished college -0.005 0.097 .995 0.957 

Student does not intend to finish -0.511 0.066 .600 0.000*** 
college 
Note; *p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01. 

Unweighted N = 4,790; Weighted N = 981,710 
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Table 5: Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting Student Participation in 

Community Service when Student Performance is Measured Using 

Gentiles 

Parameter Estimate SE Odds 
Ratios 

p > l z |  

Constant -1.507 0.150 .222 0.000 
No. of siblings 0.049 0.017 1.050 0.003*** 
Family income -0.000 0.000 1.000 0.895 
Hours worked -0.006 0.002 .994 0.012** 
Reading centiles 0.004 0.001 1.004 0.003*** 
Math centiles 0.004 0.001 .967 0.006*** 
Science centiles 0.004 0.002 1.004 0.005*** 
History centiles 0.006 0.002 1.006 0.000*** 
No. of extracurricular activities 0.265 0.016 1.304 0.000*** 
Asian Americans 0.033 0.092 1.034 0.720 
American Indians -0.439 0.140 .645 0.002*** 
Blacks -0.106 0.109 .899 0.329 
Hispanics 0.053 0.087 1.055 0.543 
Males -0.546 0.053 .579 0.000*** 
Private schools 0.046 0.135 1.047 0.736 
Catholic schools 0.174 0.123 1.190 0.156 
Urban schools 0.231 0.083 1.260 0.005*** 
Suburban schools 0.004 0.059 1.004 0.950 
Father's Education 

Less than high school -0.307 0.108 .736 0.004*** 
High school -0.306 0.090 .737 0.001*** 
Some college -0.115 0.105 .891 0.272 
Finished college -0.109 0.084 .897 0.193 

Mother's Education 
Less than high school -0.203 0.124 .816 0.100* 
High school -0.026 0.104 .974 0.802 
Some college -0.039 0.118 .962 0.741 
Finished college -0.003 0.099 .997 0.975 

Student does not intend to -0.365 0.066 .694 0.000*** 
finish college 
Note: *p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01. 

Unweighted N = 4,790; Weighted N = 981,710 



Table 6: Multinomial Regression Analysis Predicting Student Participation in 

Voluntary Environmental Action and Community Service when Student 

Performance is Measured Using Average Grades 

Environmental action Community Service excluding 
environmental action 

Parameter Estimate SE Odds p>|2l Estimate SE Odds p > | z |  
Ratios Ratios 

Constant -2.562 0.351 0.000 -1.355 0.167 0.000 

No. of siblings 0.013 0.031 1.013 0.682 0.049 0.018 1.050 0.006*** 

Family income 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.703 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.833 

Hours worked -0.010 0.005 .990 0.025** -0.007 0.002 .993 0,007*** 

English average grades 0.003 0.045 1.003 0.940 0.029 0.019 1.029 0.134 

Math average grades -0.082 0.029 .922 0.005*** -0.023 0.017 .977 0,170 

Science average grades 0.055 0.038 1.056 0.147 0.029 0.019 1.030 0,113 

Social studies average 0.063 0.037 1.065 0.089* 0,080 0.018 1,083 0,000*** 
grades 
No. of extracijrricular 0.418 0.026 1.519 0.000*** 0,230 0.017 1.258 0.000*** 
activities 
Asian Americans -0.027 0.185 .974 0.884 0.034 0.093 1.035 0.715 

American Indians -0.462 0.308 .630 0.133 -0,503 0.149 .605 0.001*** 
Blacks -1.024 0.225 .359 0.000*** -0.216 0.110 .806 0,049** 

Hispanics -0.201 0.198 ..818 0.309 -0.033 0.088 .968 0,710 

Males -0.587 0.109 .556 0.000*** -0.363 0.049 .696 0,000*** 
Private schools 0.267 0.216 1.306 0.217 0.041 0.156 1.042 0,794 

Catholic schools -0.010 0,225 .990 0.965 0.234 0.126 1.263 0,063* 
Urban schools 0.454 0.170 1.575 0.008*** 0.282 0.083 1.326 0,001*** 
Suburban schools 0.247 0.150 1.281 0.099* 0.034 0.061 1.035 0,579 



Table 6 continued 
Father's Education 

Less than high school -1.032 0.232 .356 0.000*** 
High school -0.461 0.155 .631 0.003*** 
Some college -0.052 0.182 .949 0.773 

Finished college -0.064 0.136 .938 0.638 

Mother's Education 
Less than high school -0.500 0.234 .607 0.033** 
High school -0.433 0.164 .649 0.008*** 
Some college -0.384 0.205 .681 0.061* 
Finished college -0.296 0.168 .744 0.078* 

Student does not intend -0.857 0.173 .424 0.000*** 
to finish college 

Note: *p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01. 
Unweighted N = 4,790; Weighted N = 981,710 

-0.351 0.108 
-0.351 0.092 
-0.211 0.111 

-0.151 0.088 

-0.228 0.129 
0.002 0.108 
0.032 0.121 
0.043 0.102 

-0.440 0.070 

.704 0.001*** 

.704 0.000*** 

.810 0.057* 

.860 0.085* 

.796 0.076* 
1.002 0.985 
1.033 0.790 
1.044 0.677 
.644 0.000*** 



Table 7; Multinomial Regression Analysis Predicting Student Participation in 

Voluntary Enviromnental Action and Community Service when Student 

Performance is Measured Using Carnegie Units 

Parameter Environmental action Community Service excluding 
environmental action 

Estimate SE Odds 
Ratios 

p> N Estimate SE Odds 
Ratios 

p > | z |  

Constant -3.439 0.448 0.000 -1.509 0.212 0.000 
No of siblings 0.009 0.030 1.009 0.774 0.049 0.018 1.050 0.007*** 
Family income 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.689 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.806 
Hours worked -0.010 0.004 .990 0.031** -0.007 0.002 .994 0.007*** 
English Carnegie units 0.192 0.053 1.212 0.000*** 0.022 0.032 1.022 0.496 
Math Carnegie units -0.070 0.066 .933 0.289 0.145 0.031 1.156 0.000*** 
Science Carnegie units 0.057 0.058 1.058 0.326 0.088 0.026 1.092 0.001*** 
Social studies Carnegie 0.116 0.054 1.123 0.033** 0.061 0.030 1.062 0.045** 
units 
No. of extracurricular 0.428 0.026 1.535 0.000*** 0.250 0.016 1.284 0.000*** 
activities 
Asian Americans 0.004 0.185 1.004 0.982 0.038 0.090 1.039 0.673 
American Indians -0.452 0.300 .636 0.132 -0.505 0.149 .604 0.001*** 
Blacks -1.006 0.222 .366 0.000*** -0.330 0.107 .719 0.002*** 
Hispanics -0.157 0.198 .855 0.428 -0.036 0.090 .965 0.690 
Males -0.560 0.107 .571 0.000*** -0,434 0.046 .648 0.000*** 
Private schools 0.243 0.215 1.275 0.258 0.001 0.148 1.001 0.994 
Catholic schools -0.061 0.230 .941 0.790 0.162 0.125 1.176 0.196 
Urban schools 0.447 0.172 1.563 0.009*** 0.252 0.082 1.286 0.002*** 
Suburban schools 0.234 0.152 1.263 0.124 -0.005 0.061 .995 0.931 
Father's Education 

Less than high school -1.027 0.234 .358 0.000*** -0.356 0.107 .700 0.001*** 
High school -0.462 0.160 .630 0.004*** -0.371 0.091 .690 0.000*** 
Some college -0.047 0.184 .954 0.800 -0.211 0.110 .810 0.056* 
Finished college -0.049 0.137 .952 0.721 -0.155 0.087 .856 0.075* 



Table 7 continued 
Mother's Education 

Less than high school 
High school 
Some college 
Finished college 

Student does not intend 
to finish college 

•0.515 0.234 
•0.441 0.165 
•0.379 0.206 
•0.306 0.174 
•0.875 0.174 

.597 0.028** 

.643 0.008*** 

.684 0.065* 

.736 0.078* 

.417 0.000*** 

Note: *p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01. 
Unweighted N = 4,790; Weighted N = 981,710 

•0.269 0.128 .764 0.035 
•0.022 0.107 .978 0.837 
0.036 0.120 1.037 0.763 
0.052 0.101 1.054 0.604 
•0.473 0.067 .623 0.000 



Table 8: Multinomial Regression Analysis Predicting Student Participation in 

Voluntary Environmental Action and Community Service when Student 

Performance is Measured Using Gentiles 

Parameter Environmental action Community Service excluding 
environmental action 

Estimate SE Odds 
Ratios 

p> i z |  Estimate SE Odds 
Ratios 

p>|z| 

Constant -3.818 0.325 0.000 -1.625 0.154 0.000 
No of siblings 0.022 0.029 1.022 0.461 0.052 0.018 1.054 0.003*** 
Family income 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.946 -0.000 0.000 1.000 0.825 
Hours worked -0.006 0.004 .994 0.174 -0.006 0.002 .994 0.022** 
Reading centiles 0.008 0.003 1.009 0.014** 0.004 0.001 1.004 0.013** 
Math centiles -0.006 0.004 .994 0.092* 0.005 0.001 1.005 0.000*** 
Science centiles 0.009 0.003 1.009 0.005*** 0.004 0.002 1.004 0.019** 
History centiles 0.012 0.004 1.012 0.001*** 0.006 0.002 1.006 0.000*** 
No. of extracurricular 0.422 0.026 1.525 0.000*** 0.241 0.017 1.272 0.000*** 
activities 
Asian Americans -0.019 0.185 .981 0.919 0.040 0.092 1.040 0.667 
American Indians -0.371 0.314 .690 0.238 -0.442 0.149 .643 0.003*** 
Blacks -0.673 0.234 .510 0.004*** -0.047 0.113 .954 0.675 
Hispanics -0.032 0.202 .969 0.876 0.065 0.086 .1.067 0.455 
Males -0.722 0.121 .486 0.000*** -0.522 0.054 .594 0.000*** 
Private schools 0.236 0.200 1.266 0.239 0.005 0.142 1.005 0.970 
Catholic schools -0.052 0.227 .950 0.819 0.204 0.125 1.227 0.101 
Urban schools 0.400 0.174 1.491 0.022** 0.208 0.083 1.232 0.012** 
Suburban schools 0.201 0.152 1.222 0.186 -0.024 0.060 .977 0.693 
Father's Education 

Less than high school -0.862 0.238 .422 0.000*** -0.259 0.109 .772 0.017** 
High school -0.363 0.157 .696 0.021** -0.299 0.092 .742 0.001*** 
Some college 0.057 0.186 1.058 0.761 -0.142 0.110 .868 0.195 
Finished college -0.028 0.136 .972 0.835 -0.122 0.089 .885 0.171 



Table 8 continued 
Mother's Education 

Less than high school 
High school 
Some college 
Finished college 

Student does not intend 
to finish college 

0.366 0.231 
•0.364 0.169 
-0.387 0.208 
0.292 0.174 
•0.589 0.173 

.693 0.113 

.695 0.031** 

.679 0.063* 

.747 0.093* 

.555 0.001*** 

Note; *p<.10; **p<.05; *'^*p<.01. 
Unweighted N = 4,790; Weighted N = 981,710 

-0.163 0.127 
0.035 0.109 
0.027 0.122 
0.052 0.103 

-0.345 0.068 

.850 0.201 
1.036 0.745 
1.027 0.828 
1.053 0.614 

.708 0.000*** 

K> 
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As expected, student academic aspirations were strongly associated with student 

participation in community service and environmental action. As displayed in Tables 3, 

4, 5, 6, 7 and 8, students who did not intend to finish college were less likely to 

participate in community service and environmental action than those who aspired to 

finish college (p<.001). In all the regression models, the odds ratios of students who did 

not intend to finish college were less than 1, fiirther indicating a low likelihood of their 

participation in community service and environmental action. 

A likely explanation for the strong relationship between academic aspirations and 

community service is embedded in motivation theory. For instance, Omoto and Snyder 

(1995) argue that adults may participate in socially oriented community service for either 

collectivistic or individualistic motives. A collectivistic orientation is based on 

humanitarian concerns and altruism, whereas an individualistic one is based on personal 

concerns, such as to feel good about oneself or to secure social recognition. Applying this 

concept to students, one would expect some students to engage in community service for 

collectivistic motives, such as to help others, whereas other students would focus on 

individualistic gains, such as the fact that community service might give them an 

advantage on college applications, hi fact, participation in community service as a 

strategy to enhance one's chances of college acceptance is supported by Berger (1998). 

Berger notes that admissions officers look at the academic rigor of the student's high 

school program; standardized test scores, including subject test results; extracurricular 

activities; and community service. This view is also supported by Wallinger (1998) who 

observes that top college admissions criteria include strength of curriculum and 
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outstanding grades throughout high school, strong standardized test scores, and 

information gleaned from the student's personal application form about co-curricular 

activities and community service. Consequently, Wallinger urges principals and students 

to take heed of these college admission requirements. 

Therefore, apart from altruistic reasons, the strong relationship between student 

academic aspirations and participation in community service and environmental action 

can be explained by the student's need to enhance his/her chances of college admission. 

An explanation for this type of behavior is rooted in social exchange theory. The 

fundamental tenet of exchange theory is that all human beings feel the need to have and 

develop relationships, yet, while in these relationships individuals try to maximize their 

benefits while minimizing their costs. With respect to volunteering, one person should 

be highly motivated to help another when he/she believes that the potential recipient 

possesses valuable resources and will be able to employ them in the future to reciprocate 

(Enzle & Lowe, 1976). In this respect, a student who wants to improve his/her college 

application can do community service especially if such involvement is likely to be 

considered for college admission. 

Tables 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 present data exhibiting the relationship between student 

participation in extracurricular activities and student involvement in community service 

and environmental action. The results show that the number of extracurricular activities 

a student participated in was positively associated with student participation in voluntary 

community service and environmental action (p<.001). It should be noted that the odds 

ratios for the number of extracurricular activities were moderately high (about 1.2 in all 
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the regression models). The results were similar when student participation in 

extracurricular activities was treated as dummy variable (1 if a student did not 

participate in any extracurricular activity, and 0 otherwise). As shown in selected 

appendixes (B, C & D), students who did not participate in extracurricular activities 

were less likely to participate in voluntary community service and environmental action 

than those who participated in extracurricular activities (p<.001). It is also important to 

note that nonparticipation in extracurricular activities had a very large negative effect on 

community service and environmental action as illustrated by the large negative 

coefficients of -.782, -.801 and -.834 and their respective low odds ratios of .458, .449 

and .434 (see Appendixes B, C & D). The low odds ratios further demonstrate that 

students who did not participate in extracurricular activities were less likely to 

participate in voluntary community service and environmental action than those who 

participated in extracurricular activities. 

The foregoing results suggest that student involvement in extracurricular activities 

is a very strong predictor of student participation in community service and 

environmental action. Participation in extracurricular activities could be a strategy used 

by students to enhance college acceptance. As noted above, this explanation is plausible 

because student participation in extracurricular activities is one of the critical student 

admission criteria used by colleges (Berger, 1998; Wallinger, 1998). One can also 

explain the positive relationship between the number of extracurricular activities students 

participated in and their involvement in community service and environmental action 

using social capital theory. Student participation in extracurricular activities can lead to 



networking with other students. For example, a study by Wilson and Musick (1997) 

found that informal social interactions were positively related to formal volunteering. 

This view is also supported by Smith (1994) who says that social connections provide the 

resources - information, pooled labor, trust - that make volunteering more likely. It 

would appear that participating in more extracurricular activities could result in more 

social networks, which in turn could lead to a higher rate of participation in community 

service. Therefore, social networks created through extracurricular activities could have 

precipitated student participation in voluntary community service and environmental 

action. 

This study hypothesized that the time a student spent on part-time emplojTuent 

was negatively associated with student participation in voluntary community service and 

environmental action. As shown in Tables 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8, the time a student spent on 

part-time employment was negatively associated with student participation in 

community service and environmental action (p<.05). The only exception is in Table 8 

(when student performance is measured in centiles) (p<.174). Overall, these results 

suggest that many hours of working part-time decrease the probability of participating in 

community service and environmental action. As indicated in Tables 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8, 

all the odds ratios for this variable are less than 1 for both community service and 

environmental action. A possible explanation for this relationship could be time as a 

scarce resource. In this respect, some students might not have participated in 

community service and environmental action due to job commitments. This is important 

because previous research has shown that working part-time negatively affects student 



participation in school activities. For example, Furr and Elling (2000) found that 

students who worked 30 or more hours per week were less involved with campus 

activities than students who were not employed or were employed less than 30 hours. 

Similarly, time constraint could also affect student participation in community service. 

In fact, Sauerwein (1996) observes that one of the main barriers to the implementation 

of community service is lack of time by students, teachers and parents. 

A critical analysis of student involvement in extracurricular activities and part-

time employment suggests that both activities should take up student's time, and thus 

should have similar negative effects on community service and environmental action. 

However, as noted above, the two activities yielded different effects. A possible 

explanation for these differences is that extracurricular activities may not take as much 

time as working part-time and that would allow students to partake in community 

service. In addition, extracurricular activities largely involve many students unlike part-

time emplojmient where the student may be alone or with few, unfamiliar people. 

Therefore, social networks that may develop during extracurricular activities may lead to 

community service. In contrast, social networks that may develop because of part-time 

employment may not necessarily lead to community service especially if the 

organizational culture of the workplace is deficient in service spirit. Finally, some 

extracurricular activities are somewhat recreational unlike part-time employment which 

could be strenuous. 

Consistent with socialization theory, student-volunteering behavior is often 

associated with family background. Accordingly, Nolin et al. (1997) contend that student 
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participation in community service is probably no different since the family environment 

is likely to affect students' interest in community service and their ability to participate. 

This study examined the influence of family income, mother and father's education on 

student participation in community service and environmental action. With respect to 

family income, the results in Tables 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 indicate that there is no statistically 

significant relationship between family income and student participation in community 

service and environmental action even at .10 level of significance. However, it is 

important to note that the odds ratios for family income in all the models are equal to 1, 

suggesting that family income has a 50/50 chance of affecting student participation in 

community service. A further analysis of the data when the sample was split between 

males and females revealed interesting differences. The relationship between community 

service and family income was statistically significant but the association was negative 

for males and positive for females (Appendixes E, F, G, H, I & J). Although the 

associations were statistically significant, practical significance was negligible as 

illustrated by the odds ratios of 1 in all regression models. As regards environmental 

action, the results were not as consistent as those of community service. Since males and 

females in the whole sample were almost equal, this could explain why the results of the 

whole sample were not statistically significant. An in-depth analysis using qualitative 

techniques is necessary to uncover why family income affects males and females 

differently with respect to engagement in community service. 

Overall, parental education was a significant predictor of student participation in 

both community service and environmental action. Since father and mother's education 
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levels were treated as dummy variables, the highest educational level (graduate/other) 

was the reference group in both cases. The results indicate that students whose fathers 

were not graduates were less likely to participate in community service than students 

whose fathers were graduates (Tables 3, 4, 6 & 7). With respect to environmental action, 

only students whose fathers held a high school diploma or less were less likely to 

participate compared to students whose fathers were college graduates (Tables 6 & 8). A 

different pattern emerged with respect to mother's education. Overall, mother's education 

was a better predictor of environmental action than community service (Tables 6, 7 & 8). 

As regards community service, only students whose mothers had less than a high school 

diploma were less likely to participate in community service than students whose mothers 

were college graduates (Tables 3, 4, 5, 6 & 7). 

It should be noted, however, that although not all coefficients of father and 

mother's education categories were statistically significant, nearly all the regression 

models show a consistent decrease in the coefficients from 'less than high school' to 

'finished college'. This suggests that parental education has an overall effect on student 

participation in community service and environmental action. This effect is greatest 

when students with parents who are college graduates are contrasted with students 

whose parents have less than high school educational attainment. On the whole, these 

results suggest that family income is not a significant predictor of community service 

and environmental action when males and females are studied together. Additionally, 

these findings suggest that father's education is a better predictor of community service 

than environmental action. The opposite is true with respect to mother's education. 



The finding that family income was not a significant predictor of community 

service for the sample as a whole is quite surprising for three main reasons. First, this 

result is inconsistent with a finding by Nolin et al. (1997) indicating that family income is 

a strong determinant of student participation in community service. Second, on the basis 

of social capital theory (Wilson & Musick, 1998) and the dominant status model (Lemon, 

Palisi & Jacobson, 1972), higher family income implies more resources available to help 

students to participate in community service (e.g., provision of transport). Lastly, one 

would expect students from families with higher incomes to do less part-time 

employment, and thus have more time to engage in community service. A possible 

explanation why family income has an insignificant effect on community service and 

environmental action could be that social influences outside the family also exert a lot of 

pressure on youth behavior. For example, a study by Saltiel (1980) on sources of influence 

in setting occupational and educational goals found that peers and, secondly, parents 

exerted the greatest influence by supplying the greatest amount of information. He 

concluded that parental occupational influence decreased and peer influence increased as 

students progressed through school. The same could apply to student decision to 

volunteer. In fact, McLellan and Youniss (2003) found that students whose closest 

friends volunteered were three times more likely to do community service than those 

whose friends did not. 

Overall, findings of this study indicate that parental education has a considerable 

positive effect on community service and environmental action. This finding lends 

support to a study by Nolin et al. (1997) which found that students were more likely to 



partake in community service if the highest educational attainment of a parent in the 

household was a college degree or higher. Similarly, a study by the Child Trends 

Databank (2002) found that youth whose parents finished college or went to graduate 

school were most likely to volunteer. Youth whose parents did not finish high school 

were the least likely to volunteer, followed by those whose parents finished high school 

and either did or did not complete some college. 

The most likely explanation why mother's education was a less consistent 

predictor of community service could be that, in general, more women than men 

participate in community service (e.g., Wilson & Musick, 1998), which means that both 

less and highly educated mothers play a similar modeling role for their children with 

respect to volunteering. Another possibility could be that less educated mothers are less 

likely to be employed and would therefore have more time to do community service. 

They would then provide useful role modeling and socialization for their children. The 

most likely reason why mother's education was a consistent predictor of envirormiental 

action could be that mothers that are more educated are more likely to be environmentally 

literate, and through socialization, extend their environmental literacy to their children. 

As a result, a combination of environmental literacy and a spirit of volunteering for 

mothers who are more educated is likely to cascade down to their children, leading to a 

higher rate of voluntary environmental action. 

The overall positive relationship between parental education and community 

service can also be explained by positive externalities or spillover benefits of higher 

education. One of these externalities is intergenerational benefits. According to 
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Psacharopoulos and Woodhall (1985, p. 53), intergenerational benefits of education refer 

to "the benefits parents derive from their education and transmit to their children". With 

respect to community service, Bowen (1977) observed that college education appears to 

favor community participation and a cultivation of a disposition toward community 

activities (p. 155). Morgan, Sirageldin and Baerwaldt (1966) provided early evidence to 

this observation in their study that explored the factors influencing the amount of 

volunteer work. Among the most important factors was education of the head of the 

household, which was found to be associated with volunteer work when other factors 

such as income were controlled. A few years later, a related study by Solmon (1973) also 

found that controlling for all major variables, the number of years of college education 

was a highly significant determinant of social service activities such as volunteer work. It 

would appear that this "head of household education effect" on volunteer work cascades 

down to children through an intergenerational effect. Evidence to this observation 

abounds. For example, recent studies (e.g.. Child Trends Databank, 2002) have shown 

that children whose parents iinished college or went to a graduate school are most likely 

to do volunteer work. 

As highlighted in the literature review section, previous studies (e.g., Nolin et al., 

1997) found student characteristics (e.g., gender and ethnicity) as significant predictors 

of community service. As expected, this study found that female students were more 

likely to participate in community service and environmental action than male students. 

In all the regression models, the male variable had a large negative coefficient indicating 

that males were less likely to participate in both community service and environmental 
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action than females (p<.001) (Tables 3, 4, 5,6,1 8c 8). The resultant odds ratios for 

males were far less than 1, further indicating less likelihood of males participating in 

community service and environmental action compared to females. This finding is 

compatible with previous research. For example, Miller (1994) studied high school 

students' attitudes toward mandatory community service and found that overall, female 

students had more positive attitudes toward policies mandating community service than 

males. Similarly, Nolin et al. (1997) found that female students were more likely to 

volunteer than male students. This is not very surprising given that girls are socialized to 

display empathy and concern for others, and tend to take action on moral or ethical 

issues without expecting something in return (Noddings, 1984). Additionally, although 

less research exists on the relationship between gender and environmental community 

service, the available research suggests that females are more concerned than men about 

pollution, animal rights, and adopting environmentally friendly behaviors, and that 

women are less prone to consider economic growth more important than the 

environment (Zaff & Michelsen, 2001). 

The results of this study reveal that ethnicity was an inconsistent predictor of 

student participation in both community service and environmental action except for 

blacks and American Indians who were less likely to participate in community service 

than whites (Tables 3, 4, 6 & 7). The odds ratios for blacks and American Indians in all 

the regression models (Tables 3, 4, 6 & 7) were far below 1, suggesting that blacks and 

American Indians were far less likely to partake in community service and enviroimiental 

action than whites. However, when student performance was measured in centiles there 



was no statistically significant difference between blacks and whites with respect to 

participation in community service (Tables 5 & 8). As regards environmental action, 

there was a statistically significant difference between blacks and whites (p<.001) (Tables 

6, 7 & 8). Surprisingly, there was no statistically significant difference between American 

Mdians and whites in regard to participation in environmental action (p<.10) (Tables 6, 7 

& 8). It is also noteworthy that there was no significant difference in the rate of 

participation between whites and two other minority groups-Asian Americans and 

Hispanics. However, a further analysis of the data when the sample was split between 

males and females revealed interesting differences between Hispanics and whites. The 

odds ratios show that Hispanic males were nearly one and half times more likely to 

participate in community service than white males (Appendixes E & G). However, the 

opposite was true with respect to Hispanic females. As indicated in Appendixes H and I, 

Hispanic females were less likely to partake in community service than white females 

(p<.01). The results were similar with respect to environmental action. What is more 

interesting about the results is the almost equal bipolar magnitude of the coefficients (see 

Appendix G for Hispanic males and Appendix I for Hispanic females). Like with family 

income, this bipolar relationship could explain why the combined result of the whole 

sample is not significant. An in-depth qualitative analysis is necessary to unearth possible 

factors that contribute to same sex differences in civic engagement. 

Overall, the finding that some minorities were less likely to participate in 

community service than whites supports previous research. For example, a study by 

Independent Sector (1996) found a relationship between ethnicity and community 
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service, with blacks and Hispanics being less likely to participate than whites. However, 

this study did not find any significant difference between Hispanic and white students 

when the whole sample was taken into account. Differences between Hispanics and 

whites only emerged when the sample was split between males and females. 

The difference in the participation rates between whites and the two minority 

groups - blacks and American Indians - can be explained by social capital theory. Most 

black and American Indian students come from lower socioeconomic status backgrounds. 

As such, they have limited social capital. Wilson and Musick (1998) delineate how social 

capital contributes to volunteering. They contend that a high level of civic engagement 

depends on an abundant supply of social capital. In their view, social capital makes it 

easier for people to link their own identity and interests with those of their community. 

As social capital declines, civic engagement falls. Social capital provides the resources 

that facihtate the path to voluntarism (Wilson & Musick, 1998). Similarly, Sundeen and 

Raskoff (1994) observe that persons with fewer resources maybe prevented from 

volunteering because of economic restrictions. Additionally, and as observed by 

Hodgkinson (1995), blacks are less likely to be invited to volunteer than whites (p. 43). 

Thus, their level of participation in community service is more likely to be less. However, 

it is important to note that most minorities participate more in informal volunteering than 

in formal volunteering. As observed by Wilson, Hendricks and Smithies (2001), people 

who do not fit within the "dominant status" model of volunteering - for example, those 

who belong to ethnic minorities, the unemployed, and those from lower socio-economic 

groups - certainly do volunteer, but are more likely to do so outside the structures of 



traditional formal volunteering (p. 128). Similarly, Smith, Shue, Vest, and Villarreal 

(1999) in their book - "Philanthropy in communities of color" give a detailed account of 

how minorities participate in informal volunteer work. 

Previous research found that school type was an important determinant of student 

participation in community service. For example, Zaff and Michelsen (2001) observe that 

community service policies and opportunities at school can influence student 

participation in community service. In addition, Nolin et al. (1997) found that 86 % of 

all students who participated in community service were in schools that encouraged it, 

either through requiring participation or by arranging or offering it, and students in these 

schools were more likely to participate. 

This study examined the extent to which school type predicted student 

involvement in community service and environmental action. As a dummy variable, 

school type had three categories - public, private and Catholic schools. Public schools 

were the contrast variable. Overall, the results show that school type was not a 

statistically significant predictor of student participation community service and 

environmental action (Tables 3, 4, 5, 7 & 8). Only results in Table 6 show that students 

in Catholic schools were more likely to participate in community service than those in 

public schools (p<.10). The foregoing results pertain to the study sample as a whole. 

When I ran separate regressions for males and females, the study came up with 

interesting findings. The odds ratios indicated that males who attended Catholic schools 

were nearly two times more likely to partake in community service than males who 

attended public schools (Appendixes E & G). For the female sub-sample, there was no 
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statistically significant difference between Catholic and public schools with respect to 

engagement in community service (Appendixes H, I & J). However, despite the 

insignificant relationship, the nature of the relationship is interesting. All coefficients for 

the female sub-sample are negative, indicating that females in Catholic schools were less 

likely to participate in community service than females in public schools. It is important 

to note that although the difference in participation rates between students in Catholic 

schools and those in public schools was not statistically significant, the magnitude of the 

coefficients was large (Appendixes I & J) indicating a high level of practical 

significance. The statistically insignificant difference could have been caused by high 

standard errors due to a small number of Catholic schools in the sample (7.6%). hi both 

regressions (Appendixes I & J), the odds ratio is .790, which is smaller than 1, indicating 

that female students in Catholic schools were less likely to engage in community service 

compared to female students in rural schools. The results for environmental action were 

not as consistent as those for community service although the pattern was almost similar. 

The foregoing results suggest that church-related environments are more likely to 

encourage males to participate in community service than females. These findings also 

show that the type of school becomes a strong determinant of community service when 

data are disaggregated into males and females. This emphasizes the importance of 

disaggregating data in research. Previous research might have found differences when 

using a combined sample of males and females because no distinction was made 

between voluntary and involuntary community service (e.g., Chapin, 1998). 



With respect to geographical location of the school, this study revealed that 

students in urban schools were more likely to participate in community service and 

environmental action than students in rural schools (Tables 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 & 8). For 

example, the odds ratios for urban schools (ranged from 1.491 to 1.575) show that 

students in urban schools were one and half times more likely to participate in 

environmental action than students in rural schools. These odds ratios indicate that 

students in urban schools were 50% more likely to participate in environmental action 

than students in rural schools. The odds ratios for urban schools with respect to 

community service were also fairly high (ranged from 1.232 to 1.355) in all the 

regression models. These odds ratios suggest that students in urban schools were 23 to 

35% more likely to partake in community service than students in rural schools. 

However, there was no statistically significant difference between students in suburban 

and rural schools except in Table 6 where students in suburban schools were more likely 

to participate in environmental action than students in rural schools (p<.10). 

The finding that students in urban schools were more likely to partake in 

environmental action than their rural counterparts lends support to the residence 

hypothesis. According to the residence hypothesis, urban residents are assumed to be 

more environmentally concerned than rural residents. A likely explanation for this dif

ference is that urban residents are more exposed to environmental problems (such as air 

pollution) than rural residents. The residence hypothesis received support from a study by 

Arcury and Christianson (1990) who found that those living in metropolitan areas were 

significantly more environmentally concerned than those living in provincial towns or in 
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the countryside. With regard to community service, Lewis (1992) found that students in 

urban schools had a slightly greater rate of participation than those in suburban or rural 

schools. That urban students were more likely to participate in community service could 

be explained by the prevalence of problems found in inner cities. This state of affairs is 

likely to spur students into action. 

The influence of siblings on youth participation in community service is 

underexplored in service research. This is surprising because siblings are significant 

determinants of child behavior (Conger & Reuter, 1996). Owing to a dearth of research, 

no specific relationship was hypothesized between the number of siblings and student 

involvement in community service and environmental action. Interestingly, the number of 

siblings a student had was positively associated with student participation in community 

service (p<.01) (Tables 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, & 8). In all the regression models, the odds ratios for 

the number of siblings were slightly above 1 (ranged from 1.045 to 1.050), suggesting 

that students with more siblings were more likely to participate in community service 

than those with fewer siblings. Specifically, these results indicate that an additional 

sibling would result in an increase of approximately 5% in student engagement in 

community service. However, there was no statistically significant relationship between 

the number of siblings and student participation in environmental action even at .10 

significance level. 

A possible explanation for the positive relationship between the number of 

siblings and student participation in community service could be that student 

participation in community service is largely a collective effort. As such, siblings are 
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more likely to encourage each other to participate in community service. The finding that 

the number of siblings was not related to student participation in environmental action 

could be explained by the fact that environmental action, unlike other forms of 

community service, is a technical activity, which requires a lot of expertise. This view is 

premised on the Mines model of responsible environmental behavior. Two of the 

elements that are emphasized in the model are knowledge of environmental issues and 

knowledge of action strategies. In this respect, more siblings do not necessarily mean 

more expertise required to participate in environmental action. 

Summary 

Overall, most of the study hypotheses were confirmed or partially confirmed. 

However, the results of two hypotheses were unexpected. The first was the relationship 

between social status and student participation in community service whereby family 

income was not a significant predictor of community service. However, when I ran 

separate regressions for males and females, different results emerged whereby the 

relationship between community service and family income was negative for males and 

positive for females. Since the number of males and females in the whole sample was 

almost the same, this could explain why the combined result was not significant. Given 

these results, an in-depth analysis using qualitative techniques is necessary to uncover 

why family income affects males and females differently with respect to student 

engagement in community service. 

The second unexpected finding was that school type was not a strong predicator 

of student participation in both voluntary community service and environmental action 
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when the whole sample was taken into account. However, disaggregating the sample into 

males and females showed that males in Catholic schools were more likely to engage in 

community service than males in public schools. This finding emphasizes the importance 

of disaggregating data in research. 

Chapter 5 summarizes the study as well as presenting the study conclusions and 

implications. 



CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

This chapter is divided into three sections. The first section summarizes the study. 

The second section presents major conclusions of the study and the last section delineates 

implications of the study. 

Summary of the Study 

The main contention of this study was that while a lot of research has been done 

with respect to general predictors of student participation in community service, previous 

research ignored potentially manipulable predictors of youth involvement in voluntary 

community service. To a large extent, there is a dearth of research on variables that fall 

under the control of educational institutions. Thus, this study sought to identify factors 

that educational institutions and policy makers could potentially manipulate to increase 

and improve student civic engagement. Four of these underexplored factors include the 

role of the school curriculum especially social studies and science, student participation 

in extracurricular activities, the time a student spends on part-time employment, and 

student academic aspirations. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to examine the 

extent to which student performance (primarily in social studies and science), student 

participation in extracurricular activities, the time a student spent on part-time 

employment, and student academic aspirations, predicted student participation in 

voluntary community service and environmental action, controlling for the commonly 

studied predictors. The study also examined the influence of the commonly studied 

factors on student participation in community service and environmental action. 

Additionally, I formulated and tested 10 research hypotheses. 
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The conceptual framework for the study was rooted in several theories of 

volunteer work and environmental action. The community service component was 

primarily based on five theories, namely Dewey's theory of community, socialization 

theory, social capital theory, social exchange theory, and Adlerian theory. The 

environmental action component was based on the traditional model of environmental 

action and the Hines model of responsible environmental behavior. However, despite the 

differences in the theories of volunteerism, the resultant volunteer work could be 

conceptualized as equifmality. Equifinality is a systems theory concept which asserts that 

a system can reach the same final state from differing initial conditions and by a variety 

of paths. Therefore, explaining student participation in community service may call for a 

contingency approach. This is similar to what is called the person-enviroiraient fit theory. 

The person-environment fit theory says that people and environments both have 

characteristic "personalities", and individuals seek environments in which they can 

express their strengths, values, and primary characteristics (Sergent & Sedlacek,1990). 

To test the hypotheses, I used the NELS: 88 dataset. I analyzed responses of high 

school students (mostly seniors) of 1992 about volunteer work they did during two 

previous years. The data used involved reported student participation in voluntary 

community service and environmental action. I selected the dataset because it has two 

main positive features. First, the database includes numerous items that specifically focus 

on student participation in community service and environmental action, especially in 

terms of outcome and predictor variables of interest to the study. Second, the database 
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represents a national representative sample of thousands of high school seniors selected 

through a rigorous two-stage stratified, probability design. 

Three specific items from the NELS:88 questionnaire were chosen to test the 

research hypotheses. The first item focused on general community service and it asked 

students to indicate if they had participated in any volunteer or community service in two 

previous years. Students were supposed to respond 'Yes' or 'No' to the item. The second 

item was one of the several follow-up questions to the first item for the students who 

answered 'Yes'. It focused on specific types of community service students participated 

in such as environmental action. Like in the first question, students were supposed to 

respond 'Yes' if they had participated in environmental action and 'No' if they had not. 

The third item was on whether student participation in community service was voluntary 

or not. 

Overall, 14,915 high school students (mostly seniors) participated in the second 

follow-up survey. However, when I deleted cases with missing data, valid cases for the 

study were 4,790 observations. Two dependent variables for the study were VOLUCOM 

and SERVICE. VOLUCOM had two categories: (1) students who voluntarily participated 

in any community service including environmental action; and (2) students who did not 

participate in community service or if they participated, their participation was not 

voluntary. SERVICE had three categories; (1) students who participated in voluntary 

environmental action; (2) students who participated in voluntary community service 

excluding environmental action; and (3) students who did not participate in community 

service or if they participated, their participation was not voluntary. Predictor variables 
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that I extracted from the dataset were gender, race/ethnicity, father and mother's 

education, family income, school type and location, number of siblings, student 

participation in extracurricular activities, the time a student spent on part-time 

employment, student academic aspirations, and student academic performance in four 

main subjects (English, math, science and social studies) measured in Carnegie units, 

average grades and centiles. Since English and social studies had no centiles for the 1992 

survey, I used reading and history centiles, respectively. 

After extracting the data from the dataset using SPSS, I used AM software to 

weight and analyze the data. Weighting NELS:88 data was critical because during data 

collection certain students and schools representing key subpopulations were over-

sampled in order to have more data than usually obtained on these special populations 

when using simple random sampling. Therefore, weighting the sample was necessary to 

take into account differential sampling probabilities. I then analyzed the data using AM 

software as recommended by NCES. 

The first part of the analysis involved the use of simple descriptive statistics and 

crosstabulations. In the second part of the analysis I tested the hypotheses using logistic 

and multinomial regressions. I used binary logistic regression to assess statistical 

significance of predictors of voluntary community service (VOLUCOM). Binary logistic 

regression is a form of regression which is used when the dependent variable is 

dichotomous and the independent variables are of any type (continuous or categorical). I 

used multinomial logistic regression to simultaneously compare factors that influenced 

student participation in community service (VOLUCOM) and environmental action 
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(SERVICE). Multinomial logistic regression is a form of regression that handles cases 

where dependent variables are polytomous. Like in binary logistic regression, my 

reference group was students who did not participate in any community service or if they 

participated, their participation was not voluntary. I assessed statistical significance of 

each regression coefficient using z-statistics and my cut-off point was .10 significance 

level. 

Conclusions 

This study found that a fairly large proportion of students participated in 

voluntary community service (35.8%) while a very small proportion participated in 

environmental action (5.9%). Student involvement in community service and 

environmental action varied according to several variables. The major conclusions of the 

study are as follows; 

1. With respect to student performance, the findings of this study suggest that: (1) 

student performance in social studies is the most consistent positive predictor 

of both community service and environmental action; (2) student performance 

in science is a consistent positive predictor of community service but not 

environmental action; (3) student performance in English is not a consistent 

positive predictor of student participation in community service and 

environmental action; and (4) student performance in math is the most 

inconsistent predictor of student participation in community service and 

environmental action. 
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2. The findings of this study indicate that students who participate in 

extracurricular activities are more likely to participate in community service 

and environmental action than those who are not involved in extracurricular 

activities. 

3. The evidence from this study indicates that students who work part-time are 

less likely to participate in community service and environmental action than 

those who do not work part-time. 

4. The results of the present study suggest that students with higher academic 

aspirations are more likely to participate in community service and 

environmental action than those with lower academic aspirations. 

5. Contrary to expectation, the findings of this study indicate that family income 

is not associated with student participation in community service and 

environmental action when males and females are considered together. 

However, when males and females are studied separately, the relationship 

between family income and commimity service was negative for males and 

positive for females. However, practical significance of the coefficients was 

negligible. 

6. Consistent with previous research, the overall findings of this study suggest 

that parental education is associated with student participation in community 

service and environmental action whereby students whose parents are college 

graduates are more likely to be volunteers than those whose parents have 

lower educational attainment. 



151 

Implications for Practice 

This study found that student performance in social studies was a strong predictor 

of student participation in community service and environmental action. Given this 

finding, it would appear that well-planned social studies programs can positively 

influence student participation in community service as well as environmental action. 

With respect to environmental action, these results could help curriculum planners who 

intend to encourage environmental action through the curriculum, especially in higher 

education. In view of lack of coordinated curriculum planning in higher education, 

particularly in programs related to the environment (Bennett, 1997), these results indicate 

that higher education scholars interested in improving environmental action of their 

students could learn from their K-12 counterparts, especially how to blend environmental 

education with civic responsibility. Additionally, since science was not a significant 

determinant of student participation in environmental action yet environmental education 

is taught in science, it would appear that science educators could also learn from their 

social studies counterparts how to blend environmental education with civic 

responsibility. 

This study found that Carnegie units for most subjects were strongly associated 

with community service and environmental action. It would therefore appear that taking 

more courses of each of the subjects would increase student engagement in community 

service. However, coming up with a policy that mandates an increase in the number of 

Carnegie units to be taken in all subjects will be almost impracticable considering the 

negative perception of the Carnegie unit system (see Maeroff s article entitled "The 
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assault on the Carnegie unit"). Therefore, a possible strategy could be to increase 

Carnegie units for social studies only. Social studies has the best advantage over other 

subjects because its average grades have the largest positive effect on community service 

and environmental action. The combined effect of increased time allocation for social 

studies and quality teaching is likely to lead to an increase in student participation in 

community service and environmental action. Furthermore, the finding that social studies 

was the most consistent positive predictor of community service and environmental 

action needs to be publicized to answer the critics who question the legitimacy of social 

studies in the curriculum (see Stanley, 2001). This study strongly vindicated the role of 

social studies especially in inculcating civic responsibility. 

Given that the number of extracurricular activities students participated in was a 

strong predictor of student participation in community service and environmental action, 

it would appear that schools could increase student participation in community service 

and environmental action through extracurricular activities. This could be achieved by 

encouraging students to participate in extracurricular activities. Encouraging students to 

participate in extracurricular activities is also important for the social development of 

students (Hood, 1984). Additionally, it might also be necessary to customize 

extracurricular activities to fit the schedules and particular needs of students from several 

backgrounds. A needs assessment study could help to identify student interests and 

concerns with respect to extracurricular activities. The findings of such a study could then 

be used to plan extracurricular activities. 



This study revealed that the time a student spent on part-time employment was 

negatively associated with student participation in community and environmental action. 

This finding suggests that some students might not perform community service because 

of time constraints. In fact, Sauerwein (1996) observes that one of the main barriers to the 

implementation of community service is lack of time. This problem affects students, 

teachers and parents. Therefore, a possible solution to this problem is to assist students 

who fail to do community service because of job commitments. One strategy could be to 

introduce community service employment similar to Senior Community Service 

Employment Program (SCSEP) funded under Title V of Older Americans Act. According 

to Salisbury (1990), SCSEP provides subsidized, part-time employment to low-income 

persons aged 55 and older. Participants work an average of 20 hours a week and are 

employed in a wide variety of community service activities and facilities, including home 

health care, adult day care, and nutritional services. A similar program can be applied to 

students (in schools and colleges) from low-income families so that they can participate 

in community service and receive an income at the same time. 

This study found that in 1992 civic engagement by students was low (35 % for 

voluntary community service and 5.9 % for voluntary environmental action). Of course, a 

recent study by Nolin et al. (1997) revealed that the level of student participation in 

community service had significantly increased (49%). Still, in terms of national 

expectations, student participation in community service is still low (see President 

George W. Bush's impassioned plea at Ohio State University urging all Americans to 

devote 4,000 hours of service. The White House, June 14, 2002). President Bush's speech 
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suggests that promotion of philanthropy in schools and colleges should be high on the 

agenda. One strategy that schools and colleges could use is to stress the importance of 

community service to students, parents and instructors. This strategy is supported by 

Kanungo and Conger (1993) who say that for organizations wanting to promote altruism 

and moral responsibility, the first step is for management to create an awareness of the 

importance of altruism through modeling helping behavior (p. 571). It is also important to 

note that several scholars have lamented lack of philanthropic culture in colleges (see 

Fisher, 1986, in his article on 'The growth of heartlessness') and have recommended the 

study of philanthropy in formal education in the U.S. (e.g., Payton, 1985; Fisher, 1986; 

Jeavons, 1991). This study also strongly recommends that the study of philanthropy 

should be incorporated in the school and college curricula. 

Consistent with previous studies, this study found that parental education has a 

significant effect on student participation in community service. As explained earlier, the 

most likely explanation for this relationship is family socialization. This supports the 

view that one of the intergeneration effects of higher education is volunteer work (Bowen, 

1977). This suggests that one of the major dividends of investing in higher education is 

sustained civic responsibility such as community service. In this regard, increased 

financial support for higher education is highly recommended especially in view of 

declining grant support for higher education students (see Hannah, 1996). 
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Implications for Future Research 

The items and responses on which this study was based indicate that in some 

cases community service was mandatory. Such t3^e of community service does not 

reflect volunteerism. It is therefore important for future researchers to distinguish 

between factors that influence voluntary community service from those that influence 

mandatory community service. Apart from examining predictors of mandatory 

community service, future researchers could also compare the impact of voluntary 

community service with that of mandatory service. This is important given the general 

increase in mandatory community service in several states. It is also important to study 

factors that influence student participation in several types of community service. As 

found out in this study, disaggregating community service is necessary because factors 

that influence student participation in aggregated community service could be different 

from factors that influence student participation in special types of community service 

such as working in hospitals, clinics and soup kitchens. The results and subsequent 

recommendations of such studies could help schools and colleges to plan their 

community service activities more effectively. 

The present study focused more on mere student participation (Yes/No responses) 

in community service and environmental action without considering the amount of time 

students committed to service. It is recommended that future research should examine 

predictors of sustained community service measured in terms of time committed to 

service. This is critical because long-term community service is likely to be more 
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beneficial to both the student and community compared to random and short-term 

community service. 

Most previous studies on community service, including the present one, treated 

race and gender as predictor variables. However, comparison across broadly defined 

racial groups and sexes masks factors that influence the relative participation of different 

subgroups. In fact, the present study found that disaggregating data could yield 

unexpected results. For example, this study revealed that Hispanic males were nearly one 

and half times more likely to participate in community service than white males, a 

finding hitherto unknown. Thus, it is important that future researchers study various 

racial groups and the two sexes separately. For example, future researchers could study 

factors that influence student participation in community service using a sample of blacks 

or whites only, hi these subgroups, males and females could be further disaggregated and 

studied in depth. This could help institutions and policy makers to plan community 

service programs in areas or institutions that are dominated by specific racial groups or 

sex. In addition, given that most minorities participate in informal volunteering (Smith et 

al., 1999), future researchers should design their studies such that participants could 

report both formal and informal volunteering. Such type of research design would call for 

the use of both quantitative and qualitative research techniques. 

The results of this study show that the level of student participation in 

environmental action is very low compared to general community service yet predictors 

of general community service are largely similar to those of environmental action. 
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Therefore, future research should examine reasons why students participate more in other 

types of community service and less in environmental action. Results and 

recommendations of such research could help to plan student participation in 

environmental community service. 

This study found that family income and type of school the student attended were 

not significant predictors of community service when the study sample was analyzed as a 

whole. However, when I ran separate regressions for males and females, different results 

emerged. With respect to family income, the relationship between community service and 

family income was negative for males and positive for females; and with respect to type 

of school, disaggregating the sample into males and females showed that males in 

Catholic schools were more likely to engage in community service than males in public 

schools. These findings emphasize the importance of disaggregating data in research. 

Therefore, an in-depth study using qualitative techniques is necessary to uncover why 

family income and school type affect males and females differently with respect to 

student engagement in community service. 

The picture that emerges from the data suggests that measures of student 

performance in math, English and science are not consistent predictors of community 

service. For example, student performance in math measured using average grades and 

centiles was negatively associated with student participation in community service, yet 

math Carnegie units were positively associated with student participation in community 

service. In addition, English average grades and Carnegie units were not significantly 

associated with student participation in community service, yet English centiles were. 
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Therefore, further research is needed to examine the possible cause of this inconsistency. 

This also raises a second question on the reliabihty of measures of student performance. 

Do average grades, standardized tests and Carnegie units tell the same story about student 

performance? Answering this question will help other researchers who use student 

performance as a variable in educational research. 

This study examined the effect of the number of extracurricular activities on 

community service and environmental action. However, future researchers could study 

the effect of different types of extracurricular activities on community service. Finally, 

since this study used relatively old data, future research should replicate the present study 

using current data. 
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Appendix A: Proportion of Students who Participated in Environmental Action and 

Other Forms of Community Service (Excluding Environmental Action) 

(Weighted N=981,710; Unweighted N = 4,790) 

Note: 1= Environmental action 
2= Other forms of service excluding environmental action 
3=Nonparticipants or involuntary participants 

Weighted 
N 

1 SE 2 SE 3 SE 

Gender 

Male 482452 0.047 0.0031 0.314 0.0072 0.639 0.0077 
Female 499258 0.071 0.0044 0.400 0.0076 0.529 0.0082 

Race 
American Asians 61895 0.086 0.0119 0.437 0.0208 0.477 0.0219 
American Indians 87309 0.040 0.0060 0.319 0.0145 0.641 0.0157 
Blacks 61075 0.027 0.0049 0.319 0.0193 0.654 0.0198 
Hispanics 31767 0.032 0.0089 0.219 0.0233 0.748 0.0238 
Whites 739665 0.063 0.0032 0.365 0.0064 0.572 0.0070 
Number of siblings 
0 62510 0.082 0.0115 0.341 0.0201 0.577 0.0219 
1 356203 0.067 0.0049 0.352 0.0089 0.581 0.0094 
2 270124 0.052 0.0042 0.379 0.0100 0.568 0.0104 
3 143055 0.052 0.0076 0.352 0.0136 0.596 0.0140 
4 67224 0.052 0.0093 0.363 0.0202 0.585 0.0198 
5 32382 0.057 0.0109 0.342 0.0290 0.601 0.0294 
6 50213 0.041 0.0071 0.322 0.0222 0.637 0.0231 
Yearly family income 
$0 1435 0.000 0.0000 0.286 0.1099 0.714 0.1099 
$500 3689 0.000 0.0000 0.222 0.0498 0.778 0.0498 
$2,000 6968 0.000 0.0000 0.353 0.0669 0.647 0.0669 
$4,000 9223 0.022 0.0218 0.311 0.0538 0.667 0.0549 
$6,250 14756 0.042 0.0138 0.278 0.0358 0.681 0.0376 
$8,750 23569 0.017 0.0119 0.252 0.0303 0.730 0.0304 
$12,500 57386 0.029 0.0062 0.271 0.0206 0.700 0.0215 
$17,500 64969 0.041 0.0086 0.287 0.0211 0.672 0.0210 
$22,500 95712 0.030 0.0042 0.355 0.0175 0.615 0.0172 
$30,000 204335 0.055 0.0059 0.341 0.0106 0.604 0.0112 
$42,500 233233 0.053 0.0046 0.362 0.0106 0.585 0.0109 
$62,500 162525 0.096 0.0073 0.380 0.0139 0.525 0.0139 
$87,500 43859 0.103 0.0169 0.523 0.0234 0.374 0.0225 
$150,000 42835 0.096 0.0140 0.455 0.0263 0,450 0.0248 
$200,000 17216 0.107 0.0217 0.476 0.0360 0.417 0.0365 
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Appendix A continued 
Hours worked (part-time job) 

0 212328 0.076 0.0061 0.375 0.0116 0.549 0.0118 
3 83210 0.084 0.0107 0.470 0.0190 0.446 0.0191 
8 115182 0.066 0.0075 0.425 0.0162 0.509 0.0158 
13 153712 0.060 0.0061 0.380 0.0139 0.560 0.0146 
18 185480 0.053 0.0053 0.350 0.0119 0.597 0.0121 
23 109033 0.039 0.0056 0.274 0.0135 0.686 0.0140 
28 55951 0.022 0.0011 0.227 0.0181 0.751 0.0183 
33 25619 0.032 0.0080 0.200 0.0230 0.768 0.0242 
38 28898 0.035 0.0099 0.326 0.0299 0.638 0.0301 
40 12297 0.067 0.0167 0.250 0.0425 0.683 0.0437 
Student participation in extracurricular activities 
Non-participants 193268 0.019 0.0033 0.200 0.0092 0.780 0.0099 
Participants 788443 0.069 0.0033 0.396 0.0065 0.535 0.0069 
Student academic aspirations 

Intends to finish 274428 0.020 0.0028 0.213 0.0083 0.767 0.0088 
college 
Doesn't intend to 707282 0.074 0.0035 0.414 0.0068 0.512 0.0071 
finish college 
Type of school 

Private 67838 0.124 0.0164 0.453 0.0258 0.423 0.0279 
Catholic 74602 0.066 0.0098 0.462 0.0254 0.473 0.0248 
Pubhc 839270 0.053 0.0026 0.341 0.0056 0.606 0.0060 

School location 
Urban 243071 0.073 0.0053 0.417 0.0124 0.510 0.0129 
Suburban 392889 0.063 0.0044 0.344 0.0088 0.594 0.0094 
Rural 345751 0.046 0.0048 0.332 0.0091 0.622 0.0097 

Father's education 
< high school 126249 0.019 0.0032 0.268 0.0130 0.713 0.0133 
High school 434289 0.042 0.0036 0.312 0.0077 0.645 0.0080 
Some college 88128 0.074 0,0095 0.384 0.0159 0.542 0.0171 
Finished college 174412 0.081 0.0064 0.420 0.0127 0.499 0.0134 
Graduate/other 158631 0.103 0.0081 0.472 0.0139 0.425 0.0139 

Mother's education 
< high school 114362 0.029 0.0043 0.254 0.0128 0.717 0.0130 

High school 502127 0.045 0.0028 0.331 0.0070 0.623 0.0073 
Some college 93457 0.066 0.0085 0.406 0.0170 0.529 0.0182 
Finished college 165190 0.082 0.0080 0.433 0.0131 0.485 0.0138 
Graduate/other 106574 0.115 0.0111 0.435 0.0178 0.450 0.0185 
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Appendix A continued 
English Carnegie units 
0 615 0.000 0.0000 0.000 0.0000 1.000 0.0000 
1 4304 0.000 0.0000 0.143 0.0589 0.857 0.0589 
2 17011 0.024 0.0120 0.205 0.0325 0.771 0.0335 
3 84849 0.046 0.0067 0.300 0.0174 0.655 0.0175 
4 579599 0.048 0.0030 0.352 0.0073 0.600 0.0077 
5 233233 0.079 0.0055 0.391 0.0125 0.530 0.0123 
6 46934 0.127 0.0158 0.419 0.0232 0.454 0.0237 
7 10452 0.039 0.0272 0.471 0.0541 0.490 0.0529 
8 3279 0.250 0.0898 0.375 0.0830 0.375 0.0941 
9 1025 0.200 0.1649 0.800 0.1649 0.000 0.0000 
10 410 0.000 0.0000 0.000 0.0000 1.000 0.0000 

Math Carnegie units 
0 2254 0.000 0.0000 0.000 0.0000 1.000 0.0000 
1 24799 0.025 0.0084 0.198 0.0280 0.777 0.0294 
2 144695 0.047 0.0051 0.221 0.0117 0.732 0.0122 
3 322796 0.048 0.0037 0.323 0.0087 0.629 0.0091 
4 400267 0.072 0.0045 0.422 0.0087 0.505 0.0089 
5 76651 0.067 0.0101 0.468 0.0186 0.465 0.0200 
6 9018 0.114 0.0474 0.523 0.0530 0.364 0.0534 
7 1230 0.000 0.0000 0.500 0.2205 0.500 0.2205 
Science Carnegie units 
0 1435 0.000 0.0000 0.286 0.1241 0.714 0.1241 
1 33202 0.037 0.0106 0.216 0.0241 0.747 0.0260 
2 262951 0.034 0.0039 0.278 0.0096 0.687 0.0102 
3 344931 0.065 0.0050 0.343 0.0093 0.592 0.0102 
4 250039 0.074 0.0045 0.439 0.0108 0.488 0.0109 
5 65789 0.081 0.0112 0.449 0.0206 0.470 0.0220 
6 19470 0.053 0.0204 0.558 0.0395 0.389 0.0359 
7 2869 0.214 0.0533 0.429 0.0835 0.357 0.0937 
8 820 0.000 0.0000 0.750 0.1976 0.250 0.1976 
9 205 0.000 0.0000 1.000 0.0000 0.000 0.0000 
Social studies Carnegie units 
0 1025 0.000 0.0000 0.000 0.0000 1.000 0.0000 
1 6968 0.029 0.0050 0.235 0.0695 0.735 0.0701 
2 69068 0.039 0.0079 0.258 0.0159 0.703 0.0168 
3 379567 0.051 0.0040 0.340 0.0083 0.609 0.0089 
4 394119 0.065 0.0048 0.378 0.0091 0.557 0.0093 
5 107599 0.072 0.0081 0.408 0.0161 0.520 0.0162 
6 21315 0.106 0.0143 0.413 0.0379 0.481 0.0421 
7 1845 0.000 0.0000 0.667 0.1656 0.333 0.1656 
8 205 0.000 0.0000 0.000 0.0000 1.000 0.0000 
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Appendix A continued 

English average grades 
1 3689 0.000 0.0000 0.111 0.0733 0.889 0.0733 
2 16396 0.013 0.0012 0.175 0.0349 0.813 0.0350 
3 47548 0.030 0.0103 0.198 0.0182 0.772 0.0198 
4 72552 0.040 0.0076 0.220 0.0154 0.740 0.0169 
5 89563 0.032 0.0060 0.259 0.0152 0.709 0.0159 
6 130963 0.036 0.0047 0.299 0.0147 0.665 0.0146 
7 130758 0.055 0.0070 0.312 0.0139 0.633 0.0146 
8 138546 0.056 0.0067 0.361 0.0134 0.583 0.0141 
9 144080 0.084 0.0076 0.430 0.0153 0.486 0.0150 
10 105959 0.089 0.0087 0.476 0.0167 0.435 0.0169 
11 69683 0.079 0.0135 0.535 0.0211 0.385 0.0202 
12 31972 0.122 0.0188 0.622 0.0281 0.256 0.0257 
Math average grades 
1 5329 0.000 0.0000 0.192 0.0550 0.808 0.0550 
2 33817 0.018 0.0085 0.230 0.0235 0.752 0.0246 
3 71732 0.054 0.0087 0.297 0.0175 0.649 0.0191 
4 109033 0.047 0.0063 0.274 0.0129 0.679 0.0144 
5 122150 0.042 0.0057 0.302 0.0140 0.656 0.0141 
6 148384 0.051 0.0058 0.302 0.0139 0.646 0.0142 
7 125634 0.069 0.0084 0.354 0,0150 0.577 0.0150 
8 105549 0.060 0.0077 0.400 0.0165 0.540 0.0176 
9 102885 0.084 0.0090 0.430 0.0186 0.486 0.0190 
10 74602 0.060 0.0090 0.440 0.0200 0.500 0.0212 
11 50418 0.089 0.0112 0.533 0.0215 0.378 0.0216 
12 32177 0.096 0.0189 0.586 0.0313 0.318 0.0298 
Science average grades 
1 4509 0.045 0.0074 0.227 0.0691 0.727 0.0694 
2 22749 0.009 0.0090 0.234 0.0297 0.757 0.0305 
3 62510 0.020 0.0055 0.230 0.0179 0.751 0.0190 
4 88948 0.041 0.0059 0.244 0.0150 0.714 0.0148 
5 104524 0.051 0.0081 0.267 0.0142 0.682 0.0158 
6 140801 0.042 0.0058 0.317 0,0131 0.640 0.0134 
7 136702 0.066 0.0080 0.336 0,0145 0.598 0.0149 
8 118666 0.069 0.0071 0.378 0,0161 0.553 0.0167 
9 128299 0.056 0.0071 0.428 0,0170 0.516 0.0177 
10 80750 0.104 0.0101 0.472 0,0192 0.424 0.0187 
11 62100 0.073 0.0105 0.571 0,0218 0.356 0.02 II 
12 31152 0.132 0.0212 0.546 0.0310 0.322 0.0283 
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Appendix A continued 
Social studies average grades 
1 4714 0.000 0.0000 0.217 0.0647 0.783 0.0647 
2 13937 0.015 0.0012 0.162 0.0278 0.824 0.0280 
3 51033 0.016 0.0056 0.209 0.0197 0.775 0.0200 
4 154942 0.041 0.0053 0.212 0.0098 0.747 0.0107 
6 117641 0.040 0.0069 0.284 0.0149 0.676 0.0155 
7 127684 0.042 0.0058 0.355 0.0143 0.604 0.0145 
8 130553 0.071 0.0071 0.364 0.0151 0.565 0.0157 
9 133013 0.074 0.0087 0.418 0.0142 0.508 0.0151 
10 110468 0.083 0.0085 0.445 0.0156 0.471 0.0167 
11 92432 0.082 0.0109 0.510 0.0173 0.408 0.0178 
12 45294 0.104 0.0138 0.584 0.0239 0.312 0.0244 
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Appendix B: Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting Student Participation in 

Community Service when Student Performance is Measured Using 

Average Grades and Student Participation in Extracurricular Activities is 

Treated as a Dummy Variable 

Parameter Estimate SE Odds 
Ratios 

p > N  

Constant -0.548 0.164 
.578 

0.001 

No. of siblings 0.040 0.016 1.041 0.013** 
Family income 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.697 
Hours worked (Part-time work) -0.008 0.002 .992 0.001*** 
English average grades 0.031 0.019 1.032 0.095* 
Math average grades -0.024 0.016 .977 0.142 
Science average grades 0.040 0.018 1.041 0.023** 
Social studies average grades 0.079 0.017 1.082 0.000*** 
Asian Americans 0.066 0.095 1.068 0.488 
American Indians -0.546 0.137 .579 0.000*** 
Blacks -0.270 0.105 .764 0.010*** 
Hispanics -0.048 0.091 .953 0.600 
Males -0.417 0.048 .659 0.000*** 
Private schools 0.103 0.150 1.108 0.492 
Catholic schools 0.215 0.121 1.240 0.075* 
Urban schools 0.267 0.082 1.306 0.001*** 
Suburban schools 0.033 0.062 1.034 0.592 
Father's education 

Less than high school -0.420 0.107 .657 0.000*** 
High school -0.371 0.087 .690 0.000*** 
Some college -0.219 0.106 .803 0.038** 
Finished college -0.149 0.082 .861 0.070* 

Mother's education 
Less than high school -0.312 0.123 .732 0.011** 

High school -0.093 0.102 .911 0.362 
Some college -0.065 0.116 .937 0.576 
Finished college -0.042 0.095 .959 0.661 

Student academic aspirations 
Does not intend to finish college -0.516 0.067 .597 0.000*** 
Student participation in extracurricular activities 
Does not participate -0.782 0.066 .458 0.000*** 
Note: *p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01. 

Unweighted N = 4,790; Weighted N = 981,710 
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Appendix C: Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting Student Participation in 

Community Service when Student Performance is Measured Using 

Gentiles and Student Participation in Extracurricular Activities is Treated 

as a Dummy Variable 

Parameter Name Estimate SE Odds 
Ratios 

P ^ 1^1 

Constant -0.769 0.144 .463 0.000 
No. of siblings 0.045 0.016 1.046 0.006*** 
Family income -0.000 0.000 1.000 0.915 
Hours worked (Part-time work) -0.007 0.002 .993 0.003*** 
Asian Americans 0.084 0.093 1.087 0.366 
American Indians -0.492 0.138 .611 0.000*** 
Blacks -0.091 0.107 .913 0.392 
Hispanics 0.051 0.088 1.053 0.562 
Males -0.586 0.052 .556 0.000*** 
Private schools 0.068 0.133 1.070 0.611 
Catholic schools 0.185 0.119 1.204 0.120 
Urban schools 0.181 0.083 1.199 0.029** 
Suburban schools -0.035 0.060 .966 0.561 
Father's education 

Less than high school -0.325 0.108 .723 0.003*** 
High school -0.318 0.088 .727 0.000*** 
Some college -0.153 0.104 .858 0.143 
Finished college -0.121 0.082 .886 0.144 

Mother's education 
Less than high school -0.247 0.121 .781 0.041** 

High school -0.062 0.102 .940 0.545 
Some college -0.068 0.116 .934 0.559 
Finished college -0.028 0.096 .972 0.771 

Student academic aspirations 
Does not intend to finish college -0.425 0.065 .654 0.000*** 
Student participation in extracurricular activities 
Does not participate -0.801 0.066 .449 0.000*** 
Reading centiles 0.004 0.001 1.004 0.004*** 
Math centiles 0.005 0.001 1.005 0.001*** 
Science centiles 0.004 0.002 1.004 0.008*** 
History centiles 0.007 0.002 1.007 0.000*** 
Note: *p<.10; **p<.05; 

Unweighted N = 4,790; Weighted N = 981,710 
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Appendix D; Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting Student Participation in 

Community Service when Student Performance is Measured Using 

Carnegie Units and Student Participation in Extracurricular Activities is 

Treated as a Dummy Variable 

Parameter Estimate SE Odds 
Ratios 

p > M 

Constant -0.676 0.205 .509 0.001 
No. of siblings 0.040 0.017 1.041 0.015** 
Family income 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.678 
Hours worked (Part-time work) -0.008 0.002 .992 0.000*** 
Asian Americans 0.083 0.092 1.087 0.366 
American Indians -0.561 0.136 .571 0.000*** 
Blacks -0.392 0.102 .675 0.000*** 
Hispanics -0.059 0.092 .942 0.517 
Males -0.489 0.046 .613 0.000*** 
Private schools 0.066 0.141 1.068 0.640 
Cathohc schools 0.141 0.120 1.151 0.242 
Urban schools 0.226 0.081 1.253 0.005*** 
Suburban schools -0.011 0.061 .989 0.850 
Father's education 

Less than high school -0.430 0.106 .650 0.000*** 
High school -0.397 0.086 .672 0.000*** 
Some college -0.229 0.104 .795 0.028** 
Finished college -0.152 0.081 .859 0.060* 

Mother's education 
Less than high school -0.363 0.121 .696 0.003*** 

High school -0.123 0.100 .884 0.220 
Some college -0.061 0.114 .941 0.592 
Finished college -0.032 0.093 .968 0.731 

Student academic aspirations 
Does not intend to finish college -0.572 0.066 .564 0.000*** 
Student participation in extracurricular activities 
Does not participate -0.834 0.065 .434 0.000*** 
Carnegie units 
English Carnegie units 0.067 0.030 1.069 0.027** 
Math Carnegie units 0.135 0.030 1.145 0.000*** 
Science Carnegie units 0.087 0.026 1.091 0.001*** 
Social studies Carnegie units 0.055 0.029 1.057 0.058* 
Note; *p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01. 

Unweighted N = 4,790; Weighted N = 981,710 
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Appendix E: Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting Male Students' Participation in 

Community Service when Student Performance is Measured Using 

Average Grades 

Parameter Estimate SE Odds 
Ratios 

P ̂  |z| 

Constant -1.218 0.225 .296 0.000 
No. of siblings 0.039 0.022 1.040 0.077* 
Family income -0.000 0.000 1.000 0.001*** 
Asian Americans -0.005 0.134 .995 0.968 
American Indians -0.685 0.190 .504 0.000*** 
Blacks -0.400 0.153 .670 0.009*** 
Hispanics 0.277 0.117 1.319 0.018** 
Private schools 0.247 0.138 1.280 0.074* 
Catholic schools 0.628 0.142 1.873 0.000*** 
Urban schools 0.122 0.098 1.130 0.211 
Suburban schools 0.082 0.079 1.085 0.302 
Father's Education 

Less than high school -0.463 0.132 .630 0.000*** 
High school -0.572 0.105 .564 0.000*** 
Some college -0.226 0.134 .797 0.091* 
Finished college -0.271 0.104 .763 0.009*** 

Mother's Education 
Less than high school -0.293 0.170 .746 0.086* 
High school -0.018 0.134 .982 0.892 
Some college -0.172 0.160 .842 0.284 
Finished college -0.009 0.130 .991 0.947 

Student does not intend to finish College -0.445 0.090 .641 0.000*** 
No. of extracurricular activities 0.256 0.020 1.292 0.000*** 
Hours worked -0.007 0.003 .994 0.019** 
English average grades 0.012 0.030 1.012 0.697 
Math average grades -0.038 0.022 .963 0.091* 
Science average grades 0.004 0.026 1.004 0.866 
Social studies average grades 0.119 0.023 1.127 0.000*** 
Note; *p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01. 

Weighted N= 482,452; Unweighted N = 2,354 



168 

Appendix F; Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting Male Students' Participation in 

Community Service when Student Performance is Measured Using 

Carnegie Units 

Parameter Estimate SE Odds 
Ratios 

p>lz |  

Constant -1.273 0.303 .280 0.000 
No of siblings 0.039 0.022 1.039 0.086* 
Family income -0.000 0.000 1.000 0.001*** 
Asian Americans 0.008 0.131 1.008 0.953 
American Indians -0.675 0.189 .509 0.000*** 
Blacks -0.478 0.146 .620 0.001*** 
Hispanics 0.256 0.118 1.292 0.029** 
Private schools 0.171 0.130 1.186 0.187 
Catholic schools 0.538 0.145 1.712 0.000*** 
Urban schools 0.081 0.096 1.085 0.398 
Suburban schools 0.042 0.078 1.043 0.591 
Father's Education 

Less than high school -0.504 0.133 .604 0.000*** 
High school -0.600 0.106 .549 0.000*** 
Some college -0.221 0.134 .801 0.099* 
Finished college -0.274 0.103 .760 0.008*** 

Mother's Education 
Less than high school -0.326 0.170 .722 0.056* 
High school -0.044 0.134 .957 0.745 
Some college -0.190 0.161 .827 0.239 
Finished college -0.007 0.130 .993 0.955 

Student does not intend to finish College -0.531 0.091 .588 0.000*** 
No. of extracurricular activities 0.275 0.020 1.316 0.000*** 
Hours worked -0.007 0.003 .993 0.018** 
Social studies Carnegie units 0.048 0.036 1.049 0.188 
English Carnegie units 0.043 0.040 1.044 0.285 
Math Carnegie units 0.097 0.040 1.102 0.016** 
Science Carnegie units 0.053 0.038 1.055 0.159 
Note: *p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01. 

Weighted N= 482,452; Unweighted N = 2,354 
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Appendix G: Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting Male Students' Participation in 

Community Service when Student Performance is Measured Using 

Centiles 

Parameter Estimate SE Odds 
Ratios 

p > N  

Constant -1.739 0.225 .176 0.000 
No. of siblings 0.043 0.022 1.044 0.051* 
Family income -0.000 0.000 1.000 0.001*** 
Asian Americans -0.026 0.135 .974 0.848 
American Indians -0.662 0.190 .516 0.001*** 
Blacks -0.175 0.160 .840 0.274 
Hispanics 0.346 0.118 1.414 0.003*** 
Private schools 0.169 0.134 1.184 0.209 
Catholic schools 0.597 0.139 1.816 0.000*** 
Urban schools 0.038 0.098 1.039 0.696 
Suburban schools -0.003 0.079 .997 0.974 
Father's Education 

Less than high school -0.370 0.137 .690 0.007*** 
High school -0.531 0.106 .588 0.000*** 
Some college -0.108 0.134 .898 0.420 
Finished college -0.219 0.104 .803 0.036** 

Mother's Education 
Less than high school -0.243 0.167 .784 0.144 
High school 0.042 0.135 1.042 0.758 
Some college -0.209 0.163 .811 0.199 
Finished college 0.002 0.133 1.002 0.987 

Student does not intend to finish College -0.348 0.090 .706 0.000*** 
No. of extracurricular activities 0.269 0.020 1.308 0.000*** 
Hours worked -0.005 0.003 .995 0.062* 
Reading centiles 0.005 0.002 1.005 0.008*** 
Math centiles 0.003 0.002 1.003 0.097* 
Science centiles 0.001 0.002 1.001 0.590 
History centiles 0.008 0.002 1.008 0.000*** 
Note: *p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01. 
Weighted N= 482,452; Unweighted N = 2,354 
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Appendix H: Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting Female Students' Participation in 

Community Service when Student Performance is Measured Using 

Average Grades 

Parameter Estimate SE Odds 
Ratios 

p > | z |  

Constant -1.429 0.231 .239 0.000 
No. of siblings 0.049 0.023 1.050 0.034** 
Family income 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.001*** 
Asian Americans 0.055 0.115 1.057 0.630 
American Indians -0.370 0.179 .691 0.038** 
Blacks -0.198 0.141 .820 0.160 
Hispanics -0.337 0.113 .714 0.003*** 
Private schools -0.018 0.260 .982 0.945 
Cathohc schools -0.183 0.155 .833 0.237 
Urban schools 0.455 0.109 1.576 0.000*** 
Suburban schools 0.053 0.082 1.055 0.516 
Father's Education 

Less than high school -0.305 0.150 .737 0.042** 
High school -0.161 0.123 .851 0.188 
Some college -0.124 0.137 .883 0.363 
Finished college -0.004 0.118 .996 0.971 

Mother's Education 
Less than high school -0.289 0.165 .749 0.081* 
High school -0.147 0.137 .863 0.283 
Some college 0.034 0.153 1.034 0.826 
Finished college -0.044 0.134 .957 0.740 

Student does not intend to finish College -0.506 0.089 .603 0.000*** 
No. of extracurricular activities 0.251 0.021 1.285 0.000*** 
Hours worked -0.008 0.004 .993 0.046** 
English average grades 0.048 0.025 1.049 0.055* 
Math Average grades -0.028 0.021 .972 0.193 
Science average grades 0.060 0.024 1.062 0.013** 
Social studies average grades 0.038 0.023 1.039 0.096* 
Note; *p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01. 
Weighted N= 499,258; Unweighted N = 2,436 
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Appendix I: Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting Female Students' 

Participation in Community Service when Student Performance is 

Measured Using Carnegie Units 

Parameter Estimate SE Odds 
Ratios 

p > | z |  

Constant -1.819 0.296 .162 0.000 
No of siblings 0.049 0.023 1.050 0.035** 
Family income 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.001*** 
Asian Americans 0.031 0.114 1.032 0.783 
American Indians -0.396 0.178 .673 0.027** 
Blacks -0.328 0.139 .720 0.019** 
Hispanics -0.324 0.113 .723 0.004*** 
Private schools -0.026 0.261 .975 0.921 
Catholic schools -0.236 0.152 .790 0.120 
Urban schools 0.434 0.107 1.543 0.000*** 
Suburban schools 0.022 0.080 1.022 0.787 
Father's Education 

Less than high school -0.292 0.147 .747 0.047** 
High school -0.173 0.119 .841 0.147 
Some college -0.139 0.132 .870 0.292 
Finished college -0.012 0.116 .988 0.915 

Mother's Education 
Less than high school -0.313 0.160 .732 0.051* 
High school -0.158 0.132 .854 0.232 
Some college 0.073 0.149 1.075 0.625 
Finished college -0.014 0.131 .986 0.913 

Student does not intend to finish -0.513 0.089 .598 0.000*** 
College 
No. of extracurricular activities 0.270 0.021 1.309 0.000*** 
Hours worked -0.007 0.004 .993 0.050** 
English Carnegie units 0.048 0.039 1.049 0.221 
Math Carnegie units 0.130 0.038 1.139 0.001*** 
Science Carnegie units 0.118 0.035 1.125 0.001*** 
Social studies Carnegie units 0.082 0.039 1.086 0.036** 
Note: *p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01. 

Weighted N= 499,258; Unweighted N = 2,436 



172 

Appendix J; Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting Female Students' Participation in 

Community Service when Student Performance is Measured Using 

Centiles 

Parameter Estimate SE Odds 
Ratios 

p > | z l  

Constant -1.751 0.203 .174 0.000 
No of siblings 0.051 0.023 1.053 0.029** 
Family income 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.007*** 
Asian Americans 0.080 0.114 1.083 0.483 
American Indians -0.267 0.182 .766 0.142 
Blacks -0.027 0.140 .973 0.846 
Hispanics -0.202 0.109 .817 0.065* 
Private schools -0.013 0.241 .987 0.958 
Catholic schools -0.235 0.153 .790 0.125 
Urban schools 0.388 0.109 1.475 0.000*** 
Suburban schools 0.028 0.080 1.028 0.727 
Father's Education 

Less than high school -0.208 0.153 .812 0.173 
High school -0.090 0.124 .914 0.467 
Some college -0.090 0.136 .914 0.510 
Finished college 0.007 0.118 1.007 0.953 

Mother's Education 
Less than high school -0.182 0.167 .834 0.276 
Fligh school -0.113 0.137 .894 0.411 
Some college 0.075 0.156 1.078 0.629 
Finished college -0.030 0.134 .970 0.820 

Student does not intend to finish college -0.390 0.087 .677 0.000*** 
No. of extracurricular activities 0.257 0.021 1.294 0.000*** 
Hours worked -0.007 0.004 .993 0.086* 
Reading centiles 0.003 0.002 1.003 0.133 
Math centiles 0.005 0.002 1.005 0.036** 
Science centiles 0.007 0.002 1.007 0.001*** 
History centiles 0.005 0.002 1.005 0.016** 
Note: *p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01. 

Weighted N= 499,258; Unweighted N = 2,436 
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