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Abstract
Nonprofit, public, and private employees display theoretically and empirically distinct 
characteristics. An important branch of this research investigates differences in 
prosocial behaviors given a sector of employment, but findings often model prosocial 
habits as the outcome and rely on cross-sectional data. This study adds to extant 
literature by hypothesizing that early-adulthood volunteering serves as a pathway for 
emerging-career nonprofit and public employment. We utilize regression and duration 
analysis on the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997 and find that millennials 
who display early-adulthood volunteering are significantly more likely to report 
emerging-career employment in the nonprofit sector. Furthermore, millennials with 
no work experience in nonprofits before their emerging-career phase demonstrate 
faster rates of entry into a nonprofit if they reported early-adulthood volunteering. 
We fail to find similar relationships for public employees. Our conclusions speak to 
the recruitment and retention of nonprofit employees while also providing possible 
caveats to understanding other-oriented public employees.
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Introduction

Differences between private, nonprofit, and public organizations hold important impli-
cations for various labor components including employee productivity, employer 
objectives, and workforce compensation. These structural and theoretical variations 
are reflected in the individuals who choose to provide human capital across these labor 
market segments. For example, employees seek job opportunities that align with their 
values, motivations, and constraints while also being influenced by external experi-
ences that heighten their propensity for certain opportunities. Of particular interest 
when considering the workforce across sectors is the presence of employees’ prosocial 
behaviors. These prosocial behaviors are related to firm output, employee satisfaction, 
and overall societal welfare. The strong relationship found in the literature between 
sector of employment and behaviors like volunteering and donating suggests an inter-
esting question around the workers who are drawn to specific organizations.

The extant literature finds that public, nonprofit, and private employees display 
distinct prosocial behaviors (Brewer, 2003). Much of this research concludes that non-
profit workers display the highest level of prosocial behaviors, followed by public 
(used interchangeably with government) workers, then private employees (Holt, 2020; 
Houston, 2006; Piatak, 2015; Rotolo & Wilson, 2006). Researchers explain these find-
ings by considering differences in (a) intrinsic worker attributes, such as their public 
service motivation (PSM), and (b) possible contextual variations, such as the avail-
ability of volunteer opportunities. Despite this theoretical scaffolding, empirical con-
clusions are dominated by cross-sectional data providing only a point-in-time 
association, and the models often place prosocial behaviors as the dependent variable. 
This limits the ability to understand time’s influence on the relationship and constrains 
the possibility for recruiters and policymakers to fully capitalize on the connection 
between prosocial behaviors and subsequent employment sectors.

Given this dearth in extant literature, this paper looks at the relationship between 
early volunteering and an individual’s ensuing sector of employment. We follow a 
representative cohort of millennials from childhood to mid-forties and ask: what is the 
relationship between early-adulthood volunteering and the emerging-career sector of 
employment? In addition to studying the relationship between behaviors during these 
two life phases, we extend this research to consider one’s rate of entry into nonprofit 
and public work. For this, we limit the analysis to individuals with no early-adulthood 
paid work experience in the nonprofit (public) sector and ask whether those who report 
early volunteering demonstrate a faster rate of entry into employment in the respective 
sectors relative to those with no early volunteering experience. We additionally test 
other prosocial behaviors such as donating and civic engagement. Taken together, 
these analyses study the relationship between early prosocial behaviors and subse-
quent employment in the nonprofit and public sector.

These research questions and analyses address three main groups. First, they enter 
academic conversations concerned with the relationship between sector of employ-
ment and prosocial behaviors. Our research questions contribute to this discourse by 
incorporating various life phases when considering this relationship. Second, this 
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research speaks directly to practitioners interested in the recruitment and retention of 
(un)paid labor. If there is a connection between early-adulthood prosocial behaviors 
and emerging-career employment, organizations might be able to exploit this relation-
ship, and thus, increase their long-term labor capital. For example, the presence of 
early-life volunteering may be a way to locate individuals who trend toward and thrive 
in the nonprofit sector. Alternatively, nonprofit organizations may already be utilizing 
the connection between volunteering and sector choice. If this is the case, our analyses 
verify this positive outcome.

Finally, we are interested in contributing to the knowledge of policymakers invested 
in the size and scope of nonprofit and public sectors of the economy. Our focus on 
early-adulthood volunteering holds close ties to existing initiatives encouraging (or 
discouraging) prosocial behaviors such as high school and college community service 
requirements. Such programs may act as possible levers to change one’s propensity or 
speed of entry into such work and thus change the overall scale of the sector. 
Alternatively, if prosocial behaviors do not meaningfully precede nonprofit or public 
employment, the ubiquitous presence of prosocial behaviors in these sectors may sug-
gest that on-the-job experiences cause heightened social awareness and, thus, lead to 
more volunteering. If this relationship is true, policymakers can attempt to bolster 
organization outputs by removing barriers to volunteering for employees.

Literature Review

Sector of Employment and Worker Differences

Public, for-profit, and nonprofit entities hold unique theoretical and practical charac-
teristics that create distinctions between organization types. A long line of literature 
has attempted to distill the exact dimensions that distinguish these sectors. For exam-
ple, public administration often considers ownership status (Bozeman & Bretschneider, 
1994; Rainey & Bozeman, 2000) and intended use of organization output (Meier & 
O’Toole, 2011; Smith & Larimer, 2018) when differentiating public entities from their 
for-profit counterparts. They highlight government entities’ underlying bureaucratic 
accountability in conjunction with a public-purpose output as observable features 
across various societies. Acknowledging the overlap in public-facing objectives, non-
profit scholars additionally lean on the tax exemption regulations to distinguish char-
acteristics between nonprofits and for-profits (Boris et  al., 2021; Witesman & 
Fernandez, 2013). Piatak (2015), pulling from this literature, states that these dimen-
sions of ownership status, organization output, and tax criteria create clear lines 
between all sectors. Public and both for-profit and nonprofit sectors are separated by 
their ownership status, while nonprofits and for-profit sectors diverge in their taxation 
schemes. And, importantly, these three sectors emphasize and produce differentiated 
values. These components suggest practical variation in the work environment while 
also implying theoretical distinctions in the organizations’ missions.

Scholars find that the unique theoretical and practical characteristics of each sector 
are reflected by their employees (Korac et al., 2019; Word & Park, 2015). Workers 
choose jobs that align with their attitudes, goals, and values (Miller-Stevens et  al., 
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2015). A fruitful stream of literature investigating sector and worker differences is the 
study of prosocial behaviors between public, nonprofit, and private counterparts. 
Prosocial behaviors are conceptualized as generally beneficial actions directed toward 
others (Dovidio et al., 2017). Earliest works on this topic compare public servants to 
counterparts and find that employment in the public sector is significantly related to 
civic participation (Brewer, 2003; Corey & Garand, 2002). Subsequent articles con-
sider nonprofit employees (Rotolo & Wilson, 2006) and a collection of prosocial 
behaviors including the donation of blood and money (Buurman et al., 2012; Houston, 
2006). Recent literature further considers the importance of volunteer organization 
types (Ertas, 2014; Lee, 2012), the intensive margin of volunteer activities (Holt, 
2020), and the differentiation of levels in public employees (Piatak, 2015). The over-
arching conclusion among these works is that an individual’s sector is significantly 
related to their prosocial behaviors.

Prosocial Behaviors’ Relationship to Sector Choice

Much of the existing literature surrounding sectoral differences in prosocial behaviors 
positions these behaviors as the outcome of one’s chosen sector. Theories around this 
relationship largely fall into two categories. First, some scholars hypothesize that a 
third, unobservable variable drives sector choice and prosocial behavior. The most 
common third variable mentioned is PSM. PSM is defined as a multidimensional con-
cept motivating individuals to enter public service including a disposition to be other-
oriented (Bozeman & Su, 2015; Perry, 2000; Perry & Wise, 1990; Ritz et al., 2016). 
This line of research notes PSM as at least partially explaining sectoral differences 
because PSM is related to sector choice (Ritz et al., 2016) and volunteer behaviors 
(Holt, 2019; Piatak, 2016; Tsai et al., 2016). This literature can be expanded to include 
other intrinsic dimensions including risk aversion (Chen & Bozeman, 2012) and altru-
ism (Piatak & Holt, 2020). This sphere of research draws on unobservable worker 
attributes to explain their propensity for a sector of employment and subsequent pro-
social behaviors. The second category of theories centers around contextual reasons 
that influence sectoral differences. For example, Rotolo and Wilson (2006) refer to 
rationale choice theory to argue that the context of public work induces employee self-
interest in activities such as volunteering that can strengthen or complement their pro-
fessional objectives. They also hypothesize that the social relations inherent to public 
work create a higher familiarity with volunteer opportunities. In this body of work, 
researchers suggest that sectoral contexts induce differences in prosocial behaviors.

There is limited research that considers the opposite direction in the story, in which 
one’s prosocial behavior influences or serves as a signal for the propensity to work in a 
specific sector. A significant body of related literature explores connections between 
volunteering, PSM, and career ambitions of high school and college students (Bontenbal 
et al., 2024; Holt, 2019; Piatak, 2016). A few pieces of work build on this literature by 
employing longitudinal data, and most find evidence for a relationship between PSM 
and sector sorting (Holt, 2018; Wright et al., 2017), although this finding is not univer-
sal (Kjeldsen & Jacobsen, 2013). This research is further complemented by job 
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switching patterns between sectors and their relationship to intrinsic worker qualities 
(AbouAssi et al., 2021). Alternatively, a subset of nonprofit literature considers volun-
teering as a mechanism for improving future job prospects (Spera et al., 2015). Most of 
these studies focus on volunteering’s ability to lead to general employment, but a few 
highlight connections to specific sectors. For example, Einolf (2022) found that volun-
teering provided direct opportunities to step into nonprofit executive roles, while 
(Norris-Tirrell, Rinella and Pham, 2018) note the importance of program experience in 
leading to paid positions. Using these pieces as a starting point, we hypothesize that the 
prosocial behavior of volunteering is significantly related to subsequent employment in 
nonprofit and public sectors. We take each sector in turn.

Volunteering and Subsequent Nonprofit Employment

Volunteering predominantly occurs in the nonprofit sector, with many nonprofit firms 
reliant on a volunteer workforce to accomplish key tasks. Individuals often experience 
benefits when they volunteer such as increased life satisfaction (Jenkinson et al., 2013) 
and may seek further opportunities with related organizations. Time spent volunteer-
ing also increases one’s social capital and engenders direct knowledge of such work 
(Norris-Tirrell et al., 2018). These features increase one’s awareness of paid opportu-
nities and the likelihood of being considered for such positions. Beyond contextual 
factors that can cause a higher propensity for nonprofit employment, one’s likelihood 
of volunteering may serve as a signal for innate preferences that align with comparable 
employment. This logic follows extant literature around PSM and prosocial habits. 
Some individuals may have a greater inclination for other-serving behaviors, and this 
is expressed in their unpaid and paid activities. Research on sectoral employment 
trends often notes that nonprofit and public workers are older than their private coun-
terparts and this is due to individuals choosing employment in these sectors after they 
have established their careers or are financially stable (Hirsch et al., 2018). Given this, 
we expect individuals to express their other-serving behaviors through volunteering 
early in their lives and subsequently display this preference through paid labor after 
they start their careers. Taking the contextual influences and innate tendency together, 
we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Individuals who demonstrate early-adulthood volunteering are 
more likely to exhibit emerging-career nonprofit employment compared to those 
with no early-adulthood volunteering.

Our study introduces a time dimension within our data in addition to considering 
the dependent variable of sector of employment, given observed volunteer behaviors. 
This time dimension enables us to hypothesize about one’s rate of entry into a sector 
in conjunction with their propensity to enter the sector. Using the same logic as before, 
we additionally hypothesize:
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Hypothesis 2 (H2): Individuals with early-adulthood volunteering and no work 
experience in the nonprofit sector before their emerging careers will demonstrate a 
faster rate of entry into nonprofit employment than similar counterparts without 
early-adulthood volunteering.

Volunteering and Subsequent Public Employment

We hypothesize that volunteering and subsequent public employment is largely 
derived from one’s other-serving tendencies that can be expressed through prosocial 
behaviors and paid employment in organizations with similar values. It is likely that 
volunteering is the main avenue to express these public values early in one’s life, and 
this is followed by formal expression in one’s career. There may also be external com-
ponents that feed into the relationship despite volunteering’s predominant occurrence 
in the nonprofit sector. For example, volunteering in one’s community could engender 
greater awareness of societal issues, and individuals may seek to further address these 
issues through government employment. Alternatively, the inter-sector nature of orga-
nizations may provide social capital that facilitates an individual’s entry into public 
work. To the extent that early volunteering occurs in public spheres, we expect the 
contextual influences to be heightened. With this, we develop the following 
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Individuals who demonstrate early-adulthood volunteering are 
more likely to exhibit emerging-career public employment compared to those with 
no early-adulthood volunteering.

Hypothesis 4 (H4): Individuals with early-adulthood volunteering and no work 
experience in the public sector before their emerging-careers will demonstrate a 
faster rate of entry into public employment than similar counterparts without early-
adulthood volunteering.

Data and Methods

Data

This study analyzed early-adulthood volunteering as a pathway for emerging-career 
nonprofit and public sector employment. It utilized data from the National Longitudinal 
Survey of Youth 1997 (NLSY97), a representative panel of 8,984 individuals residing 
in the United States and born between 1980 and 1984. The early-adult lives of this age 
cohort coincide with the turn of the century, and they are often referred to as millenni-
als. The first interview occurred in 1997, and participants were 12 to 17 years old. 
Surveys occurred annually until 2011 and biennially afterwards. The timeframe for the 
analysis was from 1997 to 2019. This questionnaire had rich worker-level data with 
information on education, employment, household characteristics, childhood factors, 
and individual attitudes. One of the main reasons for utilizing this dataset was the abil-
ity to construct week-by-week employment observations across survey involvement. 
Figure 1 provides a visualization of milestones in NLSY97.
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Unlike the weekly labor and yearly demographic information, questions on proso-
cial behaviors were only administered during four discrete waves of the survey, and 
they captured whether a respondent practiced this behavior within the relevant year. 
We consider the earliest two waves that include these questions: 2005 and 2007. 
Although the measurements of prosocial behaviors in NLSY97 were minimal com-
pared to other national surveys, the data’s longitudinal feature and rich information 
along other dimensions motivated its usage.

The main sample was restricted to individuals who entered the labor market at least 
once before their 28th birthday and responded to at least one wave of the survey after 
their 28th birthday. For the analysis, the time before one’s 28th birthday was concep-
tualized as early-adulthood in which individuals finalized their formal education and 
began their career exploration (Chetty et al., 2017). One’s 28th birthday was chosen to 
indicate the start of a respondent’s emerging-career phase. This emerging-career phase 
is defined by career exploration and the “establishment” of one’s professional journey 
towards a work identity (Zacher & Froidevaux, 2021). Sensitivity analyses on this 
emerging-career cutoff were run, and results remained robust. Observations were also 
restricted to those with sufficient information on covariates. The final sample con-
tained 5,162 individuals. Although the sample was derived from a nationally represen-
tative design, it possessed challenges similar to nonrandom attrition in other 
longitudinal studies, and the use of multiple waves presented weighting issues. Given 
these challenges, the main results are presented for the unweighted data, while all 
conclusions are robust to the inclusion of weights.

Dependent Variables

This analysis examined one’s emerging-career employment in the nonprofit or public 
sector relative to their early-adulthood volunteer behaviors. The main dependent vari-
ables were derived from one’s sector of employment. Figure 2 displays the sector of 
employment across early-adulthood and emerging-careers phases for seven 

1997
Survey starts
Ages 12-17

Labor market entry
Ages 14+

2005, 2007
Early-adulthood volunteering measured

Ages 20-28

Emerging-career phase starts
Age 28

Hypothesized 
nonprofit/public sector 

entry

Figure 1.  Life-Course Features Captured by NLSY97.
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individuals. Similar to cross-sectional statistics, this figure shows a dominance of the 
private sector, while movement to other sectors becomes more common as an indi-
vidual ages. For the main analysis, the first dependent variable was one’s emerging-
career employment in the nonprofit (public) sector. This was operationalized as a 
binary variable indicating if an individual reported work experience in a nonprofit 
(public) organization after their 28th birthday. In addition, rate of entry into a nonprofit 
(public) sector job was used as a dependent variable for duration analysis. Rate of 
entry to a job was defined as the number of weeks after an individual’s 28th birthday 
until they reported a nonprofit (public) job.

Independent Variables

The main explanatory variable of interest was a respondent’s early-adulthood volun-
teering. Rounds 9, 11, 15, and 16 of the NLSY97 asked respondents about prosocial 
behaviors. Questions from rounds 9 (administered October 2005 to July 2006) and 11 
(administered October 2007 to July 2008) were used for the volunteer variable since 
these rounds occurred before all respondents’ 28th birthdays (i.e., before the start of 
their emerging-career). A respondent was marked as performing early-adulthood vol-
unteering if they reported a non-zero frequency of unpaid, non-court ordered volunteer 
work in either round 9 or round 11. All other respondents were non-volunteers. This 
presents a lower bound of volunteer behavior since all absent and non-responding 
individuals were assumed to be non-volunteers.

Control Variables

Four sequential sets of controls were utilized to provide consideration for other influ-
ences on the propensity to enter the nonprofit or public sector. The rationale behind the 
inclusion of these controls drew inspiration from labor economics. The four sets of 

Figure 2.  Sector Trajectory of an Individual’s Main Job for a Random Subset of the Sample.
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controls were: baseline, labor, childhood, and early-adulthood controls. Models with 
all four sets were denoted as “full models” to indicate their full saturation.

The first set of variables, baseline controls, was 13 covariates measured when an 
individual turned 28. These involved typical controls present in labor economic models 
(Hirsch et al., 2018). These were indicators for White (vs. non-White) and female (vs. 
male), and numeric values for age at first interview, highest grade completed, log of 
one’s average weekly wage, average weekly hours working, and time spent in the labor 
force before 28. In addition, family commitments and market features were considered. 
Family commitments were measured by marital status (married, never married, and 
legally separated or widowed), number of children under the age of 6, and the number 
of children under the age of 18. Family orientation and constraints are known to influ-
ence career decisions (Lee, 2014). Market features that captured labor demand included 
variables for census region (Northeast, North Central, South, and West), mean statisti-
cal area (MSA; not in MSA, in MSA but not central, and in MSA central), and urban/
rural living (urban, rural, and unknown). Mean statistical area is a geographic region 
defined by the U.S. government that includes at least one urbanized area with a popula-
tion of 50,000 or more. The last baseline variables were binary indicators for whether 
an individual was employed in the nonprofit or public sector before 28.

The second set of controls was built on the baseline with further information about 
an individual’s labor patterns. This included 10- and 9-level factors for a person’s most 
common occupation and industry, respectively. These levels come from the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics standard classification system. Occupation groupings include execu-
tive and management jobs, health care and protective service jobs, and office and 
administrative support jobs. Industry groupings include manufacturing, wholesale and 
retail trade, and professional and related services. Industry and occupational catego-
ries are known to drive large variation in employment choices across sectors (Leete, 
2001). A worker’s sector switching behavior was captured by the number of times they 
moved sectors before they turned 28. This variable controlled for the scenario in which 
certain people may be prone to general job switching rather than specific decisions to 
opt into nonprofit or public work.

The third set of controls added the childhood features of mother’s education 
(numeric) and early-household features (childhood census region, urban/rural living, 
and MSA). These responses were pulled from the first round of interviews. There were 
two main reasons driving our inclusion of childhood features. First, the temporal nature 
of the dataset was a large asset to this research, and we wanted to include this informa-
tion to the fullest of our ability. Our research question and data limitations prevent us 
from employing panel analysis but we still wanted to include information surrounding 
different periods of an individual’s life. Second, nonprofit literature points to the impor-
tance of early life environments in contributing to prosocial behaviors (Knafo & 
Plomin, 2006). This includes parent features like education and sector of employment 
(Stritch & Christensen, 2016). The last set of variables drew similar inspiration to 
include family commitments and market features during the individual’s early adult-
hood. This information was taken from a union of the individual’s responses in 2005 
and 2007 (average age 22.5) and was comprised of census region, urban/rural, MSA, 
marital status, and the number of children under 6 and 18 in the household.
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A Cohort of Millennials

Our empirical work centers around millennials, defined as individuals born between 
1980 and 1998. There are several characteristics that position this cohort as ideal sub-
jects for this study. These adults are recognized as the first generation to expect mean-
ingful work at all stages in their career trajectory (Ng et al., 2010; Siahaan & Gatari, 
2020). They consider a company’s mission and ethical practices (Chatzopoulou & de 
Kiewiet, 2021) and are less critical of the government compared to previous genera-
tions (Taylor & Keeter, 2010). They are also more supportive of activist approaches 
(Acikgoz, 2019) and showcase greater gender equality in terms of career ambitions 
(Rainer & Rainer, 2011). Given these notable features, we expect this generation to 
exhibit a relationship between volunteering and sector of employment to a similar or 
greater extent than their counterparts. And despite being encapsulated in a single gen-
erational delineation, this cohort also operates within pervasive structures felt across 
all age groups. In addition, there is evidence that many of the defining traits seen for 
millennials are observed in younger work cohorts (Schroth, 2019). Therefore, analyses 
around this singular cohort also provide insight into large tendencies of the adult popu-
lation that are subject to similar contexts and succeeding their millennial 
counterparts.

Table 1 summarizes the sample along selected characteristics. Column 1 presents 
statistics for the entire sample (n = 5,162) while columns 2 and 3 subset respondents 
to emerging-career nonprofit employees (n = 833) and emerging-career public 
employees (n = 1,176), respectively. Appropriate univariate tests were performed to 
note statistical differences between subsets and the entire sample. Focusing on the first 
row, 48% of the full sample reported early-adulthood volunteering while this number 
increased to 62% and 55% for those with emerging-career nonprofit and public 
employment. The difference in volunteer behavior by sector compared to the general 
sample is statistically significant, and the magnitudes are in the same direction as most 
cross-sectional conclusions: nonprofit employees report the highest rate of volunteer-
ing, followed by public servants and then the general worker.

Beyond early-adulthood volunteering, there are several dimensions that differ sig-
nificantly from those of the general population. The subset of emerging-career non-
profit employees is significantly more female (68% vs. 50%) and educated (15.0 years 
vs. 13.5). They are also more likely to work in the nonprofit (62% vs. 25%) or public 
(49% vs. 36%) sector during their early adulthood. Finally, they demonstrate a higher 
number of job switches (2.46 switches vs. 1.29) before their emerging-career phase. 
Similar patterns are seen for the third column (individuals who report emerging-career 
public employment), with the addition of a significantly smaller proportion being 
White (47% vs. 52%, significant at the 0.01 level). Emerging-career public employees 
are more female (58% vs. 50%) and more educated (14.5 vs. 13.5). They are more 
likely, during early adulthood, to work in the nonprofit (30% vs. 25%) and public sec-
tor (69% vs. 36%) while also demonstrating a higher number of job switches (2.13 vs. 
1.29). The most common industry for the entire sample is the entertainment and food 
industry, while the nonprofit and public samples have the most common industry of 
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education, health, and social services. The most common occupation category for all 
three samples is the food, cleaning, and sales category. Overall, the summary table 
suggests that emerging-career nonprofit and public employees have significant varia-
tion along multiple dimensions that necessitate their inclusion in the analysis of early-
volunteering behavior.

Empirical Strategy

To understand the relationship between early-adulthood volunteering and emerging-
career non-private employment, we first employed linear modeling. The likelihood 
that one holds a nonprofit (public) job after their 28th birthday was formulated as:

	
Pr( | )Y X Vol Base Labor Childhood

Ear

i i i i i i
� � � � � � � � � � �
�

1 1 1 2

3

� � �

� llyAdulthood
i i� � ���

	 (1)

where Vol, the variable of interest, was a binary indicator for whether individual i 
reported volunteering during their early career. (Base) represented a vector of base 
controls (i.e., race and gender) while (Labor) included additional labor covariates. 
(Childhood) was a set of controls from the first wave of the survey, and (EarlyAdult) 
was a vector of early-adulthood metrics recorded during the same waves as the volun-
teer questions. Equation 1 was estimated through linear probability models (LPM) 
with β1  as the parameter of interest. β1  can be interpreted as the change in probabil-
ity of emerging-career nonprofit or public employment given early-adulthood 
volunteering.

Given a relationship between early-adulthood volunteering and the emerging-
career sector of employment, the second analysis investigated a temporal dimension 
within the data while eliminating the confounder of early-adulthood employment in 
the relevant sector. We utilized duration modeling and captured the time to entry into 
the nonprofit (public) sector after one’s 28th birthday. To eliminate early-life con-
founders, we subset our sample to individuals who had not been employed in the 
nonprofit (public) sector before their emerging-career phase. We estimated a series of 
Cox proportional hazard models:

			   h t X h t b; exp� � � � � � �0 �� ’ 	 (2)

where the hazard at time t was h(t; X), the baseline hazard at time t was h0(t), and X’b 
was a matrix of covariates and their respective parameters. Results are presented in 
hazard ratios, or a measure of differences in frequency of occurrences between groups. 
In considering the variable for volunteering, a ratio greater than one implies that the 
rate of entering the nonprofit (public) sector was higher for those who volunteered 
than their non-volunteering counterparts. This research only considers an individual’s 
first entry into the nonprofit (public) sphere.
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Results

Linear Probability Modeling

Our first analysis tested the relationship between early-adulthood volunteering and 
emerging-career employment for the entire sample using LPM. Separate regressions 
were considered for the discrete outcomes of emerging-career nonprofit employment 
and emerging-career public employment. In addition, combined models were run to 
test the equivalence of coefficients between nonprofit and public employment. Four 
stages of these models were considered, in which each stage introduced increasingly 
saturated controls (base, labor, childhood, and early-adulthood controls). Figure 3 
presents the conditional partial effect of early-adulthood volunteering for each model 
across increasing controls, while Tables A1 and A2 in the Appendix showcase addi-
tional model output.

Before discussing the findings, we note that controls are in expected directions. In 
the Appendix, Table A1 column 1 shows that the likelihood of emerging-career non-
profit employment significantly increases (p < .001) for females (0.062), those with 
higher education (0.015), and prior nonprofit experience (0.275). These conclusions 
echo general findings for the demographics of nonprofit employees (Hirsch et  al., 
2018). Our model also shows that the likelihood is lower (p < .01) for those who 
identify as White, relative to non-White (−0.027). These findings align with our expec-
tations that the nonprofit sector is more diverse than the private sector. Conclusions are 
consistent across columns. In considering public work after emerging-career incep-
tion, column 1 of Table A2 shows that the independent variables of race (−0.051) and 
education (0.017) are significantly related (p < .001) to the outcome of emerging-
career public employment and are in the same direction as these controls in Table A1. 
Finally, early-adulthood employment in the public sector increases one’s odds of 
emerging-career public sector employment (0.293, p < .001), and early-adulthood 
nonprofit employment is marginally significant. Other demographic controls remain 
insignificant.

Each panel in Figure 3 graphs the coefficients from equation 1 that correspond to 
the odds that an individual reports emerging-career employment in the nonprofit or 
public sector given early-adulthood volunteering, holding all else equal. For each 
panel, there are three key takeaways. Focusing on panel 1, the top dot and line repre-
sent the increased likelihood and corresponding 95th percentile that one reports 
emerging-career nonprofit employment given early-adulthood volunteering. This 
value is 0.039 in panel 1 and is significantly different than 0 at the 0.001 level. This is 
the first takeaway of the panel: individuals with early-adulthood volunteering had 
about a 4% higher likelihood of reporting emerging-career nonprofit employment rela-
tive to their non-volunteering counterparts. The second takeaway comes from similar 
analysis of the bottom dot and line in the first panel. The odds of holding an emerging-
career job in the public sector, given early-adulthood volunteering, is about 0.01, and 
this value is not significantly different than 0. This model fails to find a significant 
relationship between early-adulthood volunteering and emerging-career employment 
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in the public sector. Finally, the early-adulthood volunteering coefficients between 
models were tested for equivalence, and results show that these values are signifi-
cantly different (difference = 0.029) at the 0.05 level. This finding suggests that the 
effect seen for emerging-career nonprofit employment is significantly different than 
the effect seen for emerging-career public employment.

Similar findings are echoed as the specificity of the models increases. The second 
panel corresponds to the model outputs that, in addition to base controls, account for 

Figure 3.  Change in Likelihood of Emerging-Career Employment in Each Sector Given 
Early-Adulthood Volunteering and Combined Model Coefficient Differences.
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labor market variables such as their most common industry of employment. The third 
model introduces childhood controls like mother’s education, while the fourth panel 
corresponds to the most saturated model (denoted as the full model) and accounts for 
one’s early-adulthood covariates such as their early-adulthood rural/urban code. A 
major finding from all four panels of Figure 3 is the stability of the plotted coefficients, 
suggesting a strong and consistent relationship in the data. The likelihood of holding a 
nonprofit job given early-adulthood volunteering ranged from 0.039 to 0.036 (p < 
.001) while the odds of holding a public job ranged from 0.01 to 0.007 (not found to 
be significantly different than 1). In each panel, the equivalence of coefficients also 
failed, suggesting that the behavior observed for emerging-career nonprofit employ-
ment was significantly different than the behavior of emerging-career public employ-
ment. At a high level, these findings suggest that those who report early-adulthood 
volunteering have about a 4% higher likelihood of emerging-career employment in the 
nonprofit sector (supporting hypothesis 1), and this result fails to be seen for emerg-
ing-career public employment (failing to support hypothesis 3).

Figure 3 visually presents LPM output, or the change in likelihood of reporting 
emerging-career sector employment given early-adulthood volunteering. We note that 
another common approach to binary outcomes is logistic regression. We chose LPMs 
over logistic regression due to the result generalizability and ease of interpretability. In 
supplemental analyses, we also perform logistic regression and find that the log-odd 
coefficients are in the same direction and are qualitatively similar. Table 2 showcases 
the logistic regression models’ average marginal effects (AME), or the average pre-
dicted change for fitted values across all observations. This is preferable to reporting 
log-odds due to log-odds’ opaque interpretability. Reiterating the previous conclu-
sions, there is a strong and positive relationship between early-adulthood volunteering 
and emerging-career nonprofit employment, while there is no relationship found 
between early-adulthood volunteering and emerging-career public sector employ-
ment. Numerically, volunteering in one’s early career increased the average probabil-
ity of working in the nonprofit sector by about 4% across all observations. The 
magnitude of this effect is very similar to the previous analysis, and we note that this 
is similar to the yearly change in the nonprofit workforce, which increased by 3.9% 
between 2022 and 2023 (Health of the U.S. Nonprofit Sector, 2023).

Duration Analysis

The next part of the analysis included a time dimension while limiting the influence of 
early-adulthood paid labor. We implemented duration analysis and considered two 
subsets of individuals. The first subset included all individuals not employed in the 
nonprofit sector in their early adulthood (n = 3,879), and the second subset was com-
prised of similar individuals not employed in the public sector (n = 3,300). For each 
subset, we analyzed time to entry into the respective sectors during their emerging-
career phase. This section asked whether individuals who demonstrated early-adult-
hood volunteering had significantly different rates of entry into the nonprofit (public) 
sector than their non-volunteering counterparts.
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Figures 4 and 5 present an initial exploration of this question through the nonpara-
metric approach of Kaplan-Meier cumulative incidence estimates. Cumulative inci-
dence estimates are a group’s cumulative probability of reporting an event of interest 
at a given time. In the context of this study, the cumulative incidence estimates were 
the cumulative likelihoods of reporting entry into a nonprofit (public) job after one’s 
28th birthday and these probabilities were calculated separately for individuals who 
reported and did not report early-adulthood volunteering. Figure 4 shows that at any 
non-zero value of time, individuals that were volunteers in early-adulthood had a 
higher average cumulative incident of entering the nonprofit sector. At 400 weeks, 
there is a 3% difference in likelihood, and this grows to about 6% by week 600. This 
difference becomes statistically significant at the 95th percentile at about 300 weeks 
(5 years) after turning 28. The average difference across time is very similar to the 
AME found in the previous section. A log-rank test found a statistically significant 
difference between the groups’ incidence curves at the 0.001 level.

Figure 5 shows similar plots considering entry into public work. Significant differ-
ences in the rate of entry into the public sector were not observed between early-
adulthood volunteers and their counterparts. A log-rank test calculated a chi-square 
value of 0.67 with no significance. Pairwise log-rank tests were also performed 
between models to analyze the difference in survival curves between nonprofit and 
public entry. Results confirm that the difference in survival curves for nonprofit entry 
was significantly different than the difference in survival curves for public entry.

Given these trends, we then utilized Cox proportional models to control for a large 
set of covariates. The coefficients of Cox models are hazard ratios, also noted as risks, 
and are analogous to odds ratios in logistic regression. They report the relative proba-
bility of an event occurring given a one unit increase in the predictor and assuming the 
event of interest has not occurred up to the considered time. Table 3 presents the risk 
estimates for the rate of entry into the nonprofit sector after an individual’s 28th birth-
day with increasing controls, while Table 4 presents similar findings for the rate of 
entry into the public sector. These subsets were comprised of a unique collection of 

Table 2.  Average Marginal Effect From Logistic Regression Models of Early-Adulthood 
Volunteering on Emerging-Career Sector of Employment.

Panel A: Emerging-career 
employment in nonprofit sector
(1)

Panel B: Emerging-career employment 
in public sector
(2)

  AME SE AME SE

Early-adulthood volunteering
  Base model 0.039*** 0.010 0.010 0.011
  +Labor 0.040*** 0.010 0.007 0.011
  +Childhood 0.039*** 0.010 0.006 0.011
  Full model 0.038*** 0.010 0.008 0.011

*p ≤ .05. **p ≤ .01. ***p ≤ .001.
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individuals, limiting our ability to statistically compare effect sizes across outcomes. 
We were most interested in the covariate of early-adulthood volunteering and thus 
only note that trends seen for the control variables are in the expected directions and 
similar to the previous regressions.

The main interest is the influence of early-adulthood volunteering on the emerging-
career sector of employment. Column 1 of Table 3 includes base controls and corre-
sponds to the outcome of emerging-career nonprofit employment. We observe that 
early-adulthood volunteering increases one’s “risk” of entering the nonprofit sector 
during their emerging-career phase by about 44% relative to non-volunteers, all else 

Figure 4.  Kaplan-Meier Cumulative Incidence Curves of Nonprofit Sector Entry by 
Reported Volunteer Behavior for All Individuals That Did Not Work in the Nonprofit Sector 
Before Their 28th Birthday.

Figure 5.  Kaplan-Meier Cumulative Incidence Curves of Public Sector Entry by Reported 
Volunteer Behavior for All Individuals That Did Not Work in the Public Sector Before Their 
28th Birthday.
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Table 3.  Hazard Ratio Estimates of Cox Proportional Hazard Models for One’s Rate of 
Entry into Nonprofit Sector After Their 28th Birthday.

Model 2, Dependent variable: weeks until nonprofit entry

 
Base
(1)

+Labor
(2)

+Childhood
(3)

+EarlyCareer
(4)

  exp(coef) SE exp(coef) SE exp(coef) SE exp(coef) SE

Early-adulthood volunteering 1.440** (0.116) 1.443** (0.117) 1.423** (0.118) 1.421** (0.118)

White 0.929 (0.128) 0.977 (0.128) 0.881 (0.135) 0.909 (0.137)

Female 2.163*** (0.052) 1.955*** (0.140) 1.987*** (0.140) 1.998*** (0.140)

Age 1.036 (0.023) 1.033 (0.052) 1.036 (0.052) 1.037 (0.054)

Highest grade complete 1.135*** (0.214) 1.116*** (0.025) 1.092*** (0.026) 1.099*** (0.026)

Log wages, age 28 0.707 (0.154) 0.664* (0.165) 0.666* (0.166) 0.687* (0.167)

Marital status: married, age 28 0.655* (0.214) 0.651 (0.216) 0.650* (0.216) 0.643 (0.241)

Marital status: never married, age 
28

0.807 (0.206) 0.809 (0.208) 0.805 (0.208) 0.800 (0.268)

Average weekly hours, age 28 + + + +  

Child under 6 in household, age 28 + + + +  

Child under 18 in household, age 28 + + + +  

Census region, age 28 + + + +  

Mean statistical area, age 28 + + + +  

Urban/Rural, age 28 + + + +  

Labor Controls + + +
Childhood Controls + +
Early-adulthood Controls +
N 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879  

R2 0.034 0.039 0.042 0.046  

Max R2 0.734 0.734 0.734 0.734  

Log Likelihood −2,499.7 −2,490.2 −2,483.3 −2,475.3  

*p ≤ .05. **p ≤ .01. ***p ≤ .001.
Note: Labor controls include number of sector switches before age 28, most common occupation 
before age 28, most common industry before age 28. Childhood controls include mother’s education 
level, census region in 1997, MSA in 1997, and urban/rural in 1997. Early-adulthood controls include 
marital status in 2005, child under 6 in household in 2005, child under 18 in household in 2005, census 
region in 2005, MSA in 2005, and urban/rural in 2005.

held equal. In the second model, we added labor market controls. Minimal change is 
observed for the early-adulthood volunteering coefficient (from 1.440 to 1.443). This 
consistency remains with the inclusion of childhood and early-adulthood controls. 
With a robust set of controls, we observe a relatively stable coefficient, suggesting 
individuals who report this behavior have about a 43% higher risk of reporting emerg-
ing-career work in the nonprofit sector. This confirms hypothesis 2. Table 4 presents 
results for the rate of entry into the public sector. Estimates for early-adulthood volun-
teering showed similar stability (between 1.039 and 1.072) but remained insignificant, 
failing to provide evidence for hypothesis 4. This finding echoes conclusions from the 
first analysis.
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Table 4.  Hazard Ratio Estimates of Cox Proportional Hazard Models for One’s Rate of 
Entry into Public Sector After Their 28th Birthday.

Model 2, Dependent variable: weeks until public entry

 
Base
(1)

+Labor
(2)

+Childhood
(3)

+EarlyCareer
(4)

  exp(coef) SE exp(coef) SE exp(coef) SE exp(coef) SE

Early-adulthood volunteering 1.072 (0.108) 1.040 (0.109) 1.039 (0.109) 1.053 (0.110)

White 0.591*** (0.116) 0.591*** (0.118) 0.562*** (0.126) 0.563 (0.127)

Female 1.128 (0.114) 1.138 (0.126) 1.140 (0.127) 1.139 (0.129)

Age 0.853*** (0.048) 0.850*** (0.048) 0.849*** (0.049) 0.852 (0.050)

Highest grade complete 1.076** (0.023) 1.062* (0.024) 1.055* (0.025) 1.055 (0.025)

Log wages, age 28 0.751* (0.141) 0.695* (0.152) 0.720* (0.153) 0.731 (0.154)

Marital status: married, age 28 1.778* (0.260) 1.732* (0.261) 1.707* (0.261) 1.710 (0.279)

Marital status: never married, age 28 1.538 (0.255) 1.527 (0.256) 1.477 (0.256) 1.381 (0.296)

Average weekly hours, age 28 + + +  

Child under 6 in household, age 28 + + + +  

Child under 18 in household, age 28 + + + +  

Census region, age 28 + + + +  

Mean statistical area, age 28 + + + +  

Urban/Rural, age 28 + + + +  

Labor Controls + + +
Childhood Controls + +
Early-adulthood Controls +
R2 0.024 0.029 0.034 0.036  

Max R2 0.830 0.830 0.830 0.830  

Log Likelihood −2,884.9 −2,875.3 −2,867.8 −2,863.9  

*p ≤ .05. **p ≤ .01. ***p ≤ .001.
Note: Labor controls include number of sector switches before age 28, most common occupation 
before age 28, most common industry before age 28. Childhood controls include mother’s education 
level, census region in 1997, MSA in 1997, and urban/rural in 1997. Early-adulthood controls include 
marital status in 2005, child under 6 in household in 2005, child under 18 in household in 2005, census 
region in 2005, MSA in 2005, and urban/rural in 2005.

Other Prosocial Behaviors

Up to this point, we focused on volunteering’s relationship to sector of employment. 
NLSY97 also collected data on donation and civic behavior. A person was marked as 
donating if they said they had “donated money to a political, environmental, or com-
munity cause” in the last 12 months. A person was marked as displaying civic participa-
tion if they reported a non-zero frequency in attending “a meeting or event for a political, 
environmental, or community group” in either survey round. The wording used for 
these two behaviors emphasized political, environmental, or community groups and 
contained minimal information on activity type. This created a narrower definition than 
that used for volunteering (where respondents were not supplied with specific types of 
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causes or groups and listed whether it was voluntary). The broader definition of volun-
teering drove its placement as our focus, but we perform additional analyses on the 
behaviors of early-adulthood donating and early-adulthood civic engagement.

Table 5 reports the coefficients of interest from six separate LPMs using the full set 
of controls and the independent variable of volunteering, donating, or civic engage-
ment. Three models consider the outcome of emerging-career nonprofit employment, 
and three models consider emerging-career public employment. The first row of coef-
ficients matches the relevant coefficients found in Tables A1 and A2, respectively, and 
they report the findings for early-adulthood volunteering in the emerging-career sector 
of employment. Rows 2 and 3 present new findings for the other prosocial behaviors. 
Panel A of the second row reports the coefficient of early-adulthood donating relative 
to emerging-career employment in the nonprofit sector. Panel B of the second row 
reports the relationship between early-adulthood donating and emerging-career public 
employment. For both outcomes, we fail to find a significant relationship to early-
adulthood donation behavior. The bottom row considers the prosocial behavior of 
civic engagement. We see that individuals with early-adulthood civic engagement 
have about a 2.3% likelihood of working in the nonprofit sector during their emerging-
career phase (p < .05). We fail to find a similar relationship between this prosocial 
behavior and emerging-career public employment. These results imply a lack of evi-
dence for a strong relationship between the prosocial behaviors of donating, civic 
engagement, and employment in the nonprofit or public sectors. Given this dearth, we 
do not pursue additional duration analyses for these variables.

Discussion

Those who volunteered early in their adulthood had about a 4% higher likelihood of 
reporting emerging-career nonprofit employment. For those with no early-adulthood 
labor experience in the nonprofit sector, early-adulthood volunteers entered 

Table 5.  Change in Likelihood of Emerging-Career Employment in Each Sector Given Early-
Adulthood Prosocial Behavior.

Panel A: Emerging-career 
employment in nonprofit sector
(1)

Panel B: Emerging-career 
employment in public sector
(2)

  coef SE coef SE

Early-adulthood 
volunteering

0.036*** (0.010) 0.008 (0.011)

Early-adulthood 
donating

0.017 (0.034) 0.015 (0.012)

Early-adulthood 
civic engagement

0.023* (0.011) 0.024 (0.013)

*p ≤ .05. **p ≤ .01. ***p ≤ .001.
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emerging-career work in the nonprofit sector at a rate about 42% faster than their 
counterparts. We failed to find similar results for public employment. These results 
hold implications for practitioners and policymakers concerned with the size and 
scope of the nonprofit sector. For individuals involved in the recruitment and retention 
of human capital in nonprofits, our research uncovers a bit about the people who pro-
vide labor in their organizations. It is possible that early-adulthood volunteering may 
serve as a signal to locate workers who trend toward and thrive in such work. If further 
research validates this, practitioners could more easily locate individuals who prefer-
ence a nonprofit setting by looking for such a signal. Alternatively, our findings may 
validate current practices that exist in nonprofit employment. We are unable to pre-
clude the possibility that our conclusions are due to nonprofits currently acting on the 
signal of early volunteering. If this is the case, our research serves to validate that such 
a relationship exists within the data.

For policymakers, our research speaks to a possible lever in controlling the breadth 
of the nonprofit sector. We recognize that the connection between early volunteering 
and subsequent nonprofit employment may be driven by two broad spheres: (a) intrin-
sic worker attributes or (b) external factors that arise from volunteer exposure. While 
we do not perform causal analyses to disentangle these mechanisms, we argue that 
either mechanism can be exploited in policy programs such as mandated high school 
volunteer requirements. For example, if intrinsic worker attributes drive the associa-
tion between early-volunteer behaviors and emerging-career nonprofit employment, 
then the extent to which one fulfills mandated volunteer requirements can act as an 
efficient signal to locate candidates with the highest propensity to enter nonprofit 
work. Thus, this policy could serve as a pathway to efficiently allocate workers across 
job positions. Alternatively, if early volunteering provides contextual exposure to the 
benefits of nonprofit work or heightens the necessary social capital for formal employ-
ment, then policies such as mandated volunteer requirements for high schoolers serve 
as a lever to control the number of people likely to enter this work. Regardless of the 
exact mechanism, our research demonstrates the importance of volunteering for non-
profit work, and this key feature can be exploited by policymakers. We call on future 
research to disentangle the driving mechanisms of this phenomenon.

Throughout the analyses, we failed to find significant results for emerging-career 
public employment. This is at slight odds with the literature that concludes public 
workers are more likely to volunteer than their counterparts (Houston, 2006; Lee & 
Wilkins, 2011; Rotolo & Wilson, 2006) and other literature that finds a relationship 
between PSM and sorting into the public sector (Holt, 2018). If our conclusions accu-
rately depict a non-existent relationship between early-adulthood prosocial behaviors 
and emerging-career public employment, the previously mentioned cross-sectional 
results may indicate a directionality in the relationship that goes from work in the 
public sector to resulting volunteer work. Rotolo and Wilson (2006) refer to rationale 
choice theory to argue that the context of public sector work induces employee self-
interest in volunteer activities, and this fits with the findings of Piatak (2015), in which 
local government employees (those closest to community problems) display the 
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strongest relationship to volunteering. This would also imply that prosocial values, but 
not prosocial behaviors, matter for public sector employment. Alternatively, our null 
results would also occur in the scenario that the directionality from volunteering to 
public work exists but does not become visible until later in one’s life or necessitates 
the consideration of donation and civic engagement outside of political, environmen-
tal, or community groups. Our findings call for further investigation of time’s influ-
ence on the relationship between prosocial behaviors and public employment.

As with all studies, our research has limitations. We pointed to several of these limi-
tations in the previous paragraphs including the inability to draw causal conclusions 
and the lack of data that extends beyond one’s emerging career. We expect the patterns 
observed in our data to increase in magnitude and significance in one’s mid- and late-
career since older, more established individuals often accept jobs in nonprofit and 
government work. We also note that our data are subject to issues seen in longitudinal 
studies due to participants’ survey attrition. This feature limits the ability of the data to 
serve as nationally representative, but our results are robust to weighted data, and we 
call for future work to corroborate these findings. Our analysis also only looks at the 
first instance of entry into nonprofit or public work during one’s emerging-career 
phase. We do not perform sequence analysis or related techniques that account for an 
individual’s lifetime trajectory. Our objective was solely to understand the first time 
one demonstrates nonprofit or public employment during their emerging careers, but 
we believe chain analyses to be fruitful for future explorations.

Finally, our measures of prosocial behaviors were limited by survey constraints. We 
only have records of whether each behavior is practiced during the respective waves. 
Additional dimensions of these habits including the amount of time, type of organizations, 
and number of organizations were not provided and thus limit our understanding of the 
underlying trends. Another limitation relative to prosocial behaviors was the lack of infor-
mation on different types of volunteering, donations, and civic engagement. Previous lit-
erature emphasizes the complexity of these behaviors, and we call on future work to 
continue to explore this relationship.

Conclusion

Our research found a strong association between volunteering and nonprofit employ-
ment; those who volunteered early in their adulthood had about a 4% higher likelihood 
of reporting emerging-career nonprofit employment. Our analysis furthered the extant 
literature on this phenomenon by incorporating longitudinal data and placing one’s 
emerging-career sector as an outcome variable for one’s early behaviors. Utilizing 
duration analysis, we found that for those with no early-adulthood labor experience in 
the nonprofit sector, early-adulthood volunteers entered emerging-career work in the 
nonprofit sector at a rate about 42% faster than their counterparts. We performed addi-
tional analyses on donating and civic engagement. We failed to see similar relation-
ships for these habits. Our findings conclude that a connection between paid and 
unpaid labor in nonprofit work exists across various life stages, while we failed to find 
a similar connection when considering public employment.
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Appendix

Table A1.  Likelihood of Emerging-Career Nonprofit Employment From Linear Probability 
Models.

Equation 1, Dependent variable: emerging-career nonprofit employment  

 
Base
(1)

+Labor
(2)

+Childhood
(3)

Full
(4)

  COEF SE COEF SE COEF SE COEF SE

Early-adulthood 
volunteering

0.0391 *** (0.010) 0.0377 *** (0.010) 0.0372 *** (0.010) 0.0364 *** (0.010)

White −0.0271 ** (0.010) −0.0243 * (0.010) −0.0263 * (0.011) −0.0259 * (0.011)
Female 0.0618 *** (0.010) 0.0427 *** (0.011) 0.0432 *** (0.011) 0.0433 *** (0.011)
Age 0.0101 * (0.004) 0.0100 * (0.004) 0.0100 * (0.004) 0.0098 * (0.004)
Highest grade 
complete

0.0150 *** (0.002) 0.0132 *** (0.002) 0.0124 *** (0.002) 0.0125 *** (0.002)

Log wages, age 28 −0.0302 * (0.012) −0.0345 ** (0.013) −0.0340 ** (0.013) −0.0333 ** (0.013)
Marital status: 
married, age 28

−0.0342 (0.020) −0.0359 (0.020) −0.0360 (0.020) −0.0385 (0.022)

Marital status: never 
married, age 28

−0.0321 (0.019) −0.0327 (0.019) −0.0343 (0.019) −0.0332 (0.024)

Work in public 
before 28

0.0163 (0.010) −0.0084 (0.013) −0.0085 (0.013) −0.0069 (0.013)

Work in nonprofit 
before 28

0.2746 *** (0.011) 0.2443 *** (0.014) 0.2432 *** (0.014) 0.2433 *** (0.014)

Average hours 
worked

Yes Yes Yes Yes  

Total weeks in labor 
force

Yes Yes Yes Yes  

Child under 6 in 
house, age 28

Yes Yes Yes Yes  

Child under 8 in 
house, age 28

Yes Yes Yes Yes  

Census region, age 28 Yes Yes Yes Yes  
Mean statistical area, 
age 28

Yes Yes Yes Yes  

Urban/rural, age 28 Yes Yes Yes Yes  
Labor Controls Yes Yes Yes
Childhood Controls Yes Yes
Early-adulthood 
Controls

Yes

   
Adjusted R 0.1711 0.181 0.189 0.181  
Observations 5,162 5,162 5,162 5,162  

*p ≤ .05. **p ≤ .01. ***p ≤ .001.
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Table A2.  Likelihood of Emerging-Career Public Employment From Linear Probability 
Models.

Equation 1, Dependent variable: emerging-career public employment  

 
Base

(1)
+Labor
(2)

+Childhood
(3)

Full
(4)

  COEF SE COEF SE COEF SE COEF SE

Early-adulthood 
volunteering

0.0103 (0.011) 0.0077 (0.011) 0.0068 (0.011) 0.0086 (0.011)

White −0.0507 *** (0.012) −0.0469 *** (0.012) −0.0536 *** (0.013) −0.0516 *** (0.013)
Female 0.0137 (0.012) 0.0062 (0.013) 0.0063 (0.013) 0.0031 (0.013)
Age −0.0014 (0.005) −0.0021 (0.005) −0.0021 (0.005) −0.0020 (0.005)
Highest grade 
complete

0.0174 *** (0.002) 0.0144 *** (0.002) 0.0141 *** (0.002) 0.0143 *** (0.002)

Log wages, age 28 −0.0159 (0.014) −0.0192 (0.015) −0.0159 (0.015) −0.0172 (0.015)
Marital status: 
married, age 28

−0.0126 (0.023) −0.0161 (0.023) −0.0170 (0.023) −0.0141 (0.025)

Marital status: never 
married, age 28

−0.0148 (0.022) −0.0167 (0.022) −0.0184 (0.022) −0.0276 (0.027)

Work in public before 
28

0.2927 *** (0.012) 0.2503 *** (0.014) 0.2491 *** (0.014) 0.2498 *** (0.015)

Work in nonprofit 
before 28

−0.0120 (0.013) −0.0330 * (0.015) −0.0357 * (0.015) −0.0348 * (0.015)

Average hours 
worked

yes yes yes yes  

Total weeks in labor 
force

yes yes yes yes  

Child under 6 in 
house, age 28

yes yes yes yes  

Child under 8 in 
house, age 28

yes yes yes yes  

Census region, age 28 yes yes yes yes  
Mean statistical area, 
age 28

yes yes yes yes  

Urban/Rural, age 28 yes yes yes yes  
Labor Controls yes yes yes
Childhood Controls yes yes
Early-adulthood 
Controls

yes

   
Adjusted R 0.1502 0.1742 0.1755 0.1767  
Observations 5,162 5,162 5,162 5,162  

*p ≤ .05. **p ≤ .01. ***p ≤ .001.


