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Abstract 

Since the gradual removal of racial discriminatory immigration policies and practices began in 

the mid-1980s, immigrants of diverse religions, especially non-Christian religions have become a 

dynamic and important part of New Zealand. Immigrants contribute to the host democracy through 

civic engagement. Religion has been widely investigated as an influential factor of immigrant civic 

engagement. This study aims at a comprehensive understanding of the impact of religion on immigrant 

civic engagement in the New Zealand context. 

To do so, the study innovated and improved the measurement of civic engagement and 

religious involvement. Religious involvement was measured as two main aspects: religiosity, and 

religious participation beyond worship. Civic engagement attitudes and behaviours were measured 

separately. The categorisation of latent political participation and manifest political participation was 

critically adopted from Ekman and Amnå’s (2012) typology of civic engagement. The new 

measurement was applied in the design of a quantitative questionnaire survey. The survey was 

conducted among post-1987 first-generation migrants, with permanent residency or citizenship, from 

major religious groupings including Christianity, Islam, Hinduism, and Buddhism in the wider Auckland 

region. In total, 676 participants were included in the sample, and there was good distribution across 

these four religions.  

The findings of this study indicate that religious involvement generally has positive effects on 

civic engagement attitudes and latent political participation behaviours, except that religiosity has a 

slight restraining effect on manifest political participation attitudes. The influence of religious 

involvement does not extend to manifest political participation behaviours, which are more affected 

by demographic, socioeconomic, and immigration-related variables. Results related to Islam, Hinduism, 
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and Buddhism are shaped by the sampling settings, the ethnic composition, and the organisational 

forms of these religious groups. None of the three major non-Christian religious affiliations can be 

easily defined as an impetus or a hindrance to civic engagement attitudes or behaviours. Three 

mechanisms—motivation, mediation, and mobilisation, described as the 3M mechanisms—explain 

the effects of religious involvement and religious affiliations on immigrant civic engagement. 

This study sheds light on a more advanced conceptualisation of religious involvement and civic 

engagement, and provides a critical perspective to understand relevant prior research. This study 

suggests strategies to improve immigrants’ civic engagement through their religious participation 

beyond worship, and proposes a policy framework to embrace and guide the civic engagement of 

immigrants, especially ethnic and religious minorities. Ultimately, this study aims to explore 

immigrants’ civic engagement, with the hope to facilitate their integration into the host society, which 

all contribute to the wellbeing of the New Zealand democracy. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

The aim of this study is to explore and evaluate the impact of religion on immigrant civic 

engagement. In this introduction, I will begin by exploring how my personal and professional 

experience has shaped both my interest and approach to this topic. Following this I will foreground 

some of the international literature on this topic and introduce the New Zealand context. The next 

part of the chapter will build on this foundation to detail the specific research tasks and purposes. At 

the end of this chapter, the general research statements and the structure of this thesis will be 

presented.  

Personal and Professional Motives 

Before I came to New Zealand for my PhD study, I completed my undergraduate and 

postgraduate study in Western philosophy and religious philosophy at Zhejiang University in Hangzhou, 

China. From the beginning of Western philosophy, citizenship has been an important topic of 

discussion. From the first emergence of human communities, the relationship between individuals and 

the community, including individual entitlement and attachment to the community (Kymlicka & 

Norman, 1994; Marshall, 1963), has become a major concern of humanity. The origin of citizenship 

traces back to Aristotle’s attempt at a systematic theory of how an Athenian citizen should behave 

(Collins, 2006). Citizenship in ancient Greek philosophy was an important topic in my undergraduate 

and postgraduate study. Since then, I have been passionate in practising citizenship through civic 

engagement.  

 Zhejiang University has a separate department named the Key Institute of Christianity and 

Cross-Cultural Studies. Dialogues in this institution usually involved Christianity and other major 

religions. My then supervisors and major teachers were also leading researchers in this institute. 

During my study and work with them, I was exposed to numerous international and national religious 

pluralism conferences and conference proceedings. Religious leaders from all major religions and 

religious researchers from around the world gathered in Hangzhou. I witnessed them unpacking 

various research perspectives and approaches about interreligious dialogue and communication.  
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Based on my academic background in Western philosophy and religious pluralism, I realised 

that religion defines the role of people from a transcendent perspective, while citizenship defines the 

role of people in the context of a polity. How do these two roles merge in people’s real life? It prompted 

me to consider whether people with different religious affiliations would perform differently in terms 

of civic engagement and how plural religions would affect people’s civic life in a polity.  

Later on, I moved to New Zealand for my PhD study and soon settled as a new immigrant with 

my family. New Zealand has offered an ideal political environment for the implementation of my long-

lasting interest in civic engagement. It also provides a gallery of all the world’s major religions. It is easy 

to find mosques, Buddhist or Hindu temples, as well as churches, in Auckland. Like many new 

immigrants, my family were invited to join a local church or visit a local temple. Beyond my own case, 

I also witnessed many other cases in which new immigrants started to build their local network, get 

support for the early stage of their settlement, and enrich their civic life through their local religious 

organisations, often with communities of their same ethnicity. My observation suggested that many 

of the new immigrants, especially those from mainland China, do not have a religious affiliation before 

their migration. For them, joining a local church means joining the local life, but does not necessarily 

indicate a strong spiritual commitment. It inspired me to consider whether their religious involvement 

could be further categorised into distinctive aspects, for example, participation in worship, and beyond 

worship.  

My academic background and my personal experience as a new immigrant nurtured my 

interest in civic engagement and plural religions, and gave rise to my two research focuses regarding 

religion in the current topic: plural religious affiliations and different aspects of religious involvement. 

The next section will discuss the research background around these focuses.  

Research Background 

Since the changes to New Zealand’s historical racially discriminatory immigration policy 

framework in the mid-1980s, the country has attracted immigrants with diverse cultural and religious 

backgrounds, leading to the growing heterogeneity of its population (Beaglehole, 2012; Farmer, 1996). 
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This dynamic cohort of immigrants is diverse in religion with a considerable proportion of non-Christian 

religions’ affiliates (Stats NZ, 2014). Since the 2013 Census, major non-Christian religions, for instance, 

Hinduism, Islam and Buddhism, have ranked within the 10 most common religious affiliations in New 

Zealand, along with seven Christian denominations (Stats NZ, 2013), and affiliations with non-Christian 

religions have grown since then (Stats NZ, 2019).  

However, this greater cultural and religious diversity is not without its challenges, as 

experience in other Western democracies has demonstrated. Non-Christian religions’ adherents, 

usually originating from immigration, are either found to be less active compared with Christians in 

terms of their participation in the local democracy through donating, volunteering, associational 

participation, voting, and other political participation (Berger, 2006; Ecklund & Park, 2005; Laxer et al., 

2019; Stoll & Wong, 2007), or even viewed as a threat to the integrity and wellbeing of democracy 

(Lucassen, 2005; Tausch, 2016).  

In this study, the term democracy refers to “liberal democracy,” which is based on two major 

ideas, the notion of individual political rights and liberties, and the notion of political representation 

through different collectives (Ekman & Amnå, 2012). The forms of participation mentioned above, 

ranging from donating to voting, are activities through which individuals interact with a liberal 

democracy, and can all be denoted by the term “civic engagement.” Civic engagement is conducted by 

members of a democratic polity to make the democracy work (Putnam et al., 1993). Individuals in a 

liberal democracy have the right to choose for themselves when and how to get civically engaged, 

either in a manifest political or latent political manner, in individual or collective forms (Ekman & Amnå, 

2012). Ekman and Amnå (2012) provided a well-structured typology in which all forms of civic 

engagement could be clearly positioned according to how directly each is linked to politics, with voting 

and other political participation, including protest behaviours, at the manifest political end, and 

helping, volunteering, associational participation and political interest at the latent political end. This 

typology (Ekman & Amnå, 2012) also suggested the separation of civic engagement attitudes and 

behaviours.  
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For a liberal democracy, civic engagement strengthens social trust and prosperity (Putnam et 

al., 1993), promotes social equality and justice (Vowles, 2004), justifies the legitimacy of the 

government (Junn, 1999), and improves social solidarity and the quality of democracy (Morales & 

Giugni, 2011). For immigrants from diverse cultural and religious backgrounds, civic engagement 

strengthens their bonds and connections to the wider society (Putnam, 2000); improves their social, 

economic, and political conditions (Iusitini & Crothers, 2013; Morales & Giugni, 2011; Robertson, 2011); 

offers a solution to balance their rights and obligations (Deifelt, 2010; Etzioni, 1996; Giddens, 1999; 

Kymlicka & Norman, 1994; Lister, 2007; Scott, 2007); and helps them achieve full membership in the 

democratic polity (Iusitini & Crothers, 2013; Lister, 2010; Morales & Giugni, 2011). It is difficult to 

overestimate the importance of civic engagement to the host democracy and immigrants themselves.  

Since the encounter of religious diversity and democracy resulting from migration, the impact 

of religion on immigrant civic engagement has been widely discussed. Scholars in North America and 

Europe have been seeking answers to the question of whether the increasing presence of non-

Christian religions would shape the civic engagement of immigrants and thereby influence the host 

democracy. The main theme of their discourse is to compare the effects of “other” religions with the 

well-established knowledge of Christian denominations. The focus on particular non-Christian religions 

has usually been decided by the specific religious constitution of immigrants in their countries or 

regions. However, major non-Christian religions (i.e., Islam, Hinduism, and Buddhism) have seldom 

been all included in one single study. This study aims to fill this gap and explore the effects of Islam, 

Hinduism, and Buddhism on the civic engagement of their adherents in the New Zealand context. The 

most important advantage of studying the case of New Zealand is the wide array of non-Christian 

religions that have sizeable enough populations for meaningful studies and comparisons. 

When talking about one’s religion, it can be much more than a description of one's religious 

affiliation. Previous literature has contributed various ways to conceptualise and measure how an 

individual is spiritually attached to religious values and beliefs, engaged in religious practices of 

worship, and involved in religious activities beyond worship, which is generally denoted by the term 
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“religious involvement” in this study. Beyond the conventional measure of worship-related religious 

involvement as religiosity, the non-worship religious involvement has been conceptualised as religious 

organisational membership (Putnam, 2000), church friendship (Putnam & Campbell, 2012) and 

religious participation aside from worship (Ecklund & Park, 2005, 2007). Scholars have also noticed 

that the conventional measure of worship-related activities has been largely shaped by the weekly 

attendance tradition of Christianity, which may not be able to effectively and accurately present the 

religious practices of non-Christians (Berger, 2006; Carabain & Bekkers, 2012; Storm, 2015). Therefore, 

this study also fills a gap by systematically reviewing the previous measurement of religious 

involvement, with focuses on its compatibility with non-Christian religions, and the separation of 

worship-related practices and participation beyond worship. 

Moreover, research results in this area have been tremendously influenced by the differences 

across studies in terms of how religious involvement is actually measured and what type of civic 

engagement is targeted. For example, religiosity is found to be negatively linked with protest 

behaviours in one study (Scott, 2007), but found to be positively linked with volunteering in another 

study (Gibson, 2008). Both studies include the terms religion and civic engagement in their titles, even 

though they do not measure religiosity in identical ways and focus on different types of civic 

engagement. In addition, researchers have provided various explanations for the mechanisms linking 

religion to civic engagement. A more comprehensive understanding of the effects of religious 

involvement on immigrant civic engagement, and the mechanisms behind the effects, with a clearer 

awareness of what is actually measured, is yet to be achieved. 

Research Tasks and Purposes 

In the recent decades of global migration, immigrants of diverse religions have arrived in New 

Zealand and become a dynamic and important part of its population. A comprehensive understanding 

of the impact of religion on immigrant civic engagement would contribute to the wellbeing of New 

Zealand democracy and the prosperity of immigrants in New Zealand. New Zealand, with the religious 

constitution of its immigrant population, as mentioned above, provides an ideal environment to 
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investigate the effects of major non-Christian religions (i.e., Islam, Hinduism, and Buddhism) on 

immigrant civic engagement. However, there is scarce discussion on the topic of religion and immigrant 

civic engagement in New Zealand and not much social statistical data available for such discussion. The 

well-developed discourses in North America and Europe may not apply to New Zealand considering 

their distinct social settings and the religious constitution of their immigrant populations. Therefore, I 

opted to conduct an exploratory study rather than a confirmatory study. Instead of testing any 

explicitly stated hypotheses or theories, I innovated a comprehensive measurement of the concepts 

involved in order to get a fuller picture where diverse religions and aspects of religious involvement 

could be given a chance to demonstrate their distinct correlations with various forms of civic 

engagement.  

Based on my review of the research background, I developed my research question: how do 

religious involvement and major religious affiliations affect the civic engagement attitudes and 

behaviours of immigrants in the host democratic New Zealand society. Six stages of research tasks were 

developed from the research question.  

First, to review the measurement of civic engagement in the existing literature. This review 

culminates in the construction of my own measurement based on a critical reflection of Ekman and 

Amnå’s (2012) typology of civic engagement, with a particular focus on the distinction between civic 

engagement attitudes and behaviours.  

Second, to review the measurement of religious involvement in the existing literature, and 

construct my own measurement, with extra caution to accommodate non-Christian religions. This 

measurement must separate religious participation beyond worship from worship-related practices, 

denoted as religiosity in this study. 

Third, to apply my new measurement of civic engagement and religious involvement in a 

questionnaire survey to explore the respective correlations of three major non-Christian religions 

(Islam, Hinduism, and Buddhism) with different aspects of immigrant civic engagement.  
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Fourth, to use this questionnaire survey to explore how aspects of religious involvement affect 

aspects of immigrant civic engagement differently. It is to be noted that different aspects of immigrant 

civic engagement may not respond to the variation in religious involvement in the same way.  

Fifth, to explain the mechanisms behind the impact of religion on immigrant civic engagement 

based on my reflection on the mechanisms mentioned in the existing literature.  

Sixth, to test and confirm my new measurement of civic engagement and religious 

involvement with reference to the findings of this study. 

The goal of this study is to provide insights for the maintenance of democracy and the thriving 

of the civic engagement of immigrants in New Zealand, as well as a conceptual and methodological 

reflection on the previous operationalisation of religion, civic engagement and immigrants and the 

corresponding findings. 

Thesis Structure 

To achieve the research tasks and purposes, a quantitative questionnaire survey was 

conducted on post-1987 first-generation migrants with permanent residency or citizenship from four 

major religious groupings including Christianity, Islam, Hinduism, and Buddhism in the wider Auckland 

region.  

The structure of this thesis is as follows. The evolution of New Zealand’s recent immigration 

from a predominantly British destination, to a country of immigrants with diverse ethnicities and 

religions, is introduced in Chapter 2. The chapter provides the local background of this research.  

Immigrants, just as other individuals in a polity, interact with the host democracy through civic 

engagement. Chapter 3 unpacks historical notions of citizenship, in the context of which the 

importance of civic engagement is emphasised. This chapter demonstrates that a healthy democracy 

can hardly be achieved without active civic engagement (McVey & Vowles, 2005). Chapter 3 then 

reviews the evolution of the concept of civic engagement and introduces an advanced typology of civic 

engagement by Ekman and Amnå (2012) to inform the conceptualisation of civic engagement. The 

focus in this chapter then turns to explore the similarity between citizens and permanent residents in 
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New Zealand, which helps to define the target population of this study. After this, the civic engagement 

levels of the general population and the immigrant population in New Zealand are addressed. The 

statistical data indicates that immigrants are not as active as native-born citizens in civic engagement 

(Henderson, 2013; Iusitini & Crothers, 2013; Stats NZ, 2010). This chapter indicates that it is important 

to investigate the impact of religious diversity on New Zealand’s democracy.  

Following on from this, Chapter 4 explores the themes and trends in the North American and 

Western European discourses on the impact of religion on the civic engagement of immigrants and the 

influence of religious diversity on the host democracy. In particular, Chapter 4 investigates the 

evolution of indicators of religious involvement in order to inform the current conceptualisation of 

religious involvement. The bifurcation of the function of religion as an internal system of beliefs and 

values, and as an external organisation and association, is also discussed here to support the 

separation of religiosity and religious participation beyond worship in this study. In New Zealand, the 

civic engagement of the religiously diverse post-1987 immigrants, and how their religious affiliation 

and religious involvement affect their level and tendency of civic engagement, have barely received 

any scholarly attention, as stated at the end of Chapter 4, which calls for a comprehensive study in this 

regard. 

Chapter 5 focuses on the methodology and research design of this study. Quantitative 

methodology was employed, and a questionnaire was created with questions developed to better 

conceptualise and operationalise religious involvement and civic engagement, and to better capture 

the religious practices of Muslims, Hindus, and Buddhists. The survey was designed to measure the 

links between civic engagement and various religious variables and test whether there are statistically 

significant differences between various religious variables in their influences on the level and tendency 

of civic engagement among immigrants. A major part of this chapter defines the religious and civic 

engagement variables, the control variables and the participants of the survey. The sampling strategies 

and data collection process were presented at the end of Chapter 5.  
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In Chapter 6, confirmatory factor analysis was first conducted to confirm the separation of 

religious participation beyond worship from religiosity, and the categorisation of civic engagement 

attitudes. The first half of this chapter reports the findings on how civic engagement attitudes are 

variously affected by different religious affiliations, religiosity, and religious participation beyond 

worship, first in bivariate analysis, and then in multiple regression analysis. The second half of this 

chapter shifts the focus to civic engagement behaviours. After a quick confirmation of the correlation 

between civic engagement attitudes and behaviours, a logistic regression analysis reveals the limited 

effects of religious affiliations and religious involvement on civic engagement behaviours.  

As the discussion chapter, Chapter 7 has three themes. First, three mechanisms—motivation, 

mediation, and mobilisation, described as the 3M mechanisms—were identified from previous studies 

to explain my findings on the effects of religious involvement and religious affiliations on immigrant 

civic engagement. Second, results related to Islam, Hinduism, and Buddhism are linked to how 

participants were approached by this study, what their ethnic composition was, and how they were 

guided by local religious organisations on civic engagement. This part of the discussion also reveals 

some of the limitations of this study, especially sampling biases and the difficulties in accommodating 

plural religions with a single, unitary measurement. The last theme of the discussion is the 

methodological reflections on the previous and current measurement of civic engagement and 

religious involvement. The findings of this study generally support my innovations on the 

measurement of key variables while pointing to issues to be considered in future research.  

Chapter 8 concludes the major findings of this study and discusses the theoretical and policy 

implications of the findings. Theoretically, this study sheds light on the future development of survey 

instruments on religion and civic engagement, and suggests a critical stance for viewing existing studies 

in this area. For policy makers, this chapter provides detailed and targeted strategies to improve 

immigrants’ civic engagement, mainly through their religious participation beyond worship. The policy 

implications are categorised into four priorities that reflect current policy priorities of the New Zealand 

government: mobilisation and cooperation, recognition and empowerment, equitability and 
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accessibility, and legitimacy and responsiveness. I emphasise cautious consideration of immigrant 

diversity in terms of not only religious affiliations, but also specific religious communities and 

organisations as well as forms of civic engagement. This survey was conducted before the March 2019 

Christchurch terror attacks, since which New Zealand Muslim civic engagement has attracted more 

media and scholarly attention. The last section of this chapter discusses the predicament for religious 

minorities to become civically engaged and suggests a framework to facilitate their civic engagement. 

With a more thorough understanding of the possible roles of religion in immigrant civic engagement, 

this study will benefit the prosperity of immigrant civic engagement and the wellbeing of the New 

Zealand democracy. 
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Chapter 2: New Zealand as an Immigration Country 

New Zealand is genuinely a nation of immigrants, resulting from three main phases of 

immigration in history. The Māori settlement started around the 10 th century and constitutes the first 

phase, followed by the second phase when Europeans and Britons flooded in from the early 19th 

century (Beaglehole, 2012; Carswell & Rolland, 2007; J. Henderson & Bellamy, 2002; Pratt, 2010). The 

third phase began in the second half of the 20th century, with Pacific Islanders and Asians1 comprising 

the principal cohort of immigrants (Carswell & Rolland, 2007).  

Before the third phase of New Zealand’s immigration history, New Zealand’s population 

structure stayed highly stable and homogenous, with the majority descended from either British or 

Irish ancestry (Beilharz & Cox, 2006; Spoonley, 2001). This chapter will begin by discussing New 

Zealand’s historically strong preference towards people of British and Irish parentage in its immigration 

policies and practices, known as “whiter than white” or “British only” (Bartley, 2010; Smits, 2006; Stats 

NZ, 2010b). This chapter will then proceed to discuss the reconstruction of New Zealand’s immigration 

policy in the recent 3 decades and the unprecedented changes caused by the altered policy to the 

landscape of New Zealand’s immigration (Stats NZ, 2010b). The final focus of this chapter is the current 

ethnic and religious diversity in New Zealand resulting from immigration.  

Whiter than White 

Since European colonisation, the majority of New Zealand’s immigrants have been from its  

colonial mother country, the United Kingdom (Smits, 2006; Stats NZ, 2010b). Before 1920, New 

Zealand’s immigration policies were clearly preferential. Eligible migrants, by and large people of 

British and Irish parentage, were offered free entry and even fare subsidies, while those holding other 

nationalities and without English literacy were restricted or even excluded (Beaglehole, 2012; Beilharz 

& Cox, 2006; Stats NZ, 2010b). In 1920, the Immigration Restriction Amendment Act removed the 

                                                        

1 It is not a good practice to generalise people from Asia into one ethnic category as they represent diverse ethnicities, 
countries and cultures. However, this term is still widely used in existing literature to make general descriptions. This study 
will keep this term when citing prior works. 
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professed restriction on descent and the authorities appeared to accept all applications but refused to 

provide any explanation for rejected ones (Spoonley, 2001). Although it appeared to be non-racially 

discriminatory at the policy level, New Zealand’s immigration practice still had strong preference, 

known as whiter than white or British only (Bartley, 2010). In 1922, only 4% of all the permanent and 

long-term migrants were not from the United Kingdom nor from any British subject countries or 

colonies (Stats NZ, 2010b).  

For most of the 20th century, New Zealand showed a strong desire to keep its population 

homogenous. As an outpost of British colonisation, early generations of white settlers, including those 

native-born New Zealanders, took Britain as their mother country, New Zealand as a “Britain of the 

South Seas,” and themselves as “better Britons” (Beilharz & Cox, 2006). There was no specific 

citizenship and nationality officially defined exclusively for New Zealanders until 1 January, 1949 (J. 

Henderson & Bellamy, 2002). In practice, the distinction between British and New Zealand citizenship 

did not emerge until 1977 (Spoonley, 2001). A separate New Zealand identity gradually grew from the 

British identity during the later 20th century (Beilharz & Cox, 2006; Spoonley, 2001). Within this context, 

it is easier to understand New Zealand’s early exclusion of non-British immigrants, who were seen as 

aliens and were not welcome to a British monopolised territory. 

Beside its attachment to Britain, New Zealand’s strong British preference also reflects its 

pragmatism when dealing with migration. New Zealand is a much smaller country than Canada and 

Australia. With its more vulnerable economic and social circumstance, New Zealand was historically 

believed to require more vigilant, strictly controlled and pragmatic immigration policies (Bartley, 2010). 

For the first two thirds of the 20th century, Britain was not only the irreplaceable mother country but 

also the dominant export target and source of investment for New Zealand (Gustafson, 2006). As long 

as Britain could satisfy New Zealand’s demand for immigrants, it seemed unnecessary to test and 

challenge its economy and society by absorbing those from other sources. Nevertheless, in some cases, 

even this preference for the British had to give way to practical considerations. Under the pressure of 

the reduced flow of migrants in the wake of World War II, New Zealand reintroduced assisted and free 
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passage for British immigrants in 1947 to attract more; but after the 1950s’ economic prosperity, it 

tightened the assistance to control the over-rapid immigration growth (Stats NZ, 2010b). However, 

when problems could not be solved by simply promoting or restraining the inflow from traditional 

origins, New Zealand was also open to other possibilities. 

Reconstruction of Immigration Policy 

Around 1970, a series of unfavourable factors forced New Zealand to change. In December 

1967, a drop in the wool export price overturned New Zealand’s otherwise favourable balance of trade 

and led it into economic recession, followed by increasing domestic unemployment (Gustafson, 2006; 

Stats NZ, 2010b). In 1972, New Zealand’s economy was again hit when Britain, its largest export market, 

joined the European Economic Community and terminated almost all trade agreements with it 

(Gustafson, 2006; Stats NZ, 2010b). Moreover, the oil crises through the 1970s dealt another blow. 

With such deteriorating economic conditions and increasing domestic unemployment, New Zealand 

was losing its attraction for migrants while becoming more protective of domestic labour (Gustafson, 

2006; Stats NZ, 2010b). At the same time, the free travel agreement signed between Australia and 

New Zealand in 1973 offered a more promising destination for New Zealanders’ departure and caused 

greater net outflow (Beaglehole, 2012; Stats NZ, 2010b).  

As a result of this combination of unfavourable factors, New Zealand began to consider new 

possible sources of migrants to replenish its population, and therefore, to reexamine its geo-political 

links, especially those with the then economically promising Asia (Gustafson, 2006). A series of policy 

changes since 1961 gradually removed the privileges of British and Irish immigrants (Beaglehole, 2012). 

In 1974, the then Prime Minister Norman Kirk stressed the importance of Asia and the Pacific to the 

future prosperity of New Zealand and suggested a non-discriminatory immigration orientation 

(Beaglehole, 2012). However, migrants from the “traditional” sources were still favoured in practice 

(Beaglehole, 2012). No radical change took place until the late 1980s, during which decade New 

Zealand experienced a considerable net loss of 122,500 migrants (Stats NZ, 2010b).  



 

14 

In 1986, an immigration policy review recommended completely repealing the previous 

migration selection criteria which cared about cultural, racial and national origins and favoured 

homogeneity (Beaglehole, 2012). Instead, personal characteristics, educational qualifications, 

occupational skills, potential to contribute, and capacity to settle well were valued (Beaglehole, 2012; 

Carswell & Rolland, 2007; Stats NZ, 2010b). These changes were enacted in the Immigration Act 1987, 

which was further refined by the new “targeted” immigration policy featuring a points system released 

in the Immigration Amendment Act 1991 (Beaglehole, 2012; Farmer, 1996). These policies showed their 

effects very quickly. The year 1987 immediately saw a remarkable change in immigration patterns and 

a visible increase in successful immigration applications from non-traditional source countries, 

especially Asian ones (Farmer, 1996). From then on, the structure of New Zealand immigration began 

to alter radically. Highly heterogeneous immigrants from non-traditional sources, especially Asian 

countries, burgeoned and soon peaked in the mid-1990s (J. Henderson & Bellamy, 2002). In 1995, the 

combined immigrant inflow from East Asia (15,500), including Korea, China, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and 

Japan, was more than four times the inflow from the United Kingdom (3,600), New Zealand’s 

traditional source of migrants (Stats NZ, 2010b). 

Over the last 4 decades, the removal of racially discriminatory control on immigration into New 

Zealand has replenished its previous homogenous population with immigrants from diverse cultures 

and ethnicities. The heterogeneity of New Zealand’s population has been growing in terms of both 

ethnicity and, as will become apparent, religious affiliation. 

Ethnic and Religious Diversity as a Result 

The reconstruction of New Zealand’s immigration policies and practices since the 1980s has 

resulted in a booming population of immigrants. According to the 2013 Census,2 more than a quarter 

of New Zealand’s population was born overseas (Stats NZ, 2013a). Growing along with their proportion 

                                                        

2 By the time this study is completed, the 2018 Census will be the latest, but the sampling scope of this study is based 
on the ethnic and religious data from the 2013 Census. To be consistent, the ethnic and religious diversity in New Zealand is 
discussed with reference to the 2013 Census. 
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is their diversity. Now there are more ethnicities in New Zealand than there are countries in the world 

(Stats NZ, 2014a). Among all the overseas-born, 31.6% were born in Asian countries, and 26.5% in the 

United Kingdom and Ireland, compared with two thirds born in the latter two nations in 1961 (Stats 

NZ, 2014a). While Britain was still the most common overseas country of birth, China occupied second 

place, and India the third, followed by Australia, South Africa, Fiji, Samoa, and the Philippines (Stats 

NZ, 2014a). If ethnicity was considered rather than birth place, then the five largest ethnic groups were 

New Zealand European, Māori, Chinese, Samoan, and Indian (Stats NZ, 2014a). Although the broad 

European ethnic group was still the largest one, the most significant growth happened in the broad 

Asian ethnic groups, which had grown by more than 30% since the 2006 Census (Stats NZ, 2014a).  

The increase in ethnic diversity has led to a remarkable growth in the complexity of New 

Zealand’s religious landscape, especially in the number of non-Christians. In 2013, Hinduism, Buddhism 

and Islam ranked the sixth, seventh and ninth among the 10 most common religious affiliations, along 

with seven Christian denominations (Stats NZ, 2013b). Apparently, the growing Asian population has 

resulted in a rise in the number of non-Christian believers. As Carswell and Rolland (2007) stated, “New 

Zealand’s religious mix over the last 25 years has seen increases of 400 per cent plus in Eastern religious 

affiliation, and a levelling out or decline in Western religion affiliation”  (p.172). Since 2006, Hindu and 

Islam affiliations have increased 39.6% and 27.9% respectively (Stats NZ, 2014a).  

Conclusion 

New Zealand’s original relationship with the United Kingdom determined its historical whiter 

than white immigration policies and practices through the most part of the 20th century. Changes in 

global economic circumstances and immigration trends since the 1970s led to the gradual removal of 

racially discriminatory immigration policies and practices in New Zealand. Immigrants from diverse 

backgrounds have been attracted to New Zealand over the past 4 decades. In such a diverse society, 

how to incorporate the pluralistic immigrant population into the host democracy is worth discussing. 

Immigrants, just like natives in a polity, interact with the host democracy through civic engagement. 

This study focuses on the civic engagement of immigrants when exploring the interaction between 
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religious pluralistic immigrants and the host democracy of New Zealand. The next chapter proceeds to 

discuss the role of civic engagement in maintaining a healthy democracy and the evolution of its 

connotation.   
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Chapter 3: Civic Engagement  

New Zealand has evolved from a pure British destination with a relatively monocultural 

Christian religious base to an immigration country of religious diversity. How immigrants are expected 

to engage in the host democracy of New Zealand is defined by civic engagement. Civic engagement 

bonds heterogeneous groups of population and facilitates their prosperity in the host society (Putnam, 

2000). Therefore, civic engagement is worth discussing considering the integration of pluralistic 

immigrants into the host New Zealand democratic society.  

The concept of civic engagement emerged and was emphasised in the evolution of the concept 

of citizenship, as will be discussed at the beginning of this chapter. The discussion shows how civic 

engagement was advocated by scholars as a solution to energise democracy as well as to balance rights 

and obligations. The next focus will be the importance of civic engagement to individuals, especially 

immigrants, as well as to the wider society. The following section proceeds to discuss how the 

conceptualisation of civic engagement has been developing over time and the wide range of activities 

involved in this process. Ekman and Amnå’s (2012) typology of civic engagement is introduced in a 

later section as an effective summary of the evolution of civic engagement and all the activities 

involved. In the New Zealand context, the threshold of civic engagement has to be considered with 

caution, as will be explained towards the end of this chapter.  

Notions of Citizenship 

Immigrants, as well as the native-born, are individuals in a polity. The expected role of 

individuals in a polity is defined by citizenship: what it means to be a citizen of a country, to be precise, 

what one can and should expect, and be expected to do as a citizen (Dalton, 2008). 

Traditionally, citizenship is defined by two main approaches: liberalism and civic republicanism. 

Liberalism emphasises the passive enjoyment of rights and status. The most representative and 

orthodox liberal definition of citizenship was formulated by T. H. Marshall  (1963) in the post-war mid-

20th century. Marshall defined citizenship in terms of three aspects of rights: civil, political and social. 

Civil rights, the concept of which first emerged in the 18th century, are necessary for individual safety 
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and freedom (Kymlicka & Norman, 1994; Marshall, 1963). Political rights arose in the 19th century, 

providing access to political participation (Kymlicka & Norman, 1994; Marshall, 1963). Social rights did 

not join these two until the 20th century when the educational and social service system started to 

develop in modern welfare states (Kymlicka & Norman, 1994; Marshall, 1963).  

This liberalistic concept of citizenship, often referred to as “private” or “passive” citizenship, 

has been criticised by the New Right as having nurtured excessive passivity and dependency, and 

undermined the notion and motives of self-reliance and self-support (Kymlicka & Norman, 1994; Lister, 

2007). Further critique falls on its competence to provide an equal basis for everyone in a community 

as Marshall wished because the realisation of rights requires certain social, economic and political 

status and resources, the equality of which is never completely guaranteed (Benhabib, 1999; Deifelt, 

2010; Faulks, 2000; Lister, 2010; Nash, 2009). Thus, a sole emphasis on rights does not necessarily 

mean greater equality in the enjoyment of those rights of citizenship. Instead, by assuming equality, it 

may conceal actual inequality, sometimes manifesting in the form of different degrees of citizenship, 

such as super-citizens, marginal citizens, quasi-citizens, sub-citizens and non-citizens (Nash, 2009). 

Even if social rights could be guaranteed, it does not necessarily lead to the greater realisation of 

political rights some believed, as Seyla Benhabib (1999) argues by proposing a “disaggregation” of the 

three sets of rights. Although it has been criticised for having nurtured excessive dependency and 

passivity as well as political apathy, and disguised the actual inequality of different citizen cohorts , 

Marshall’s paradigm is still popular in academia (Benhabib, 1999; Deifelt, 2010; Faulks, 2000; Kymlicka 

& Norman, 1994; Lister, 2007, 2010). Many studies have been done within Marshall’s paradigm or have 

chosen one facet from the paradigm to look into (Ahmad et al., 2012; Heberer, 2009; Wong & Wong, 

2005).  

The other approach stresses responsibilities and obligations and aims at rectifying the 

excessive emphasis on rights by liberalism (Faulks, 2000; Kymlicka & Norman, 1994; Lister, 2010). Civic 

republicanism and its later development, communitarianism, both belong to this camp. It has been 

argued that a democratic polity would be difficult to maintain if rights were emphasised but 
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responsibilities and obligations were ignored (Lister, 2010). The achievement of individuals’ full 

membership in a community can also be obstructed by failed fulfilment of obligations (Kymlicka & 

Norman, 1994). 

Civic republicanism, which originated in ancient Greece and was reintroduced by Machiavelli 

and Rousseau, emphasises the role of citizenship as the active practice of responsibilities and 

obligations, and as participation in public decision making, which are essential to the maintenance of 

a community and to the building of identity (Faulks, 2000; Kymlicka & Norman, 1994; Lister, 2010). 

What distinguishes civic republicanism from other participationism is its emphasis on the intrinsic 

value of political participation for participants per se (Kymlicka & Norman, 1994). It resonates with the 

ancient Greek notion that political life is a superior form of fulfilment in human being, compared with 

private life (Oldfield, 1990).  

Communitarianism has developed on the foundation of civic republicanism. They share the 

same theoretical precondition and central concerns while communitarianism aims at rectifying the 

excessive emphasis on rights in liberalism and gives even higher priority to the community (Lister, 

2010). Communitarianists stress that individuals’ rights are defined in their bonds to the community 

and should never be without assumption of obligations and contribution to the common good of the 

community (Abbey & Taylor, 1996; Etzioni, 1995). They take dutiless rights as unjustified and 

dangerous to the coherence of a society; therefore they appeal for a corrective balance between rights 

and duties, a genuine recognition of obligations, and practically a corresponding reform of modern 

welfare states (Cox, 1998; Etzioni, 1995; Giddens, 1999). 

The responsibility-based conceptions of citizenship have not gone unchallenged. This 

approach has been argued to be related to the shrinking of benefits in the welfare reforms undertaken 

in Western welfare states in recent decades (Cox, 1998; Dwyer, 2002; Wong & Wong, 2005). Benefits, 

especially those relating to social rights, are becoming narrower, more restricted and more conditional, 

rendering a cut in resources for and capacities of citizenship practice in vulnerable groups, and 

eventually, marginalisation of their citizenship (Cox, 1998; Dwyer, 2002; Wong & Wong, 2005). Another 
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kind of criticism points to the philosophical assumption underlying this approach. It says that the 

notion that political participation is part of human nature was underpinned by slavery in Greek city-

states and is outdated now (Fiorina, 1999). Mere emphasis on obligations will not change the fact that 

democratic participation consumes too much time and energy for ordinary people today, more often 

attracting extremists with high levels of determination but with views that are unrepresentative of the 

general public (Fiorina, 1999).  

In short, liberalism has been criticised for having nurtured excessive dependency and passivity 

as well as defending the right to be politically apathetic, and therefore risked the survival of democracy 

(Benhabib, 1999; Deifelt, 2010; Faulks, 2000; Kymlicka & Norman, 1994; Lister, 2007, 2010) . The other 

approach, civic republicanism and its later development, communitarianism, is said to be linked to the 

shrinking of benefits in welfare countries, rendering fewer resources for political and social 

participation and citizens’ degradation to subjects (Cox, 1998; Dwyer, 2002; Faulks, 2000; Wong & 

Wong, 2005). It is also criticised for being too demanding of time and energy for ordinary citizens, and 

hence divorced from reality (Fiorina, 1999). To reconcile the two competing directions and reach an 

adequate conception of citizenship, civic engagement is advocated as an ideal compromise and 

solution (Deifelt, 2010; Etzioni, 1996; Giddens, 1999; Kymlicka & Norman, 1994; Lister, 2007; Scott, 

2007).  

Civic engagement, as stressed by the word “engagement,” emphasises the active rather than 

the passive elements of citizenship, for example, exercising rights, fighting for rights, and assuming 

responsibilities. According to Faulks (2000), while neglecting obligations risks the survival of 

community, overemphasis on obligations may degrade citizens to subjects and compromise their 

chance of being critical of their community. A comprehensive concept of citizenship, in this regard, can 

only be achieved when obligations and rights are mutually supported and not at the expense of each 

other. Such kind of citizenship, usually known as “active citizenship,” is an attempt to settle the debate 

between liberalism and civic republicanism and reach a balance between rights and obligations (Crick 
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& Lockyer, 2010). Civic engagement serves the realisation of individuals’ rights in a way of fulfilling 

obligations and is hence the essence of active citizenship.  

The Importance of Civic Engagement 

Since the mid-20th century, an erosion of citizenship notions and practices has been perceived, 

first in the USA and then in the whole Western world (Kymlicka & Norman, 1994; Putnam, 1995; 

Putnam, 2000; Putnam et al., 1993). Citizens in Western democratic countries, youngsters especially, 

tend to be less informed, more apathetic and less active not only in traditional political issues, such as 

election participation and involvement in political parties, but also in volunteerism and other 

community-level activities (Dalton, 2008; Dejaeghere & Hooghe, 2009; Lister, 2010; McGarvey, 2004). 

Trust in institutions and bonds with communities have fallen, and disaffection towards authority and 

public cynicism have risen (Haste & Hogan, 2006; McGarvey, 2004; Scott, 2007). Accordingly, a chorus 

of lament that democracy is at risk has been raised among researchers (Alex-Assensoh, 2005; Haste & 

Hogan, 2006; McGarvey, 2004; Putnam, 1995; Putnam, 2000; Putnam et al., 1993).  

The sustenance of a democracy would not be possible without the active engagement of its 

populace in political decision making; in various forms of civic life; in addressing common concerns; 

and altogether, in using their rights and fulfilling their obligations (Crystal & DeBell, 2002; De 

Tocqueville, 2004; Grundel & Maliepaard, 2012; J. Henderson & Bellamy, 2002; Kymlicka & Norman, 

1994). According to Western liberal and enlightenment political theory, more extensive and active 

political participation aggregates more individual voices and generates more representative consensus, 

which promotes social equality and justice, and better justifies the legitimacy of the government (Junn, 

1999; Vowles, 2004). Some less political and informal participation forms, especially volunteering, 

enhance social capital, thereby improving social solidarity and the quality of democracy (Morales & 

Giugni, 2011).  

In an immigrant society of ethnic and religious diversity, active civic engagement is especially 

important because it helps to bond those otherwise fragmented groups (Putnam, 2000). For 

immigrants themselves, the importance of civic engagement is even harder to overvalue. There are 
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many theoretical approaches explaining why it is important. On one hand, by having their interests 

represented and their preferred candidates elected, immigrants may experience improvement in their 

social, economic and political conditions (Iusitini & Crothers, 2013; Morales & Giugni, 2011; Robertson, 

2011). On the other hand, in this process, they may become more capable, well adapted and integrated 

as citizens, and feel better about themselves as part of the political community (Iusitini & Crothers, 

2013; Lister, 2010; Morales & Giugni, 2011).  

To sum up, civic engagement has been advocated as a solution to energise democracy (Deifelt, 

2010; Etzioni, 1996; Giddens, 1999; Kymlicka & Norman, 1994; Lister, 2007; Scott, 2007) . It is vital not 

only to the maintenance of a community but also to the achievement of individuals’ full membership 

in it (Faulks, 2000; Kymlicka & Norman, 1994; Lister, 2010). When immigrants are considered, civic 

engagement benefits their wellbeing in the host democracy both instrumentally and intrinsically. 

Evolution of the Concept of Civic Engagement 

As a generalised concept of individuals’ interaction with a democratic polity, the connotation 

of civic engagement and what activities can be taken as forms of civic engagement have been widely 

discussed over time. Conventionally, civic engagement refers to political participation, mainly in 

elections and political parties (Prentice, 2007; Verba & Nie, 1987). The prevalent political 

disengagement reported since the 1970s triggered researchers to explore a more inclusive and up-to-

date definition of civic engagement (Dalton, 2008; Prentice, 2007; Vowles, 2004). They concluded that 

more options of civic engagement have been developed, allowing people to engage differently rather 

than be disengaged (Dalton, 2008; Dejaeghere & Hooghe, 2009; Levine, 2011; Prentice, 2007; Vowles, 

2004).  

Since the 1960s, protest behaviours as alternative forms of civic engagement have attracted 

scholarly attention (Dalton, 2008). Protest behaviours, which political psychologists once saw as 

pathological and a threat to social order, became recognised as a legitimate and valuable kind of civic 

engagement (Haste & Hogan, 2006; McAdam, 2009). A considerable range of activities, both lawful 

and illegal, fall into this category: contacting politicians, petitions, boycotts, demonstrations, strikes, 
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and occupations (Galston, 2007; Haste & Hogan, 2006; J. Henderson & Bellamy, 2002; Scott, 2007). 

Scholars refer to them in different ways: making one’s voice heard (Haste & Hogan, 2006), 

unconventional activities (McAdam, 2009; Vowles, 2004), elite-challenging or “defiant” forms of 

participation (Scott, 2007), and “social movement-related” activities (Amadeo, 2002). No matter how 

they are named, they are usually attempts to influence the institutions of representative democracy 

from the outside in, from bottom to top, representing appeals of certain groups, often divergent from 

those of the authorities. While conventional norms of civic engagement have declined in the West 

over the last few decades, protest involvement has increased (Scott, 2007).  

Similarly, while conventional civic engagement in the real world is fading, the boom of 

information technology and the scale of its users have enabled the development of civic engagement 

among netizens in virtual social networks. Online participation, such as contacting officials through 

email, commenting on political issues on blogs, and launching boycotts via Facebook or Twitter, tends 

to be easily accessible, low cost and flexible, compared with conventional forms of participation 

(Ferber et al., 2006; Schuster, 2013; VanFossen, 2006; Xenos & Moy, 2007).  

From the beginning of the 21st century, volunteering, as another important sort of civic 

engagement, has largely drawn scholarly interest. In academic discussion, different forms of 

volunteerism are spotlighted when different cohorts are considered. For youth, it usually refers to 

social/community service and is often tied up with service learning (Brabant & Braid, 2009; Levine, 

2011); for women and the aged, informal contributions, especially care-giving, have taken up a 

considerable portion of corresponding literature (Adler & Goggin, 2005; Martinez et al., 2011); for 

religious believers, charitable activities are often spotlighted. When volunteering is regarded as a kind 

of civic engagement, the overall picture of civic engagement looks more optimistic: people are just 

differently engaged, not disengaged (Prentice, 2007) 

Beyond volunteering, some other informal activities have also contributed to the blurring of 

the boundaries of civic engagement. Researchers with a background in feminism and ageing studies 

seem to have gone the furthest in this direction. They tend to regard those informal and private 
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activities that are beneficial to oneself, others and the community, such as staying up-to-date on 

current events, talking about public affairs, mutual help together with caring in neighbourhoods and 

families, as often-ignored and even invisible forms of civic engagement (Cullinane, 2006; Herd & Meyer, 

2002; Martinez et al., 2011; Martinson & Minkler, 2006; Mulgan & Aimer, 2004). A growing literature 

is trying to evoke attention to justifying this specific category. However, critics say that private 

sociability and public-oriented activities should be distinguished with prudence, since the former may 

not have anything to do with facilitating the community (Oxendine et al., 2007). 

The categorisation in the 2006 Civic and Political Health of the Nation Survey conducted in the 

USA by the Center for Information and Research on Civic Learning and Engagement (CIRCLE) may be 

adopted as a summary of the aforementioned evolution of the forms of civic engagement. In that study, 

civic engagement is grouped into three categories: electoral activities, political voice activities and civic 

activities (CIRCLE, 2003; Lopez & Marcelo, 2008).  

Summarised from the discussion above, civic engagement is conducted by individuals/groups 

within the community of which they are a part with a genuine intention to benefit the community or 

polity. Now it seems that all well-meant social or political action conducted by individuals or groups in 

the private or public sphere which has intentions and consequences of influencing communities or the 

polity could be regarded as civic engagement. Just as Putnam’s classic formulation goes, it is the 

activities “making democracy work” that should be taken as civic engagement. This term is so inclusive 

and stretched that Berger (2009) suggested it should be rejected and replaced. Alternatively, a better 

typology may be more useful. 

New Typology of Civic Engagement 

Based on John Gerring’s criteria of conceptual goodness, Ben Berger (2009) criticised the term 

civic engagement as lacking conceptual coherence, parsimony, depth, differentiation and utility, 

despite being rich in familiarity and resonance. Such a term, as he commented, has caused more 

confusion and discrepancy than illumination. Swedish scholars Ekman and Amnå (2012), accordingly, 

adopted Berger’s critique when creating their new typology, but, rather than rejecting the term civic 
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engagement, they narrowed its meaning to actions of “latent political participation” (p. 292). The 

consequence of this narrowing is that it is then hard to specify the object of which they are developing 

a typology. To name it a new typology of “political and pre-political behaviour” (p. 289) suggests the 

absence of a handy collective term to refer to all the items involved.  

This study will adhere to the term civic engagement while adopting the structure of Ekman 

and Amnå’s (2012) typology. The term civic engagement has been widely used and is highly resonant 

in academia and the media, possibly because, as a concept, it has the capacity to literally contain all 

those political and pre-political activities. If “civic” is construed as “relating to citizenship,” then “civic 

engagement” means all the engagement people conduct as citizens that is significant to the fulfilment 

of their citizenship. Furthermore, citizenship is specifically defined in a certain polity. Therefore, in the 

current context the term civic engagement literally has the capacity to cover all the engagement 

people conduct as citizens in a given polity significant both to democracy and to the fulfilment of their 

citizenship. Instead of running out of adoptable terms and creating unfamiliar and less commonly 

accepted replacements, one alternative is just to accept civic engagement as an encompassing concept 

and make an analytical distinction among its various elements. Taking this into consideration, this 

study will retain the term civic engagement as a collective name for all the political and pre-political 

behaviours contained in the new typology when making use of this typology.  

Figure 1 reproduces the structure of Ekman and Amnå’s (2012) typology. Their main 

consideration when grouping activities is the distance to politics, which is consistent with the intention 

of the present study, which inspects forms of civic engagement from the view of their significance to 

democracy. The three main categories, arranged from near to far, are manifest political participation, 

latent political participation and non-participation. The typologies of civic engagement can have 

individual as well as collective forms. The individual forms can be enacted solely while collective ones 

need to be done within a group or at least with the presence of a group. Manifest political participation, 

which by and large takes place in the political domain, is further divided into two groups, formal or 

extra-parliamentary, according to whether it is within or outside the institutions of representative 
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democracy. Conventional political participation related to elections falls into the formal group while 

protest behaviour belongs to the extra-parliamentary one and contains two subgroups: legal and illegal.  

Figure 1 

The Main Structure of Ekman and Amnå’s Typology of Civic Engagement  

As for the second main category, naming it “latent” indicates that this sort of participation occurs in 

the civil and sometimes private domains, not directly connected to political participation behaviours. 

This category is further grouped using the criteria of attention or action.3 Voluntary and charitable 

activities, together with being interested in politics, are subsumed within this category. These forms 

of civic engagement are conducted “by ordinary citizens [and] intended to influence circumstances in 

society . . . of relevance to others, outside [their] own family and circle of close friends” (Ekman & 

Amnå, 2012, p. 291). When giving examples of latent political participation, Ekman and Amnå were 

quite open to taking online participation as a form of civic engagement. They mentioned consumption 

of political news and expression of political opinions on the Internet as forms of latent political 

participation. Although activities categorised as latent political participation are not direct political 

participation behaviours, these activities have the potential for demonstrating citizens’ readiness and 

willingness, and thus, their future possible political activities.  

                                                        

3 The “attention” and “action” of “latent political participation” were named “civil participation” and “social 
involvement” in Ekman and Amnå’s typology. To avoid further entanglement of terms, the current adoption of this typology 
simply refers to these three categories as “latent political participation” and its “attention” and “action” aspects 
respectively. 
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The third main category, non-participation/disengagement, is further sorted according to the 

intensity of rejection of politics: apolitical, which means to stay away from politics in a passive way, 

and antipolitical, which means active and deliberate estrangement from politics.  

The core consideration of Ekman and Amnå’s typology is consistent with the intention of the 

current study, which focuses on forms of civic engagement that are of significance to the survival and 

thriving of democracy. Its biggest strength is that it integrates various forms of civic engagement into 

one integral and consistent genealogy that covers the whole range of forms including two opposite 

extremes, activism and antipolitical behaviours, and clarifies the relative relations between all of them 

in terms of their respective distance to politics.  

With Ekman and Amnå’s typology in mind, it is easier to identify which aspects of civic 

engagement earlier studies have adopted and focused on. For instance, Ecklund and Park’s (2005, 2007) 

research takes voluntary association participation as the central element of civic engagement. Driskell 

et al. (2008) measure civic engagement by using the level of involvement (belonging, volunteering, 

contributing, or leading) in various associations, from political parties to hobby clubs. According to 

Ekman and Amnå’s (2012) typology, associational participation belongs to latent political participation 

action. However, other forms of civic engagement identified by Ekman and Amnå, either by individuals 

or without membership in a specific organisation, like voting or protest, are not included in Driskell et 

al. (2008) and Ecklund and Park’s (2005, 2007) studies. Their research results therefore cannot be 

generalised to other forms of civic engagement. 

The importance of the typology of civic engagement rests on the fact that the aspects of civic 

engagement that are investigated influence the research results. For example, when organisational 

participation is taken as the main indicator of civic engagement, it is found to be positively linked with 

religiosity (Stoll & Wong, 2007), but when protest behaviours are considered, a negative link is 

reported (Scott, 2007). Crystal and DeBell (2002) also mention that the effect of religious valuation on 

altruistic participation is positive while that on self-promotion behaviours is negative.  
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In short, the concept of civic engagement embraces a wide range of political and less political 

participation activities. Research results can vary widely when different elements of civic engagement 

are considered. For the current study, Ekman and Amnå’s (2012) typology provides a context for clearly 

locating all kinds of civic engagement and a structure through which these various elements of civic 

engagement can be involved systematically.  

Citizenship and Civic Engagement in New Zealand 

In this study, one of the main purposes of discussing the conception of citizenship and civic 

engagement is to serve the selection of subjects, namely, to delimit who should be taken into 

consideration when measuring civic engagement. Unlike in many Western democratic countries, such 

as the United States of America, Australia and Canada, where voting rights are exclusively limited to 

citizens, the threshold for voting—the most formal form of civic engagement—is relatively low in New 

Zealand (Bartley, 2010). This section will discuss the peculiarity of New Zealand in terms of the 

connection between citizenship and civic engagement, especially voting. 

Due to New Zealand’s historic status as a former British colony and country of largely 

homogenous British and Irish immigrants, New Zealanders did not have an exclusive political identity 

until the middle of the last century (Bartley, 2010; Spoonley, 2001). Since 1975, a series of statutes 

have gradually and formally granted permanent residents almost all the same civil, political and social 

rights as citizens, leaving only two major exceptions—serving as a Member of Parliament and working 

for the New Zealand Security Intelligence Service, and travelling on a New Zealand passport (Bartley, 

2010; Spoonley, 2001). Taking voting as an example, permanent residents who are generally eligible 

and have completed 12 months’ continuous residency are required by law, as are citizens, to register 

on the electoral roll and have the right to vote in all government elections (A. Henderson, 2013). 

Although the extension of the electoral franchise to non-citizens in 1975 was not intended for the later 

highly diverse immigrants but for migrants from the United Kingdom, it does have the potential to 

integrate a rapidly growing and highly diverse immigrant population into the host democratic society 

of New Zealand (Barker & McMillan, 2014). 
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On one hand, one does not have to be a citizen to get involved in New Zealand; on the other 

hand, citizenship does not necessarily mean genuine commitment to active participation in this 

country. Given that New Zealand permits dual citizenship and has an open border with Australia, the 

adoption of its citizenship may even indicate an intention to leave New Zealand (Bartley, 2010). This 

assumption has been effectively supported by a national survey conducted by the Department of 

Internal Affairs (2009). When asked about the perceived entitlements of New Zealand citizenship over 

permanent resident status, permanent residents, citizens born overseas and respondents born in the 

United Kingdom were twice as likely to mention “passport” and triple as likely to mention “can travel 

in and out of the country easily” as citizens born in New Zealand. Nearly half of citizens born in the 

United Kingdom take the second answer as an advantage of being a New Zealand citizen. One out of 

10 permanent residents mentioned “can now work and live in Australia,” while only 2% of native-born 

citizens highlighted this benefit. In terms of “key drivers for the take-up of New Zealand citizenship by 

non-citizens,” the third most common answer among respondents without citizenship but willing to 

apply for it was “could easily end up living and settling in another country,” ranking after two answers 

related to sense of belonging. All those emphases on the mobility to work and live in other countries, 

mainly Australia, which come as a benefit of New Zealand citizenship, evidence that the adoption of 

New Zealand citizenship could be rather instrumental, even signal an intention to leave, especially for 

migrants to New Zealand who become naturalised citizens (Bartley, 2010). 

Indeed, in the eyes of New Zealanders, there is little difference between citizens and 

permanent residents. Almost 60% of the general public were unsure of the distinction between their 

respective entitlements (Department of Internal Affairs, 2009). More than a quarter of permanent 

residents even saw no advantage in obtaining New Zealand citizenship (Department of Internal Affairs, 

2009).  

In short, there is no necessary link between having New Zealand citizenship and participating 

actively as a New Zealander on a civil, political and social level. Therefore, the subjects of the current 

study do not have to be confined to citizens. For the same reason, the above discussion on citizenship 
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and civic engagement in the international literature needs to be read with some elasticity when 

applied to the New Zealand context. 

Perhaps benefiting from the inclusive and liberal electoral franchise to non-citizens, New 

Zealand’s general performance in civic engagement is better than more than two thirds of comparable 

countries (McVey & Vowles, 2005; Vowles, 2004). However, formal political participation, such as voter 

turnout and party membership, has declined at a relatively high rate since 1984, reaching a nadir in 

2011 (Ministry of Social Development, 2016), although the turnout went up in 2017 (Electoral Commission, 

2017). Monetary donations to political organisations, membership of associations except hobby clubs, 

and meeting attendances are also declining but at a lower rate (Vowles, 2004). Participation in protest 

actions remains stable, among which, the most private form, boycotting, is even becoming more 

popular, especially in the agricultural and tourist industry (McVey & Vowles, 2005; Savarese et al., 2020; 

Shaheer et al., 2019; Shaheer et al., 2018; Vowles, 2004). As for volunteering, little official data is 

available for long-term comparisons (Vowles, 2004). In short, public, political and conventional forms 

of civic engagement have tended to wane, while private, informal and unconventional forms have 

shown signs of increasing. However, one cannot simply assume a democratic revival. For one thing, 

different forms of civic engagement may have different relations to and effects on democracy, among 

which joining boycotts is even said to be more of a consumer’s decision made in one’s private sphere, 

and therefore not a justifiable form of civic engagement (Vowles, 2004).  

According to the 2013 Census, net migration (arrivals minus departures) has overtaken natural 

increase (births minus deaths), contributing to more than half of yearly population growth (Stats NZ, 

2014c). Immigration is now invigorating New Zealand’s population by replenishing its labour pool, 

making up for dropping growth, and fighting against ageing (Curtis & Curtis, 2006). However, the 

evidence found in New Zealand’s statistics generally shows that immigrants from increasingly diverse 

origins are not as active as the native-born in civic engagement. Immigrants are less likely to be 

enrolled to vote than age-eligible members of the total population (A. Henderson, 2013). With the 

growing proportion of immigrants, the official voter turnout rate at the 2011 general election fell to a 
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nadir of 74% since 1887 (Iusitini & Crothers, 2013). Differentiation among groups of immigrants has 

also been observed. Immigrants from North Asia, South East Asia and the Pacific Islands are markedly 

less likely to be enrolled than those from the United Kingdom, Ireland and South Asia (A. Henderson, 

2013). Among major countries of origin, South Korea, China and Fiji occupy the last three positions in 

voting rates (A. Henderson, 2013). As for another important indicator of civic engagement, voluntary 

work, immigrants who arrived after 2005 are less involved (26%), compared with longer term 

immigrants and natives (both 33%; Stats NZ, 2010a). In some immigrant groups, for example, Pacific 

peoples, the coherence between younger age and lower levels of participation has raised further worry 

(Iusitini & Crothers, 2013).  

In short, citizenship is not a must for the civic engagement of immigrants in New Zealand. Both 

citizens and permanent residents are eligible to participate in most forms of civic engagement. 

Immigrants from diverse origins are reported to be not as active as the native-born in civic engagement. 

A more comprehensive understanding of the civic engagement of immigrants is needed to offer some 

insights on the maintenance of New Zealand’s democratic polity and the thriving of immigrants.  

Conclusion 

To evaluate the relationship of immigrants and the host democracy, one has to first address 

what kind of individual action is important to the maintenance of democracy. Based on the reflection 

on liberalism and civic republicanism, civic engagement has been advocated as a solution to the decline 

of democracy. Civic engagement refers to a wide spectrum of activities that make democracy work. 

Ekman and Amnå’s (2012) typology has been introduced to systematically sort out possible elements 

of civic engagement. In the New Zealand context, most types of civic engagement can be conducted 

by both citizens and permanent residents. This indicates that immigrants who have obtained either 

citizenship or permanent residency should be taken into consideration in this study. The civic 

engagement of immigrants benefits the host democracy as well as their own wellbeing. Although 

immigrants in New Zealand are not excluded from most forms of civic engagement, they are still 

reported to be less active than the wider population in some aspects of civic engagement. As will be 
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discussed in the next chapter, the wider literature from both North America and Europe see religion 

as an influential factor in immigrants’ civic engagement. To understand the civic engagement of 

immigrants, the impact of their religious affiliation and religious involvement is worth investigating. 

The next chapter will discuss the possible rationale behind the impact of religion on civic engagement 

demonstrated in the wider literature and review the relevant discourse in New Zealand.   
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Chapter 4: Religion and Civic Engagement 

Immigrant cohorts of different demographic composition, socioeconomic status, political 

culture background, and especially religious affiliation and religious involvement, have been reported 

in North American and European literature to be engaged unequally (Armony et al., 2004; Ginieniewicz, 

2008; Kokkonen et al., 2010; Lopez & Marcelo, 2008; Morales & Giugni, 2011). Among all the influential 

factors, this study focuses on religion. Religion helps define the characteristics of immigrants, shapes 

their perceptions of roles, inculcates various values and provides moral motivations,  and therefore, 

contributes to the formation of their identities and behaviours (Barrett et al., 2001; Deifelt, 2010; John 

et al., 2011; Teske, 1997). In this area of research, only scarce literature is available in the context of 

today’s New Zealand, which is increasingly diverse in terms of religion because of large-scale 

heterogeneous immigration since 1987 (Bartley, 2010; Farmer, 1997). Both North America and Europe 

have a much wider literature than New Zealand on the impact of religion on civic engagement. This 

chapter will review the different trends and major concerns in the wider and deeper corresponding 

discussions in the United States and Europe, and how their results might be shaped by the general 

discourse and specific measurement. However, even in the wider body of literature beyond New 

Zealand, research focused specifically on immigrants is still limited. A wider literature review on 

religion and civic engagement that goes beyond the particular population group of immigrants will 

provide a more comprehensive and complicated landscape. 

This chapter is mainly structured around two themes: religious affiliations and religious 

involvement. The first section addresses how the impact of religion on civic engagement differs across 

various religious traditions or denominations. The USA and Europe, due to their distinctive history of 

immigration and the religious distribution of their populations, faced different situations and 

developed distinctive discourses. The next focus of this chapter is the literature around religious 

involvement and civic engagement. Religious involvement contains different elements and can be 

measured from different aspects. The results of the studies in this area have been largely shaped by 

their distinctive operationalisation and measurement of religious involvement. This chapter then 
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summarises the rationale through which religions, both as internal systems of beliefs and values, and 

as external organisations and communities, can affect the civic engagement of immigrants. The final 

part of the chapter recognises that conclusions from the American and European discourses cannot 

be directly applied to the New Zealand context. Equally, understanding the functioning rationale of 

religion is also not enough to infer how different aspects of religion are specifically related to various 

forms of civic engagement. As such, the final part of the chapter outlines the limited New Zealand 

discourse on religion and civic engagement and identifies significant research gaps in this area.  

Religious Affiliations and Civic Engagement 

Religious diversity has been experienced by both the United States and Europe. The USA has 

become a more religiously open environment resulting from Protestants’ acceptance of Catholics and 

Jews in the middle of the 20th century. The positive role of religion, mainly Christianity, in facilitating 

civic engagement has been well established and solidified by prominent American scholars like Putnam 

(2012, 2000) and Wuthnow (1999, 2012), which sets the tone for research involving other non-

Christian religions. In comparison, immigrants in Europe face a much less religiously pluralistic society 

and the major religious affiliation of recent immigrants in most European countries is mainly Islam 

(Casanova, 2007; Foner & Alba, 2008; Kurien, 2013). The concentration of newcomers of religious 

otherness in Europe has caused widespread concern about the impact of Islam on civic engagement. 

The two following subsections address respectively the American and the European discourses on 

religion and civic engagement.  

The United States Discourse 

Following the stiff acceptance of Catholics and Jews into the mainly Protestant religious 

environment in the middle of the 20th century, the United States has become a religiously pluralistic 

society (Casanova, 2007; Foner & Alba, 2008). Among the post-1965 immigrants, two thirds share the 

same Christian affiliations with most of the native-born in the USA (Casanova, 2007; Foner & Alba, 

2008). Although official agencies in the USA are not allowed to gather data on religion, the impact of 
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different Christian denominations on civic engagement has been widely discussed in a plethora of 

regional case studies (Casanova, 2007; Foner & Alba, 2008).  

Across the related literature in the USA, Protestantism is a steady winner among all Judeo-

Christian religions in terms of improving civic engagement. Protestants are identified with higher levels 

of civic engagement compared with Catholics (Lam, 2002; Smidt, 1999; Verba et al., 1995). When the 

voting behaviour and political interest of Asian Americans are specifically considered, Protestant Asian 

Americans are reported to be more active than Catholic Asian Americans (Cherry, 2009). As for 

volunteerism, using data from American national surveys on social capital benchmarks, Ecklund and 

Park (2005, 2007) reach the same conclusion that Protestant Asian Americans are more engaged than 

their Catholic counterparts. 

However, when Evangelical Protestants are included in the comparison, Catholics as well as 

mainline Protestants are found to be more concerned with, as well as engaged in, political and social 

justice issues in the wider community than Evangelicals, the primary focus of whom is said to be 

personal exclusive salvation and individual transformation (Campbell, 2004; Chaves, 2009; Chen, 2002; 

Ecklund & Park, 2007; Lam, 2006). For immigrants with cultural and linguistic barriers in the host 

society, the fundamental mission of Evangelicalism, namely spreading the Gospel, may further limit 

their outreach to their own ethnic community (Chen, 2002). 

While Judeo-Christian religions are the main denominations in the USA, other religions’ 

affiliates account for relatively small percentages of the general population (Casanova, 2007; Foner & 

Alba, 2008). Studies based on random sampling, large-scale American surveys, such as the Baylor 

Religion Survey (Driskell et al., 2008), Los Angeles Survey of Urban Inequality (Stoll & Wong, 2007), the 

Social Capital Benchmark Survey (Ecklund & Park, 2005) could hardly analyse major non-Judeo-

Christian religions separately, as too few cases of these religions can be sampled by these surveys. 

Muslims, Buddhists, Hindus and Sikhs are often merged into one group named Eastern religions 

(Ecklund & Park, 2005) or non-Judeo-Christian religions (Stoll & Wong, 2007). 
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Buddhism and Hinduism are seldom discussed in the area of religion and civic engagement. 

The ultimate pursuits of Buddhism are primarily other-worldly, such as freedom from false attachment, 

seeing through self-illusion, and finally, breaking the karmic cycle (Weber, 1946/2014). Buddhist 

practices are sometimes inappropriately simplified to meditation and escapism, and therefore 

believed to be less engaged with society (Yarnall, 2003). Ecklund and Park’s (2007) research partly 

supported these opinions, saying that Hindu and Buddhist Asian Americans are less active in 

volunteering than those non-affiliated Asian Americans. They point to the less organisational nature 

of these two religions and the “double-minority” status of their adherents as explanations for this 

lower rate of volunteerism.  

In fact, Buddhism and Hinduism have long been a great strength for society in South and 

Southeast Asia, their traditional dominant regions (Yarnall, 2003). Although they are still relatively new 

as immigrant religions in the West, their potential for adding unique features to Western civic 

engagement was predicted as early as 1995 (Kraft, 1995). Chen (2002) studied two Taiwanese 

immigrant religious institutions in the USA—a temple and an evangelical church—and concluded that 

the usually believed “other-worldly” Buddhist one is indeed more civically engaged than its so-called 

“inner-worldly” Evangelical counterpart. The Buddhist church in their study was shown to be keen on 

charity, volunteering, public service, and, particularly, interreligious dialogue and cooperation.  

In response to 9/11 and the following Islamophobia, a large survey conducted as part of a 

bigger project, Muslim Americans in the Public Square (MAPS), has inspired some studies focused on 

American Muslims, though not necessarily immigrants. These studies tend to applaud the positive 

function of Muslim religious involvement, in terms of positioning the political dimensions of Muslim 

religious identity, enhancing their political consciousness and resourcing their community involvement, 

and they tend to defend against the prevalent presumption that Islam is oppositional to democracy 

and Western values (Ayers & Hofstetter, 2008; Read, 2015).  

Based on the tone set by studies focusing on Christian denominations, Christians are often 

found to be more active in civic engagement than their secular counterparts (Crystal & DeBell, 2002; 



 

37 

Ecklund & Park, 2005; Foner & Alba, 2008; Gibson, 2008; Grundel & Maliepaard, 2012; Lewis et al., 

2013; Morales & Giugni, 2011; Scott, 2007; Smith, 1999; Stoll & Wong, 2007). Benefiting from the 

historical legacy of viewing religion as a legitimate and positive expression of particular identities 

(Kurien, 2007), the American discourse on immigrant religion has focused mainly on exploring the 

benefits and functions of religion in immigrants’ lives, even after the terrorist attacks of September 11, 

2001. The unstated but obvious common concern behind the comparison is whether these “other” 

religions are as effective as Christian religions in terms of providing channels for migrant integration, 

constructing their unique identity in the host society, improving their social capital and human 

resources, and eventually promoting their civic engagement and making them “competent” citizens 

(Berger, I. E., 2006; Bevelander & Pendakur, 2009; Driskell et al., 2008; Ecklund & Park, 2005; Stoll & 

Wong, 2007). The general trend of findings is that immigrants affiliated with “other” religions are no 

more active, if not less active, than Christian immigrants in almost every aspect of civic engagement—

voting, helping, volunteering, and associational participation. The reasons point to their less 

congregational religious practice as well as socioeconomic difficulties and religious and ethnic double 

minorities (I. E. Berger, 2006; Bevelander & Pendakur, 2009; Driskell et al., 2008; Ecklund & Park, 2005; 

Stoll & Wong, 2007).  

The European Discourse 

Compared with the United States, the major religious affiliation of recent immigrants in most 

European countries is Islam rather than Christian denominations (Casanova, 2007; Kurien, 2013). 

European countries, with their relatively shorter Asian immigration history, may be considered 

reluctant to view themselves as permanent immigrant destinations or religiously pluralistic societies 

(Foner & Alba, 2008). Compared with Americans, Europeans on the whole are more secular (Casanova, 

2007; Foner & Alba, 2008), and Europe is still on its way to integrating immigrants affiliated with “other” 

religions, especially Islam, into its society (Casanova, 2007; Foner & Alba, 2008).  

The public debate on the reconcilability of Islamic beliefs and Western democratic citizenship 

has been quite heated. Compared with the generally supportive tone of American studies, European 
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scholars can be split into two sides, with one side framing Islam as a scapegoat of unfavourable social 

issues and the other carefully avoiding blaming Islam, if not defending it (Casanova, 2007; Foner & 

Alba, 2008). In the narrative of the former, Islam is quite often related to discrimination and prejudice 

in immigrants’ daily life, tensions and conflicts in the public sphere, and marginalisation and separation 

of immigrants from the host society (Foner & Alba, 2008). Irreconcilability between Islam and Western 

democracy has been widely reported and worried about, and in this discourse Islam is more often 

viewed as a problem or even a threat, related to obviously negative phrases such as “immigrant threat,” 

“dividing Europe” and “waning democracy” (Grundel & Maliepaard, 2012; Lucassen, 2005; Tausch, 

2016). The extensive literature concerning the challenges Islam poses to integration and democratic 

institutions and practices has occupied a dominant position since the 1990s in Europe (Casanova, 2007; 

Foner & Alba, 2008; Lucassen, 2005). The other side features endorsement of the positive function of 

Muslim religious involvement and attributes the relatively weaker civic engagement observed among 

Muslims to limitations of the current democracy, others’ unfair assumptions or misinterpretations of 

Islam (Bennett, 2005; Hopkins & Blackwood, 2011; Modood, 2009).  

Much suspicion about Muslims’ participation in democracy arose from Huntington’s (1993) 

famous thesis on the clash of civilisations wherein the Islamic world was believed to hold different 

values relating to democracy because of its religious tradition. Some elements in traditional Muslim 

teachings do sound like a hindrance to democracy, such as conformity to divine law, fusion between 

politics and religion, obedience to religious (often political as well) authority, and encouragement of 

political quietism (Grundel & Maliepaard, 2012; Sarkissian, 2012). More fundamentally, prohibitions 

on submission to non-Muslim laws and residence in non-Muslim states, which may prevent Muslim 

migration from the very beginning, can also be deduced from Islamic doctrines (March, 2009). For the 

Western populace, panic and enmity generated from the rise of militant Islamic fundamentalism, 

represented by 9/11, have further enhanced their hasty adverse judgements on the democratic 

participation of Muslim. 
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From another point of view, however, elements beneficial to Muslims’ successful participation 

in representative democracy can also be found in Islamic teachings, such as endorsement of 

conformity to oaths and contracts with non-Muslims, permission for friendship and solidarity with 

non-Muslims, and justifiability of equality deduced from the sole sovereignty of God (March, 2009; 

Sarkissian, 2012). According to March (2009), though Islamic teachings may be quite conservative, they 

can still be explained and applied in a way that is compatible to Western democracy. In practice, many 

Muslims have already moved to democratic countries, sworn allegiance and become competent 

citizens, indicating that religious teachings do not seem to be an obstacle for them. Furthermore, the 

degree of agreement to and abidance by those seemingly shared religious principles within a 

population is still uncertain (Jelen, 1991). From a macroscopic view, although Christianity and Islam are 

generally related to opposing political camps, they are both Abrahamic monotheistic religions and 

have similar origins, which may enable similar performance in terms of civic engagement.  

Empirical research on this issue has provided support for the reconcilability of Islam and 

Western democracy. Gundelach (2010) argued that Muslims in Denmark show no less support for 

democratic values than the ethnic majority, regardless of religion. Grundel and Maliepaard (2012) cast 

their gaze on youth civic competence and found no difference between Muslim and Christian 

adolescents in the Netherlands. They also reported that religiosity is irrelevant to the democratic 

practice of Muslim and Christian adolescents in the Netherlands.  

Some studies using geographically wider data have also supported the positive effect of Islam 

on civic engagement. Sarkissian (2012), based on her study in nine Muslim-majority countries, argued 

that the positive link Islamic participation has with civic engagement is no weaker than that of Christian 

denominations. Norris and Inglehart (2002) drew data about 75 Islamic and non-Islamic societies from 

the World Values Survey (WVS) and concluded that Muslims have a similar positive orientation towards 

democratic values compared with Westerners.  

Nevertheless, the limitations of some of these studies may compromise the robustness of their 

results. Sarkissian’s (2012) conclusion may not apply to situations where Muslims are immigrants in 
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Western countries. Grundel and Maliepaard’s (2012) study focused on adolescents, whose religious 

practice may not exactly reflect their own commitment to religion but be mixed with their parents’ 

will.  

In the recent decade, development of larger and more advanced surveys, such as the European 

Social Survey and more notably, in Britain, the Ethnic Minority British Election Survey (EMBES), has 

enabled more detailed and in-depth analysis of the difference between Muslim cohorts located in 

multiple cities, in various political environments, from various origins and ethnic groups, and of 

different immigrant generations in terms of the variability in their civic engagement, especially protest 

behaviour and the mechanisms accounting for it (Eggert & Giugni, 2011; Giugni et al., 2014; Just et al., 

2014; Klandermans et al., 2008; Oskooii & Dana, 2018; Sobolewska et al., 2015; Storm, 2015). The 

often-discussed mechanisms include the peculiarity of Muslim religious practices, the forms and levels 

of political mobilisation around mosques, Muslims’ marginalised political identity, and the unfriendly 

political opportunity structure (Eggert & Giugni, 2011; Giugni et al., 2014; Just et al., 2014; 

Klandermans et al., 2008; Oskooii & Dana, 2018; Sobolewska et al., 2015; Storm, 2015). Interestingly, 

it is not popular among these studies to compare the absolute levels of participation across religions 

under the control of other variables. Such comparison is often marginalised or simply neglected in 

these studies. The limited findings in this regard tend to report that Muslims are as active as, if not 

slightly less active than, the native-born or Christians, and that mosques function just as other religious 

networks, towards sociopolitical integration and cohesion (Eggert & Giugni, 2011; Giugni et al., 2014; 

Just et al., 2014; Klandermans et al., 2008; Oskooii & Dana, 2018; Sobolewska et al., 2015; Storm, 2015).  

Two trends are clear in the newly developed European discourse on the impact of diverse 

religions on the civic engagement of immigrants. First, the scholarly awareness and understanding of 

the complexity and pluralism under the collective name of Muslim is growing in an encouraging 

direction. Second, scholars have been carefully directing and reporting their research to avoid loading 

possible theoretical weapons against Muslims and to plead the innocence of Islam against blame, such 
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as that mosques encourage adherents to insulate from the larger community, enhance radical views, 

or are simply incompatible with Western democracy.  

Summary  

Generally speaking, the widespread discussion in the USA on the positive effects of Christian 

denominations on the civic engagement of immigrants and ethnic minorities has set a favourable tone 

for studies on other religions that come along with immigration. When investigating other religions, 

such as Buddhism, Hinduism and Islam, scholars tend to explore the function of these religions in 

facilitating the civic engagement of immigrants. No one religion has been particularly targeted for 

debate in the USA discourse. In contrast, the European discourse on this topic develops around their 

major “other” religion—Islam. Two themes can be noticed in the European literature. The first theme 

emerges earlier and concerns the irreconcilability between Islam and democracy. The second theme 

is mainly responsive to the first one and is devoted to the destigmatisation of Islam. Along with these 

discussions, the particularity and complexity of Islam has been recognised and more advanced survey 

tools have been developed. 

Religious Involvement and Civic Engagement 

Among the numerous studies on the link between religious involvement and civic engagement, 

the only widely accepted conclusion is that religious believers are more active in civic engagement 

than their secular counterparts (Crystal & DeBell, 2002; Ecklund & Park, 2005; Foner & Alba, 2008; 

Gibson, 2008; Grundel & Maliepaard, 2012; Lewis et al., 2013; Morales & Giugni, 2011; Scott, 2007; 

Smith, 1999; Stoll & Wong, 2007). This conclusion applies to a wide range of religions, populations and 

forms of civic engagement.  

To be precise, religious involvement contains several elements. The most frequently 

mentioned element is religiosity, or sometimes called religiousness. Scott (2007) and Gibson (2008) 

have respectively reviewed Canadian and U.S. literature on religiosity and volunteerism and the 

majority of both support a positive correlation. Scott (2007) measured religiosity by combining 

religious service attendance and self-reported importance attached to religion. Using this definition, 
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Scott (2007) found that religiosity is negatively related to Canadian protest behaviours and this 

relevance decreased over the last 2 decades of the 20th century. Hoffman and Appiah (2008) found 

that church attendance and involvement with church is positively linked with African Americans’ 

participation in a wide range of associations. 

In many instances, attendance at religious services is used as the sole indicator of religiosity 

or measured separately. Results reached this way are even more divergent. Quite a few scholars have 

found that service attendance plays a positive role in civic engagement, from formal political 

engagement, to informal helping behaviours (Lewis et al., 2013; Putnam, 2000; Smidt, 1999). 

Occasionally, however, it is proved to be irrelevant to volunteering (Verba et al., 1995) and political 

participation (Eggert & Giugni, 2011). More often, researchers argue that service attendance is 

negatively linked with volunteering (Lam, 2002), political participation (Cherry, 2009; Driskell et al., 

2008), and less political or informal engagement such as participation in community projects, blood 

donations and friendship with a community leader (Cherry, 2009).  

Some researchers have made meaningful reflections on measuring religiosity with religious 

service attendance. Lam (2002) noticed that service attendance has a slightly negative effect on 

volunteering while that of the private dimension of religiosity, measured by religion importance, 

frequency of prayer, and frequency of religious reading, is positive. Her explanation is that while 

personal religious devotion reinforces the values of helping and therefore encourages volunteering, 

attendance in collective worship generates competition for time and energy of their members 

between religious organisations and secular ones. This indicates that merging religious service 

attendance with the private elements of religiosity into a single indicator of religiosity needs to be 

carefully considered. For instance, Grundel and Maliepaard (2012) incorporated service attendance, 

personal religious practice, religious education, participation in other religious activities, and religious 

importance, to operationalise religiosity and found that it is irrelevant to the democratic practice of 

Muslim and Christian adolescents in the Netherlands. With reference to Lam’s (2002) study, the mixed 
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measure of religiosity adopted by Grundel and Maliepaard (2012) may have contributed to the 

irrelevance here.  

The limitation of measuring religiosity with religious service attendance is more obvious when 

the religious practice of non-Judeo-Christians are considered. Stoll and Wong’s (2007) study involved 

Buddhists and suggested that religious service attendance is not enough to depict the religious 

commitment of non-Judeo-Christians, because the main part of their religious practices could be quite 

private without attending any worship place. Sarkissian (2012) examined the relationship between 

religion and civic engagement in nine Muslim-majority countries and agreed that frequency of prayer 

and that of service attendance do not measure the same aspect of religiosity. She also mentioned that 

it is hard to accurately gauge religiosity across a variety of religious traditions using identical questions.  

Reflecting on the limitation of religiosity and religious service attendance in measuring 

religious involvement, scholars have explored various approaches to depicting religious participation 

other than worship service attendance. Ecklund and Park (2005, 2007) included other religious 

participation forms to measure religious involvement, and found that when other types of religious 

participation are measured separately from religious attendance, the effect of the latter is reversed 

from positive to negative. That is to say, the factor that plays a positive role in affecting civic 

engagement is actually participation in other religious activities, rather than worship attendance. 

Similarly, Driskell et al. (2008) gauged frequency of worship attendance and participation in other 

religious activities (such as religious education programmes, choir practice and community outreach) 

separately and found that once the influence of non-worship religious activities is split from that of 

religious attendance, the latter turns from positive to negative. Lewis et al. (2013) separated the 

impact of religious social networks from that of religious attendance and found that separation of 

religious social networks from religious attendance greatly reduces and takes away the effect of the 

latter.  

The mechanism behind the different effects of the two aspects of religious involvement has 

been suggested. Those who are active in activities beyond simply showing up at services at their place 
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of worship, such as religious education, festival celebration, choir or other musical practice, outreach 

programmes, committee or administrative work, and charitable activities are more likely to be active 

in civic engagement (Cherry, 2009; Driskell et al., 2008; Ecklund & Park, 2005; Scott, 2007; Verba et al., 

1995). Religious participation in these ways is significant in predicting political inclusion of migrants 

(Morales & Giugni, 2011) and is more reliable in predicting civic participation of Muslims in Muslim 

countries than commonly used social capital predictors (Sarkissian, 2012). 

The attempts of separating other religious participation from worship service attendance 

represents the progress in the understanding of religious involvement and the endeavours to clarify 

the actual factor that matters in religious involvement towards civic engagement. In brief, one’s level 

of involvement in religion can be depicted from two aspects. One is internal attachment, often 

generalised as religiosity. The other is external participation, previous failure in the separation of which 

from religiosity has contributed to the current wide divergence of findings. The difference between 

the predictive abilities of worship attendance and religious participation beyond it, enlightens my 

differentiation between internal and external religion. Religion is not only a system of beliefs but also 

an external organisation where various opportunities of participation emerge. Participation in 

activities gathered around religious organisations is naturally closer to participation in the broader civil 

life. Religious participation beyond worship may be less effective in predicting internal religiousness 

but more a predictor of one’s interest in and energy for engaging in associational life (Sarkissian, 2012), 

which is, to some extent, interchangeable with that of civic engagement.  

Rationale of the Effects of Religion on Immigrant Civic Engagement 

The discussion above on the elements of religious involvement and their respective 

relationships with civic engagement has inspired me to explore the rationale of religion affecting the 

civic engagement of immigrants. Religion is an influential factor in the life of many immigrants. Scholars 

have constructed different typologies when stating the mechanism of its effects. D. E. Miller et al. 

(2001) classified the virtues of religious institutions for immigrants into spiritual, psychological and 

cultural. Similarly, the three categories used by Chen (2002) were material, social and psychological. 
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Pyong (1992) introduced a more descriptive classification according to which religion has four aspects 

of offerings: fellowship, maintenance of ethnic identity, social services, and social status. In these 

seemingly clear classifications, two meanings of the term religion are often mixed together: religion as 

an internal system of beliefs and values, and religion as an external organisation and association. This 

distinction parallels the division mentioned by Baker (2013) between spiritual capital and religious 

capital. The former is a system of identities, values, beliefs and moral visions embedded in the lives of 

individuals and shared within faith groups, while the latter refers to the concrete and practical 

contribution and resources provided by faith groups. 

Internal Religion 

Civic engagement is usually outward, but often is driven by interior motives generated from 

individuals’ values and beliefs. The insights and contentions of religious values and beliefs are 

therefore important illuminating sources for the understanding of civic engagement (Gates, 2006). 

Values and virtues infused by religion, such as altruism, selflessness, sympathy and mutual assistance, 

may provide moral motivations to, and be intrinsically consonant with, some forms of civic 

engagement, for example charity and volunteerism (Crystal & DeBell, 2002; John et al., 2011; Lewis et 

al., 2013; Scott, 2007; Teske, 1997). Levels of civic engagement are thereby often stated to be positively 

linked with levels of religiousness (Crystal & DeBell, 2002; John et al., 2011; Lewis et al., 2013; Teske, 

1997).  

More importantly, religious teachings on, for example, the nature of God and humanity, the 

afterlife and salvation, may have cognitive effects on the perception individuals and communities have 

of their role in the world and therefore affect their decisions and preferences when engaged in a civil 

society (Deifelt, 2010; Lewis et al., 2013; Mencken & Fitz, 2013; Smidt, 1999). Deifelt (2010), a 

missionary in Brazil, elaborated how Luther’s teaching of vocation helps to form the identity of his 

adherents, not only as citizens of heaven but also as citizens in a certain civil society, and thus 

stimulates their endeavour to improve common wellbeing. Mencken and Fitz (2013) concluded from 

the 2005 Baylor Religion Survey that an image of God as judgemental holds religious adherents back 
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from volunteering for the community independent of their place of worship. In this regard, religious 

teachings and their respective orientations of influence on civic engagement vary among different 

religions.  

When it comes to a certain polity or political activity, religion provides either legitimacy 

verification or prophetic critics, with which mundane polities and political behaviours can be evaluated 

and judged (Gates, 2006; Jelen, 1991; Weithman, 2002). Just as Jelen (1991) concluded in his review 

on five books on Judeo-Christian religions and democracy citizenship in the USA, religion is an 

important source of transcendent and ultimate values to evaluate and judge mundane polities and 

political behaviours, either positively or negatively. This aspect of religion’s impact became more vital 

when various non-Judeo-Christian religions were introduced into Western democracy by large-scale 

immigration. Their followers, who do not share the supposed Western common religious heritage, are 

likely to have negative evaluations of Western liberal democracy (Jelen, 1991). Though not without 

disputes, diverse immigrant religions as well as Judeo-Christian ones indeed cast their respective 

influence on civic engagement. 

External Religion 

Beside its role as an internal source of values, beliefs, assumptions and convictions, religion is 

also a kind of external organisation, the membership of which affects and benefits civic engagement 

in various ways, especially that of immigrants. The role of religious associational life in motivating and 

facilitating civic engagement has been widely discussed by, to name a few: Smidt (1999) on comparison 

of Americans and Canadians; Mora (2013) on first-generation Mexican immigrants; Kurien (2013) on 

second-generation Indian Americans; and Foley and Hoge (2007) on immigrant worship communities 

in Washington. Summarised from this extensive literature, external religious organisations can act as 

a centre of reception, training and meeting. 

As a reception centre for immigrants, religion is not only something they are familiar with in 

unfamiliar surroundings but also, in its nature, supportive and welcoming compared with other 

institutions (Menjívar, 2003). Worship communities provide them with a place of solace and shelter 
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during hard times, where they can express and share some worries and concerns, receive emotional 

and spiritual support, and feel a sense of belonging and connection (Gleason, 1992; Kurien, 2013; 

Lewis et al., 2013; Menjívar, 2003; D. E. Miller et al., 2001; Pyong, 1992). Multiple social services and 

information available there may also benefit their resettlement, from legal and policy counselling, 

financial support, and language classes, to information on employment, housing, business 

opportunities and local lifestyle (Foley & Hoge, 2007; D. E. Miller et al., 2001). With a smoother start 

to their new life, immigrants are more likely to be better prepared for their upcoming participation in 

civic life. 

As a training centre, religion equips immigrants with civic skills and knowledge. The lack of 

civic skills is common among immigrants and can be a major cause of political inactivity (Verba et al., 

1995). Participation in religious organisations provides opportunities for immigrants to develop and 

enhance organisational and speech skills, without which one can hardly participate effectively in 

secular political activities. Such skills may include public speaking, events planning and coalition 

building (Armony et al., 2004; Ecklund & Park, 2005; Foley & Hoge, 2007; Grundel & Maliepaard, 2012; 

Hoffman & Appiah, 2008; Weithman, 2002). Beside skills, immigrants may acquire local political 

knowledge in their religious communities, such as features of local political parties and the process of 

voter registration (Armony et al., 2004; Menjívar, 2003; D. E. Miller et al., 2001). With these subtle or 

direct learnings they receive in congregational life, immigrants can gain democratic and civic 

competences that are essential to active engagement.  

Last but not least, religion acts as a centre of meeting, where immigrants can socialise, make 

friends, build fellowship, achieve leadership and form their own new social networks in the host society. 

The social networks formed this way are particularly suitable for the recruitment of volunteering and 

charity work (Lewis et al., 2013). In terms of political participation, worship places are venues for 

immigrants to discuss public issues, to get motivated and encouraged in involvement, to meet socially 

and politically influential individuals, and to be exposed to the distribution of public political materials 

(Crystal & DeBell, 2002; Hoffman & Appiah, 2008; Morales & Giugni, 2011; Sarkissian, 2012; Scott, 
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2007; Weithman, 2002). Just as Tocqueville (2004) said, religion in certain circumstances may serve as 

a political institution.  

This aspect of the effects of religion can be better understood in the context of immigrant 

acculturation. For immigrants holding different acculturation strategies, religion provides places to 

meet either the mainstream society or their coethnic communities, or both. The choice one makes of 

acculturation strategies and corresponding worship organisations may affect one’s orientation  to civic 

engagement. Those who choose to assimilate into the host society as much as possible may prefer 

worship places where a considerable proportion of members belong to the ethnic majority population 

and thus provide opportunities to adapt to the dominant culture and language (Portes & Rumbaut, 

2001). Others may prefer to maintain their cultural identities, pursue a sense of belonging or establish 

resourceful and supportive coethnic networks, and therefore give priority to coethnic religious 

organisations composed primarily of migrants of the same ethnicity or national origin (Portes & 

Rumbaut, 2001). Membership in mainstream churches improves political inclusion of immigrants while 

those attending coethnic ones tend to be more attentive to their own ethnic issues instead of local, 

national or cross-ethnic ones (Morales & Giugni, 2011). These two tendencies and ways of taking 

advantage of religious membership can be combined to benefit selective acculturation, which means 

staying partially tied to coethnic community while segmentally assimilating into the mainstream 

society (Waters et al., 2010).  

In brief, religion casts influence on the civic engagement of immigrants, not only as an internal 

system of identities, values, beliefs and moral visions, but also as an external organisation and 

association which provides immigrants with channels and resources for civic engagement. The 

aforementioned discussions around the effects of religious affiliations and religious involvement on 

civic engagement and the rationale behind these effects are mainly enlightened by literature from the 

USA and Europe. The next section concentrates on the limited New Zealand discourse in this regard. 
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Underdeveloped New Zealand Discourse 

Although the impact of immigrant religious diversity on individuals, communities and New 

Zealand’s democracy has drawn scholarly attention since the significant changes from 1987, there is 

still scarce literature on this issue in New Zealand. Some existing research did not inspect the respective 

effects of different immigrant religions. For example, Carswell and Rolland (2007) conducted a survey 

on how religious diversity as a whole has affected the value of entrepreneurship in New Zealand. There 

also exists research focusing on one particular religious group of immigrants, such as Muslim (Kolig & 

Kabir, 2008), but comparative works concerning multiple groups are still rare (McCarthy, 2010). Unlike 

in the USA and Europe, the discussion on the impact of religion on the civic engagement of immigrants 

is still quite new and underdeveloped in New Zealand.  

The backdrop peculiar to New Zealand is quite different from that of the USA and Western 

Europe. Compared with the former, it is officially stated as a secular society (Human Rights Commission, 

2004), while, compared with the latter, its immigrant religion composition is much more diverse and 

complex. On the one hand, conclusions from American and European discourses cannot be directly 

applied, but they do offer a rich understanding of the mechanism of the effects of religion. On the 

other hand, further exploration of the relationship between diverse religions and immigrant civic 

engagement in the New Zealand context will provide insights for the wider international discussion in 

this area. 

In reality, New Zealand has experienced some practical problems regarding the interaction 

between diverse religions and the host New Zealand democracy, such as whether Afghan women can 

wear a veil when called as witnesses on court, and whether newspapers can joke about religion with 

a secularised sense of humour (Kolig & Kabir, 2008; Smits, 2006). Since the March 2019 Christchurch 

terror attacks on two mosques, in which 51 people were murdered and another 40 injured, the civic 

engagement of New Zealand Muslims has become more visible in the media. Particularly evident has 

been their participation in the inquiries, advocacy for victims and their families, etc., but the systematic 

responses to their reactive participation is not fully applauded by the Muslim groups (Anwar & Sumpter, 
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2019, 2020; Bayer, 2020; Rahman, 2020; Rasheed, 2020; Strang, 2020). These cases indicate that more 

scholarly attention is needed in the research area of the interaction between diverse religions and the 

host New Zealand democracy. Further inspection into how diverse immigrant religions affect 

immigrants’ participation in democracy may benefit immigrants as well as New Zealand as the host 

country, because it offers a chance to understand the civic engagement of religiously diverse 

immigrants, and to eliminate immigrant religions as a suspect problem for democracy.  

Conclusion 

In the area of religious denominations and civic engagement, existing studies are primarily 

located within Abrahamic monotheistic traditions while discussion on Eastern religions is left rather 

underdeveloped. Based on their respective immigrant religious landscape, the American discourse 

mainly concerns Judeo-Christian religions while that of Europe focuses on the [re]introduction of Islam. 

New Zealand, in this regard, has much more limited literature, but provides a more diverse background 

wherein those religions less discussed in the USA and Europe make up larger proportions of the 

religious composition of immigrants here. Thus, a more comprehensive comparative study of major 

non-Christian religions in relation to their connections to civic engagement can be expected in the New 

Zealand context.  

Among the literature discussed above, scholars differ largely in their measurement of religious 

involvement. They are often aware that a broader and more comprehensive measurement of the 

religious practice is needed in order to better evaluate and understand these “others” (I. E. Berger, 

2006; Bevelander & Pendakur, 2009; Driskell et al., 2008; Ecklund & Park, 2005; Stoll & Wong, 2007) . 

The separation of religious participation beyond worship from religiosity is the major attempt to refine 

the measurement of religious involvement, which is further supported by the discussion on the 

internal and external aspects of the effects of religion on immigrant civic engagement. Based on the 

discussion on the measurement of religious involvement and civic engagement in Chapters 3 and 4, I 

developed my own survey which will be illustrated in the following methodological chapter.   
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Chapter 5: Methodology and Research Design 

This study concerns how diverse religions, both as internal systems of beliefs and values, and 

as external organisations and communities, affect the civic engagement of their immigrant adherents 

in the host democratic society. It explores how immigrants differ in terms of tendency and level of civic 

engagement if they are different in religious affiliation and pattern of religious involvement. As 

discussed in Chapter 3 and 4, the peculiarity of New Zealand extending the electoral franchise to 

permanent residents and its religiously diverse recent immigrant population have heightened the 

difference of the New Zealand context, compared to those in the two main bodies of the international 

literature. How religion has been found to affect immigrant civic engagement in the United States and 

the Europe cannot be directly applied to New Zealand. The scarcity of relevant discussion and social 

statistical data in New Zealand further limits the possibility of conducting a confirmatory study on this 

topic by testing explicitly stated hypotheses. For making new discoveries and finding the unexpected 

in the New Zealand context, exploratory research is more suitable, through which new hypotheses 

may be generated (Schwab & Held, 2020). This study is designed to be exploratory with no hypotheses 

put forward before data collection and analysis. 

To depict the relationship between religion and civic engagement among immigrants, 

quantitative methodology was employed, as will be explained in the first section. The next focus is on 

why I developed my own survey instead of using existing data or survey tools. Following this discussion, 

the main part of this chapter will detail the design of my survey in terms of the measurement of civic 

engagement, and religion, as well as my selection of control variables and eligibility requirements. 

Attention filters were applied in my original survey design, but the results of these attention-checking 

questions did not have to be adopted to filter valid responses, as will be explained later. The last three 

sections of this chapter will explain how participants were selected and recruited using “snowballing” 

sampling methods with the support of religious groups and organisations located in the wider 

Auckland region. Using the instrument I developed, I conducted a self-administered questionnaire 

survey which systematically measured the links between civic engagement and various religious 
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variables, and tested whether there were statistically significant differences between various religious 

variables in their influences on the level and tendency of civic engagement among immigrants.  

Adopting Quantitative Methodology 

Quantitative methodology is associated with an epistemological position called positivism and 

with ontological positions known as objectivism or realism (Bryman, 2012). Quantitative methods can 

reveal prevalent patterns in the population, measure the degree of phenomena more precisely, 

compare the effects of variables and the validity of explanations with more control and construct larger 

databases for generalisation (Bronstein & Kovacs, 2013; Fortune et al., 2013; Raijman & Hochman, 

2011; Vromen, 2003). Yauch and Steudel (2003) argued that a quantitative approach is more suitable 

than a qualitative approach for facilitating comparisons.  

In contrast, qualitative methodology is related to an epistemological position called 

interpretivism and to an ontological position known as constructivism (Bryman, 2012). Qualitative 

methods can depict social phenomena and mechanisms from individual views, provide ample 

contextual factors, and grasp covert and elusive phenomena (Bronstein & Kovacs, 2013; Fortune, Reid, 

& Miller, 2013; Raijman & Hochman, 2011; Vromen, 2003). Qualitative methods, such as fieldwork and 

interviews, have also been adopted by some earlier studies at religious places of worship where 

religious immigrants congregate. For instance, Mora (2013) examined how the volunteer and political 

participation among first-generation Mexican immigrants are facilitated by their participation in a large 

Mexican immigrant Catholic Church. This approach accurately locates immigrants with a specific 

religious affiliation and generates vivid stories about how a certain religious organisation affects the 

civic engagement of its immigrant adherents. However, the comparison between multiple religious 

variables on immigrant civic engagement cannot be enabled by qualitative approach. Moreover, 

findings of qualitative studies cannot be generalised to a wider population (Yauch & Steudel, 2003). 

The main purpose of this study is to achieve a more comprehensive understanding of the civic 

engagement of the religiously diverse immigrants in New Zealand by comparing multiple religious 

affiliations as well as multiple facets of religious involvement in terms of their impact on immigrant 
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civic engagement. For this purpose, quantitative methodology was adopted by this study. As will be 

introduced in the following section, authoritative works in the current research field mainly favour the 

survey method over other quantitative methods. Consistent with earlier studies, this study adopted 

the survey method.  

The Decision to Develop a New Survey 

Authoritative works on the topic of immigrants, religion and civic engagement made use of 

the results of existing large-scale nationwide or even worldwide surveys, such as the WVS, Baylor 

Religion Survey, the Portraits of American Life Study, and the American CIRCLE survey (Driskell et al., 

2008; Lopez & Marcelo, 2008; Mencken & Fitz, 2013; Norris & Inglehart, 2002). Using large databases 

facilitates the control of a wider range of variables but may not perfectly fit the specific requirements 

of a particular study. For example, in the study of Lewis et al. (2013), the Portraits of American Life 

Study enabled the separation of the effect of general sociability and that of religious sociability but 

failed to include enough non-Christian respondents. Non-Christians are usually minorities in Western 

countries and can hardly be well represented in national surveys without intended oversampling. 

Moreover, many existing surveys are less competent in measuring the religious practice of non-

Christian religions, for whom conventional weekly attendance might not apply.  

Another common weakness of many standardised questionnaires or existing databases is that 

they do not offer enough details to distinguish the specific target population of the current study (i.e., 

post-1987 first-generation migrants with permanent residency or citizenship). Instead of immigrants, 

ethnic or religious minority groups were more often targeted. Admittedly, these minority groups can 

be a result of migration, but research done this way usually struggles to distinguish the first, the 1.5 

and the second generations. The second generation of immigrants are actually born, raised, educated 

and socialised in the host society and culture, and are found to be as active as the native-born in civic 

engagement (Armony et al., 2004; Lopez & Marcelo, 2008). As for the 1.5 generation, namely migrant 

children and adolescents, their particularity is even harder to clarify considering the education they 

receive from their family and in the host society, and the level and strategy of their assimilation (Bartley, 
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2010). In the study of immigrants, the inclusion of those who are native-born but with overseas origins, 

and those who are partially raised and educated as children and adolescents in the host society, may 

blur the results of the study. 

Additionally, none of these survey tools contains any items measuring whether participants 

adopted their current religious affiliation before or after their migration. Religious adherence is 

malleable and can be employed as an acculturation strategy (Grigoropoulou & Chryssochoou, 2011; 

Tajfel, 1982). Whether migrants maintain their religion after migration or adopt another religion for 

better acculturation may influence the impact their religious involvement has on their civic 

engagement.  

Among the aforementioned survey tools, the WVS (Inglehart et al., 2014) and Baylor Religion 

Survey (Baylor University, 2014) include most of the items this study sets out to measure. However, 

the WVS provides no item about electoral participation beyond voting and the Baylor Religion Survey 

does not cover main aspects of extra-parliament political participation. Some America-based 

questionnaires, for example, the Portraits of American Life Study (Association of Religion Data Archives, 

2012; Lewis et al., 2013), provide a more comprehensive measure, but their wording is highly 

Americanised and does not suit the New Zealand context. Vowles (2004) has mentioned that 

compared with the USA, New Zealand is a desert of social statistical data. The scarcity of studies on 

civic engagement among immigrants in New Zealand calls on such a large-scale quantitative survey to 

explore their participation. 

None of the standardised questionnaires or existing databases mentioned above could be 

directly applied in the current study. Previous works based on these databases were often limited by 

the data they were based on; they hardly went beyond the religious denominations covered and the 

types of civic engagement included in the data. In terms of measurement, previous works were 

different from each other in the measuring of civic engagement and religion involvement, which 

contributed to the discreteness of their findings and called for a more comprehensive measure of both 

concepts. Given all these considerations, I developed my own questionnaire by compiling and revising 



 

55 

questions from the aforementioned widely tested and used questionnaires as well as creating new 

questions according to my particular research aims and my consultation with my cultural advisors and 

informants.  

Dependent Variables: Civic Engagement 

As illustrated by Ekman and Amnå’s (2012) typology, there is a wide range of forms of civic 

engagement. However, many previous studies on the subject destructively simplified civic engagement 

to one or two dimensions, resulting in a distorted and incomplete picture (Haste & Hogan, 2006; 

Morales & Giugni, 2011; Scott, 2007). Indeed, once prevalent political apathy came into scholarly view 

in the 1970s, researchers began questioning whether it was the inappropriate narrowing of patterns 

of civic engagement that had contributed to the pessimistic view of the wellbeing of democracy 

(Dalton, 2008; Prentice, 2007; Vowles, 2004). Bearing this in mind, they turned to explore a more 

inclusive and up-to-date definition of civic engagement and concluded that more choices of civic 

engagement had been developing, allowing people to be differently engaged, rather than disengaged 

(Dalton, 2008; Dejaeghere & Hooghe, 2009; Levine, 2011; Prentice, 2007; Vowles, 2004). 

“Contemporary citizenship needs to recognise what people actually do” (Prokhovnik, 1998, p. 95), 

otherwise their actual civic engagement cannot be portrayed accurately. This study attempts to 

generate as comprehensive a measurement of civic engagement as possible. A few guidelines were 

applied.  

First, the forms of civic engagement to be included had to be in line with the main concern of 

this research, which is the democracy of the host society and the integration of immigrants into it. 

Therefore, behaviours that are not rooted in New Zealand were not included, such as transnational 

and homeland-oriented participation (B. Berger, 2009; Vowles, 2004). The second selection criterion 

is whether a certain form of civic engagement is suitable to be measured by survey. Some illegal and 

violent forms such as violent confrontations, listed in Ekman and Amnå’s (2012) typology, introduced 

in Chapter 3, were excluded because they are unlikely to be touched in a general survey and they are 

not a significant problem in New Zealand. Similarly, another element in Ekman and Amnå’s typology, 
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disengagement—for instance, deliberately avoiding politics—may prevent its actors from joining a 

survey about civic engagement, and so was not included.  

In addition, some worldwide surveys have started to count some online forms of participation 

in order to more precisely depict the performance of the digital-native generation (Ferber et al., 2006; 

VanFossen, 2006; Xenos & Moy, 2007). Therefore, online forms of certain kinds of participation were 

included, as long as doing it online would not change the nature of that kind of participation, for 

example, expressing political views in the media or in an online social network with some personal 

identifiers exposed.  

As for the classification of forms of civic engagement, some useful ideas were drawn from 

Ekman and Amnå’s typology, such as the distinction between latent and manifest political participation, 

and that between attention and action. Specific items of civic engagement and their measures were 

mainly adopted from existing large-scale surveys, especially those New Zealand-based ones, like the 

New Zealand Election Study (Vowles et al., 2014) and the New Zealand General Social Survey (Stats NZ, 

2010a, 2014d), and those New Zealand components of international surveys, like the WVS 2011 

(Inglehart et al., 2014) and International Social Survey Program (ISSP) 2004—Citizenship (ISSP Research 

Group, 2012). Some overseas surveys were also used as resources, such as the Social Capital 

Benchmark Survey 2000 (Saguaro Seminar, 2000) in the USA, the Civic Engagement Quiz (Center for 

Information & Research on Civic Learning & Engagement, 2003), and the 2009–10 British Citizenship 

Survey (Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government, 2010).  

Based on all these guiding ideas, civic engagement was conceptualised as comprising six 

dimensions, which were measured as follows.  

Voting (Vote) contained two sets of questions. The first set included: 

a) I am eligible to vote in New Zealand. 

b) I have been registered to vote in my local electorate. 

c) I have voted in New Zealand. 

From these three items, two dichotomous variables were constructed: 
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EnR: Eligible and Registered (1 = yes). 

RnV: Registered and Voted (1 = yes). 

The second set contained three statements: If I was still in New Zealand and eligible to vote in 

the NEXT election, I would vote in the… 

a) General election—Party vote. 

b) General election—Electorate vote.  

c) Local government elections. 

Participants were asked to what extent they agree with the statements. Items were scored on 

a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 for strongly disagree to 7 for strongly agree, with 4 being the mid-

point representing neutral. 

Manifest political participation besides voting within the institutions of representative 

democracy (Within) consisted of six items: 

a) Go to any political meetings or rallies. 

b) Talk to anyone to persuade them how to vote. 

c) Contribute money to a party or candidate. 

d) Put up a party or candidate poster or sign. 

e) Put up a referendum poster or sign. 

f) Post, "Share" or "Like" items that express a certain political view online.  

Each item was measured from two aspects: Attitude (I would…, from 1 = strongly disagree to 

7 = strongly agree with 4 = neutral) and Behaviour (I have already…, 1 = yes). Unlike voting, behaviours 

in this group are completely triggered by one’s initiative, without any enforcement from the law or 

social norms. 

These two dimensions mentioned above are both related to elections. The occurrence of these 

behaviours is periodic, which means relatively new immigrants who are eligible to vote and participate 

in voting-related activities might have not yet had a chance to experience an election year. It would 
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then be inappropriate to measure their voting participation by their actual voting activities, therefore 

both attitudes and behaviours of these two dimensions were measured.  

Extra-parliamentary political participation (Extra) means to express opinions outside of the 

institutions of representative democracy that are intended to yield influence within it. It comprised:  

a) Sign a petition  

b) Boycott 

c) Attend a lawful demonstration 

d) Join a strike 

e) Join an occupy movement 

f) Contact or appear in the media to express your views 

g) Contact or attempt to contact a politician or a public official to express your views 

Similarly, each item was gauged from two aspects: Attitude (I would…, from 1 = strongly 

disagree to 7 = strongly agree with 4 = neutral) and Behaviour (I have already…, 1 = yes). Some of the 

events in this group do not happen very often. New immigrants may have never had a chance to 

participate but would nonetheless be willing to make their voice heard this way. In this case, their 

willingness and attitude is important to measure. 

This dimension of civic engagement is the most commonly omitted and contested part in 

previous discussions on religion and civic engagement (Scott, 2007). In many cases, protest 

engagement supports interests and opinions different from those of the mainstream society or the 

authorities. Its role as a justifiable form of civic engagement has even been called into question. 

However, studies of civic engagement should not focus only on those activities that solidify the status 

quo in society (Junn, 1999). Extra-parliamentary engagement is not only important for disadvantaged 

minorities to reduce barriers they have suffered and gain access to politics, but also beneficial to social 

justice and equality (Haste & Hogan, 2006; Junn, 1999). Taking it into account indicates a more open, 

more inclusive and more fluid concept of liberal democracy. If protest behaviours are ignored, those 

minorities who incline to be differently engaged may appear to be less engaged than they actually are 
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(Morales & Giugni, 2011; Prentice, 2007). Given all these reasons, and the study’s focus on immigrant 

populations, extra-parliamentary political participation was measured as a separate dimension in the 

survey.  

The next three groups of variables all belong to latent political participation in Ekman and 

Amnå’s (2012) typology. These involvements are chances for immigrants to become well prepared for 

more formal means of civic engagement, therefore are worth measuring.  

Political interest (Pol) represents participants’ personal interest in, attention to and 

importance attached to politics. It was measured by asking about participants’ agreement with the 

statements: 

a) I am interested in politics. 

b) Politics is important in my life. 

c) Politics is an important topic of discussion with others to me. 

d) Obtaining political news or information from the media is important to me. 

e) I pay attention to national and world politics and public affairs. 

f) I pay attention to politics and public affairs related to my own ethnicity.  

Here, participants’ attention to national and world politics, and to politics and public affairs 

related to their own ethnicity, were measured separately because differences in responses may be 

related to the type of church (mainstream or coethnic) they choose to attend. 

Helping, including volunteering and donating, is an important indicator of civic engagement, 

the experience of which may help raise political awareness (Haste & Hogan, 2006). Helping behaviours 

happen in daily life in a more informal way compared with other kinds of civic engagement. To measure 

them by offering a fixed list of behaviours may not successfully capture all the particular ways in which 

immigrants might be civically engaged, such as helping to prepare others for a citizenship exam, and 

translating for less fluent coethnics at meetings with officials (Lopez & Marcelo, 2008). These 

behaviours are hardly mentioned in any existing measure of civic engagement. Instead of offering a list 

of helping behaviours, I summarised helping into six categories: time, money, things, expertise, oneself, 



 

60 

information, and offered a few examples for each. For instance, donating blood is an example of the 

category of donating “oneself.” On each category, respondents were asked to report their self-

perception of their level of participation, coded 1 = Never, 2 = Inactive, 3 = Active.  

Associational participation (Associational) was measured by a long list of items adapted and 

summarised from existing surveys. Similarly, respondents were asked to report their self-perception 

of their level of participation, coded 1 = Never, 2 = Inactive, 3 = Active, in the following:  

a) Formal political party 

b) Other political organisation 

c) Ethnic, nationality, or civil rights organisation 

d) Environmental organisation 

e) Humanitarian or charitable organisation 

f) Professional, trade, farm, or business association 

g) Health care or fighting particular diseases organisation 

h) Organisation to help the poor or elderly 

i) School or youth organisation 

j) Neighbourhood or community association 

k) Art, music, or cultural organisation like poetry or heritage group 

l) Hobby club or interest group 

m) Sports or recreational organisation 

Although helping and associational participation are both less political than other forms of 

civic engagement, they may be differently related to religion. Helping is internally consistent with 

religious values that emphasise benefiting others. Associational participation, in comparison, is more 

likely to be closely linked with external religious participation. 

Independent Variables: Religious Affiliation and Religious Involvement 

The first independent variable asked respondents about their religious affiliation. Eight major 

religions and denominations were chosen to be researched, including five Christian denominations 
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(Catholic, Anglican, Presbyterian, Methodist and Pentecostal), together with three non-Christian 

religions (Islam, Buddhism and Hinduism). According to the 2001, 2006, and 2013 Censuses, these 

religious affiliations have long been the most popular religions among immigrants, in both the 

Auckland region and across the whole of New Zealand. Each of these eight religious groupings have 

more than 20,000 adherents across New Zealand and more than 10,000 among overseas-born 

residents in Auckland (Stats NZ, 2013c). In order to achieve a more specific portrait of my target 

population, I requested a custom data sheet based on the 2013 Census from Stats NZ. This form 

particularly picked out all the overseas-born usual Auckland residents who arrived in New Zealand 

after 1987 at age 18 years and over, which largely replicates the eligibility criteria of survey participants.  

Figure 2 

The Religious Distribution of Overseas-Born Usual Auckland Residents Who Arrived in New Zealand 

after 1987 at Age 18 Years and Over  

 

As presented in Figure 2, the Catholic and Hindu populations are both above 14,000, while the 

Buddhist, Anglican, Presbyterian, Islam and Methodist populations are quite close to each other, 

between 6,000 and 9,500. The Pentecostal population ranks eighth at about 3,500, while there are 

fewer than 2,500 Sikhs and Baptists, the ninth and 10th largest groups. I chose to list the first eight 

religious groups with the eight largest populations, which are all over 3,500. Religions other than these 
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eight groups were not listed specifically as options in this question. The sum of “Christian not further 

defined (NFD)” and “Other Christian” is very big so the option “Other Christian” is kept. The option 

“Other religions” was also offered in order to account for other religions that might have been 

identified in the data collection. The coding is presented in Table 1. 

Table 1 

The Coding of Religious Affiliations 

Religion Coding 

101 = Buddhist 11 = Buddhist Mahayana 
12 = Buddhist Theravada 
13 = Buddhist Vajrayana/Tibetan 
14 = Buddhist NFD 
15 = Buddhist Reformed Modernised 

102 = Christian 21 = General Christian  
22 = Christian Mixed (when more than one Christian affiliation is selected)  
23 = Christian Baptist 
24 = Christian Anglican 
25 = Christian Catholic 
26 = Christian Methodist 
27 = Christian Pentecostal 
28 = Christian Presbyterian 
29 = Christian Other 

103 = Hindu 
104 = Muslim 

The second religious variable, religiosity, comprised five 7-point Likert items. Participants were 

asked to what extent they agreed with the statements (from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree 

with 4 = neutral). 

a) I am a religious person.  

b) Religion is important in my life. 

c) I am an active member of a religious organisation or a particular place of religious practice.  

d) I am active in my personal religious practices.  

e) I am active in attending regular group worship services or religious practices at a church, 

temple, mosque, or other place of religious practice.  

These items are highly likely to be mutually consistent predictors of religiosity (Lewis et al., 

2013). The first three items, (a), (b) and (c), commonly and widely used to measure religiosity, were 
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extracted from WVS (Inglehart et al., 2014) and ISSP (ISSP Research Group, 2012). For items (d) and 

(e), the conventional way of measuring assumes weekly based religious services attendance at church, 

which does not reflect the practices of non-Christian religions. For Muslims, five times of 

worship/prayer a day are required. For women in Islam, however, weekly communal attendance at a 

mosque is not obligatory (Pew Research Center, 2016; Storm, 2015). For Hindus and Buddhists, 

religious practice is more personal, inward and multifaceted, and does not have to be performed at a 

certain religious gathering-place. Perhaps for the same consideration, Lam’s (2002) and Dilmaghani’s 

(2011) studies both included questions asking how often people engage in religious activities on their 

own, such as prayer, meditation or other forms of worship. However, this approach still cannot dispel 

the concern that places, frequency and ways of practice are incommensurable among different 

religious traditions (Grundel & Maliepaard, 2012). Therefore, in this study, I decided to ask participants 

to report their self-perception of how active they are instead of the actual frequency of their 

attendance. 

Religious participation beyond worship was a similar 7-point Likert item compared with the 

five above, and the statement was “I am active in other religious participation beyond worship.” This 

item has been proved not suitable to be merged into the religiosity scale. It has been found to be an 

effective predictor of, but inconsistent with, worship attendance (Driskell et al., 2008; Hoffman & 

Appiah, 2008; Lewis et al., 2013). It refers to activities organised by religious organisations other than 

worship, such as shared meals, scripture studies, choir practice or other musical programmes, religious 

education programmes, church-sponsored counselling programmes, community or missionary 

outreach programmes, church upkeep and maintenance, prayer meetings, committee or 

administrative work at church, small group or discipleship, and evangelism or proselytising. These 

possible activities, adopted from two American surveys, the National Survey of Youth and Religion  

(Association of Religion Data Archives, 2008), and the Baylor Religion Survey (Baylor University, 2014), 

were offered as examples to further illustrate this statement.  



 

64 

The last two religious variables describing religious trajectory were specifically tailored for 

immigrants. Religious adherence is malleable and can be employed as an acculturation strategy. The 

first variable was a dichotomous one which asked respondents whether their current religious 

affiliation was newly adopted after they migrated or not (1 = before, 2 = after), the answer to which 

may affect the predictive ability of their degree of religiosity. The second religious trajectory variable 

asked about the percentage of the migrant’s own ethnicity at the religious organisation they normally 

attend. It was intended to grasp whether a respondent’s main religious participation happened in a 

coethnic organisation or a mainstream or mixed one. This variable may influence the acquisition of 

participation behaviours and preferences regarding types of civic engagement.   

Control Variables 

Demographic and socioeconomic control variables that have been widely used and found to 

be influential regarding civic engagement and religious involvement (Chiswick & Miller, 2009; Hoffman 

& Appiah, 2008; Lewis et al., 2013; Spellerberg, 2001) were measured as follows: 

a) Gender is a dichotomous variable (1 = male; 2 = female). 

b) Age is recoded by the year I conducted the survey minus participants’ year of birth. 

c) Education is measured using a 6-point scale ranging from 1 = no formal schooling to 6 = 

completed university or higher degree. 

d) Household income is measured in 10 categories ranging from 1 = under $20,000 to 10 = 

$150,001 or over per year before tax. 

e) Length of residence in New Zealand is measured in years. 

f) Birthplace is a nominal variable asking respondents to indicate their country or region of 

birth. 

g) Ethnicity is a nominal variable asking respondents to choose their ethnicity from a list of  

ethnicities that are most common among immigrants in New Zealand, or indicate their 

own ethnicity if it cannot be found in the list. 
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h) Language spoken most at home is a nominal variable asking respondents to choose the 

language they speak most at home from a list of languages that are most common among 

immigrants in New Zealand, or indicate their own answer if it cannot be found in the list. 

The results of this question are also recoded into a dichotomous variable which measures 

whether one’s language spoken most at home is English (1 = English).   

i) Refugee or not is a dichotomous variable (1 = yes). 

j) Residential status in New Zealand is a dichotomous variable (1 = permanent resident, 2 = 

citizen). 

These variables depict the level of the realisation of a migrant’s social rights and the level of 

resources that they have and hold, both of which shape their life context and impact their intensity 

and ways of political, civil and religious participation (Humpage, 2010; Marshall, 1963).  

Eligibility Criteria of Participants 

Eligible participants for the survey were overseas-born New Zealand permanent residents and 

citizens who arrived in New Zealand as adults (18 years of age and above) after the year 1987. 

Immigrants were taken as subjects, because their civic engagement is often said to be less active than 

that of the native-born (A. Henderson, 2013; Iusitini & Crothers, 2013; Stats NZ, 2010a) but exceedingly 

important to both the host democracy and their own integration (Iusitini & Crothers, 2013; Morales & 

Giugni, 2011; Putnam, 2000; Robertson, 2011). In this survey, due to their differences from 1.5-and 

second-generation migrants (Bartley, 2010), only first-generation immigrants, who migrated as adults, 

were eligible to participate.  

There is little difference between citizens and permanent residents in terms of their rights to 

participate in New Zealand political and civil life (Bartley, 2010) as discussed in Chapter 3. Moreover, 

in the past few decades, New Zealand has been recruiting permanent residents to supplement its 

population (A. Henderson, 2013). Their performance in political and civil life can be influential to the 

wellbeing of New Zealand, which is still far from well-studied up till now. Therefore, this survey covered 

permanent residents as well as citizens.  
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The year 1987 was set as a threshold because it was the time when New Zealand experienced 

a radical change in its immigration policy and a marked increase in heterogeneous immigrants from 

non-traditional sources. The current complexity in New Zealand’s religious composition also 

commenced then. Post-1987 immigrants provide a great sample for examining the links between 

religious pluralism and civic engagement, which has rarely been achieved in previous studies on this 

topic.  

These eligibility requirements were checked by three filter questions at the beginning of the 

questionnaire, all of which produced dichotomous outcomes (1 = yes): 

a) I moved to New Zealand after the year 1987. 

b) I was 18 years old OR older when I first moved to New Zealand. 

c) I am a New Zealand permanent resident OR citizen. 

These three criteria were emphasised through all sampling channels to increase the rate of 

eligible responses. Participants who could not pass any of the three filter questions were filtered out.  

Attention Filters 

The survey introduced two attention-check questions, referred to as “attention filters” in the 

questionnaire, or “instructional manipulation checks” (IMCs) by their initiator Oppenheimer et al. 

(2009), or “screeners” by other researchers (Berinsky et al., 2014). IMCs are survey questions that ask 

subjects to follow certain instructions when choosing a survey response option in order to make sure 

they are paying careful attention to the questions they are answering. This methodological tool has 

been introduced and widely applied to increase experimental efficiency and data quality since 2009 

(Berinsky et al., 2014; Oppenheimer et al., 2009; Vannette, 2017). In my study, the two attention filters 

were located in two multi-item 7-point Likert scales and asked respondents to tick strongly agree 

despite what the actual questions asked. These two questions measured whether participants were 

reading and answering the survey questionnaire carefully.  

However, scholars disagree with each other on whether attention filters may cause unwanted 

biases and whether these questions should be applied to decide invalid responses. When 
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Oppenheimer et al. (2009) first introduced this tool, they reported no differences in pass rates based 

on demographic variables like age and gender. However, they did admit that if IMCs were tested on a 

more diverse sample in terms of culture and education level, important differences might be found 

between those who passed and those who failed (Oppenheimer et al., 2009). This possibility of 

introducing a demographic bias and skewing the sample when removing respondents who fail IMCs 

was later on proved and supported by other research. Age, gender and racial minority have been found 

to be significantly related to pass rates of IMCs (Berinsky et al., 2014; Vannette, 2016). Therefore, 

Vannette (2016, 2017), from Qualtrics, one of the most experienced and renowned online survey 

software providers, strongly recommended omitting attention-check questions altogether.  

Based on the scholarly concerns above, whether these two attention filters in my survey 

questionnaire would be adopted to exclude participants who failed to pass should be decided by 

whether the removal of failed participants causes unwanted demographic biases or not. The relevant 

discussion will be at the beginning of the next chapter.  

Sampling 

A number of issues were considered when making decisions about sampling. To begin with, 

the survey required participants to be post-1987 first-generation migrants with permanent residency 

or citizenship from major religious groupings including Christianity, Islam, Buddhism and Hinduism. 

According to the Stats NZ custom data sheet mentioned above, the size of this population group is 

about 82,000. This target population is best sampled from the Auckland region, where immigrants, 

especially religious and ethnic minorities, are more concentrated than throughout the rest of New 

Zealand (Curtis & Curtis, 2006). In 2009, 49.3% of immigrants in New Zealand lived in the Auckland 

region, compared with 31.5% in the rest of the North Island, and 19.3% in the South Island (Stats NZ, 

2010b). Among all residents in Auckland, 39.1% were born overseas, compared with just 18.2% outside 

the region (Stats NZ, 2014a). Two thirds of New Zealand’s Asian and Pacific Islanders, and half of its 

Middle Eastern, Latin American, and African populations live in Auckland, which is highly related to the 

fact that Auckland also has the largest proportion of religious people in New Zealand (Stats NZ, 2014b). 
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Auckland is also becoming increasingly religious, with a slight growth of 1.2% in the numbers of 

religious residents since the 2006 Census, compared with a 5.5% decrease across New Zealand (Stats 

NZ, 2014b). The ethnic and religious diversity in Auckland provides an ideal environment for the 

sampling of this study. 

The target population group is highly diverse in ethnicity and language. Providing translations 

of the survey to cater for all their language needs was not possible, considering the scale of the current 

research. Moreover, it would greatly add to the difficulty of data analysis if the fluctuation of 

participants’ English literacy was too wide, as earlier studies describe English literacy as influential to 

one’s civic engagement (Gele & Harsløf, 2012; Lopez & Marcelo, 2008; Seo & Moon, 2013), therefore 

participants’ English literacy should be controlled. Taking these factors into account, the survey was 

designed to be available in English only and participation was limited to those who were literate 

enough to read it.  

According to the population of major religious groups, as mentioned earlier in this chapter, 

eight religions and denominations, including five Christian denominations (Catholic, Anglican, 

Presbyterian, Methodist and Pentecostal), and three non-Christian religions (Islam, Buddhism and 

Hinduism), were covered in this study. To keep the scale of the research within my capacity, I decided 

to aim at 100 responses for each religious group, therefore around 800 in total. For each religion, I 

intended to reach a multi-ethnic sample in order to offset ethnic-specific influence, to overcome the 

multi-collinearity between ethnicity and religion, and hopefully, to disentangle the often intertwined 

effects of religion and ethnicity (Grundel & Maliepaard, 2012; Kurien, 2013).  

Since the target population are highly dispersed among the general population, a sufficient 

number of eligible participants can hardly be achievable with a strict probability sampling method 

based on the limited resources available to this research. In order to reach the target population 

effectively, the snowballing sampling method was employed for recruiting participants who met the 

criteria for participation: overseas-born New Zealand permanent residents and citizens who arrived in 

New Zealand as adults (18 years of age and above) after the year 1987. 
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Data Collection 

The survey was designed as an anonymous self-administered online survey. Both the two main 

themes of the research, religious involvement and civic engagement, are highly likely to be carrying 

social desirability bias (Bryman, 2012). When being asked by an interviewer, either face-to-face or on 

the phone, people tend to be reluctant to report that they are religious but do not go to church, or if 

they are eligible but seldom vote. Without an interviewer, the likelihood of respondents being honest 

can be higher, therefore the survey was designed to be self-administered.  

The survey was initially loaded on SurveyMonkey and promoted by online methods, like 

Facebook share and group emails. Considering the low expense and simplicity of sending out emails 

with the link to the online survey (Evans & Mathur, 2005), no paper-based questionnaires were 

introduced at first. To get the survey promoted online, I approached the over-arching ethnic and 

religious organisations of the eight religions selected above in the wider Auckland region, such as the 

Anglican Diocese of Auckland, the Catholic Diocese of Auckland, Northern Presbytery, the Auckland 

Methodist Synod, and the New Zealand Buddhist Council.  

Multiple religions and ethnicities were involved in this study. Wherever any of the parties 

involved in a research programme, from the researcher(s) and the institution, to the researched people 

or community, are of different ethnicities, cross-cultural research occurs (Spoonley, 2003). In cross-

cultural research, the researcher cohort that is most often accused of being dominant and patronising 

is white male researchers (Mio & Iwamasa, 1993). Being an Asian female researcher, it is easier for me 

to access the researched community in a less aggressive manner and convince them I have no 

predetermined position to defend or to judge any particular religion or ethnicity. The leaders of these 

over-arching ethnic and religious organisations were not only supportive and responsive religious 

“gatekeepers” (Bryman, 2012), but also acted as efficient cultural informants and advisors. They 

reviewed the survey in terms of religious and cultural appropriateness, assured the meaning of each 

item for participants from diverse religious and cultural backgrounds, described the ethnic constitution 

of their adherents, sketched the distribution of migrants across their subsidiary organisations, and 
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most importantly, they read information sheets, signed consent forms (Appendix A and B) and sent 

out a survey invitation with an endorsement through their database either in a direct email or regular 

newsletters to their subordinate or member organisations. Public meetings and speeches were also 

offered to the researcher with the permission and assistance of these religious leaders as opportunities 

to promote the survey. 

However, the endorsement and the downward promotion from the top offices were far from 

“an agreement with those being researched” (Spoonley, 2003, p. 53). Although group emails were sent 

by these religious organisations, very limited responses were received by this means. After those group 

emails were sent, it was then at the sole discretion of individual receivers, like parish leaders, or 

resident priests of temples or mosques, or individual affiliates, whether to respond as requested or 

not. 

As suggested by frontline pastoral staff, senior migrants were not comfortable with online 

surveys because of the twofold barriers of language as well as computer skills, therefore paper-based 

questionnaires were offered to cater to their needs and reduce the barriers (see Appendix C). Hard-

copy questionnaires were distributed by the researcher or with the help of frontline pastoral staff on 

various religious participation occasions, from weekend worship services to religious festivals and 

celebrations. Participants were instructed to return their questionnaires to a designated person, often 

the local priests at their religious places of worship. 

At the same time, individuals were invited by the researcher to leave an email address to 

receive the survey invitation if they showed interests in the hard copies but preferred to participate 

online. In this process, a loose commitment from prospective participants to complete the survey was 

achieved and the sending of reminders was enabled, which helped increase the response rate (Van 

Mol, 2017).  

To sum up, the questionnaire survey was delivered in the following parallel ways: group 

emailing and regular newsletters via religious organisations, hard copies delivered with the help of 

frontline pastoral staff, and invitation emailed by the researcher to voluntarily provided email 
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addresses. Based on the nature of channels delivering questionnaires, the response rate cannot be 

estimated: the online access to the survey was distributed to an unknown number of recipients while 

the total number of paper questionnaires printed was not within the researcher’s control. These 

alternative ways of promoting and distributing the survey did not necessarily change its voluntary, 

anonymous and self-administered nature. Personal identifiable information was either not collected 

or not able to be linked to a particular response. All participants remained anonymous to the 

researcher no matter how they were approached and how they sent their responses through. All 

participants remained free to decide whether to take the survey or not. Participants were informed by 

an information sheet (Appendix D) that their participation was voluntary and that their responses 

would be anonymous and confidential. Written informed consent was obtained. The University of 

Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee approved the research protocol. 
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Chapter 6: Results 

In this results chapter, all the data gathered through the questionnaire survey were put 

together to investigate the respective impact of different religious affiliations and the two major 

components of religious involvement (i.e., religiosity and religious participation beyond worship) on 

immigrant civic engagement attitudes and behaviours. This chapter begins with the results related to 

the three eligibility filters and two attention filters, as mentioned in the last chapter. The three 

eligibility filters were adopted to decide valid responses; among the total 982 responses, 759 passed 

all the three eligibility filters and were confirmed as valid responses at this stage. The two attention 

filters were found to be in statistically significant correlations with gender, age and language; to avoid 

unnecessary demographic biases, attention filters were not adopted to distinguish between valid and 

invalid responses.  

In the survey questionnaire, religious involvement and civic engagement attitudes were 

measured by 7-point Likert scales. As will be detailed in the second section of this chapter, the 28 

questions related were included in the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to figure out five factors: 

religiosity (Rel), and four aspects of civic engagement attitudes as conceptualised in the earlier chapter, 

including political interest (Pol), manifest political participation attitudes beyond voting within the 

institutions of democracy (Within), extra-parliamentary political participation attitudes (Extra), and 

voting attitudes (Vote). The other aspect of religious involvement, religious participation beyond 

worship, was measured by one single question and proved not to be an indicator of the factor of 

religiosity, just as expected in the conceptualisation of religious involvement in Chapter 4. At this step, 

responses which missed more than 10% of the 28 questions were defined as invalid, leaving 685 

responses as valid. 

The third section of this chapter proceeds to look into the distribution of religious affiliations 

of the 685 responses. All involved religious affiliations and denominations were collapsed into four 

major religious groups: Christians, Buddhists, Muslims and Hindus. A few responses which could not 

be confirmed as a member of any of these four religious groups were dropped, leaving the final dataset 
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to be 676 responses. The demographic features of these four religious groups will also be shown in 

this section.  

As detailed in Chapter 5, civic engagement attitudes and behaviours were measured differently, 

with attitudes measured as continuous variables (7-point Likert scales) and behaviours measured as 

binary variables (yes or no). Therefore, these two aspects of civic engagement will be analysed 

separately. The fourth section of this chapter focuses on how civic engagement attitudes correlate with 

religious affiliations, religiosity and religious participation beyond worship. The following section will 

then involve all control variables and religious variables into multiple regression analysis to evaluate 

their effects on civic engagement attitudes.  

After the analysis of the impact of religion on civic engagement attitudes, civic engagement 

behaviours will be the next focus. The descriptive statistics about the actual participation of 

immigrants in civic engagement will be reported first. The association between civic engagement 

attitudes and behaviours will then be tested. The logistic regression analysis at the end of this chapter 

involves all control variables and religious variables to evaluate their effects on civic engagement 

behaviours. Last is a summary of findings across civic engagement attitudes and behaviours to check 

if the effects of major religious variables on civic engagement behaviours are consistent with the 

effects on the corresponding aspects of attitudes.   

Eligibility and Attention Filters 

As mentioned in Chapter 5, there were three eligibility filters (migrated after 1987, 18 years or 

over at migration, and a permanent resident or citizen) to make sure the respondents met the eligibility 

requirements of this study (i.e., overseas-born New Zealand permanent residents and citizens who 

arrived in New Zealand as adults after the year 1987). In total, 982 responses (664 online and 318 

paper based) were received via online survey and paper-based questionnaire distribution. Among 

them, 759 respondents passed the three eligibility filters successfully with the majority of 

demographic and religiosity questions completed. Therefore, these 759 have been accepted as valid 

responses. The number of males and females is roughly balanced, with 335 males and 373 females. 
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Participants whose most spoken language at home is not English make up over 60% among al l, which 

is normal considering the immigrant nature of this study.  

Among the 759 valid responses, 525 participants passed the first attention filter and 480 

participants passed the second attention filter. If both the two attention filters were taken into 

consideration, then only 409 (around half of all) participants passed both. In this case, the removal of 

all those who failed one attention filter would render half of the collected data unusable. 

A closer looking at the correlation between certain demographic variables and pass rates of 

attention filters in my research reinforces the results suggested by other researchers. Firstly, around 

half of my participants failed to pass both of the attention filters. Secondly, passing is found to be 

significantly linked with age and whether English is the most spoken language at home. Both of these 

two findings echo those of Berinsky et al. (2014). Table 2 presents bivariate associations between the 

pass rate of attention filters and two demographic variables: gender and whether the language spoken 

most at home is English (number of English = 301, non-English = 458). Those who speak English most 

often are much more likely to pass both of the attention filters compared with those who do not. When 

age was considered using t-test, the mean age of those who passed the first attention filter (49.49) is 

older than that of those who failed (46.58), which aligns with the finding of Berinsky et al. (2014). The 

second attention filter did not have such significant association with age.   
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Table 2 

Demographic Bias Related to Attention Filters Passage  

 

Attention Filter 1 Attention Filter 2 

Fail Pass Fail Pass 

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % 

My gender is... 
Male 28.66 ns 71.34 ns 30.45 ns 69.55 ns 

Female 26.01 ns 73.99 ns 34.32 ns 65.68 ns 
 Chi-square 0.63 ns 1.20 ns 

English or not 
Non English 37.77 *** 62.23 *** 43.67 *** 56.33 *** 

English 20.27 *** 79.73 *** 26.25 *** 73.75 *** 
 Chi-square 26.10 *** 23.72 *** 

  Attention Filter 1 Attention Filter 2 

  Mean Mean 

Age Fail 46.58 ** 47.89 ns 
 Pass 49.49 ** 49.08 ns 
  t = -2.84, df = 359.46, p = .005 < .01 t = -1.13, df = 400.90, p = .26 ns 

Note. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. ns = not significant  

One’s capacity for civic engagement can be impaired by a language barrier (Chiswick & Miller, 

2009; Gele & Harsløf, 2012; Hoffman & Appiah, 2008). Participants who are relatively disadvantaged 

in terms of language were significantly more likely to be filtered out if these two filters were applied 

as real “filters.” The demographic bias generated thereafter is the least wanted thing in a study focused 

on immigrants. Therefore, I decided to take Vannette’s (2017, 2016) suggestion of omitting attention 

filters altogether; and keep the original sample of 759 participants.  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

As stated in the Chapter 5, there were 28 seven-point Likert items in this questionnaire, 

addressing voting attitudes (3 items), manifest political participation attitudes besides voting within 

the institutions of representative democracy (6 items), extra-parliamentary political participation 

attitudes (7 items), political interest (6 items), religiosity (5 items) and religious participation beyond 

worship (1 item). Response options ranged from 1 for strongly disagree to 7 for strongly agree, with 

the middle option representing neutral. West et al. (1995) suggested using more than three values for 

measurement of each item, so that the items can be taken as continuous variables in the AMOS 

analysis. In this study, only 7-point Likert items were adopted into the AMOS analysis.  
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To test the validity and reliability of multi-item Likert scales in the questionnaire, CFA was 

conducted with AMOS to test whether observed variables matched and reflected latent variables as 

expected. Using latent variables allows several observed variables to be merged to represent an 

underlying concept and thus reduces the dimensionality of the data and simplifies the interpretation 

of the data (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). The indicators for latent variables were determined based on 

theoretical references and existing instruments in the literature. 

CFA can be employed to verify the relationship between observed variables and their 

underlying latent constructs. Indicator or observed variables were selected on the basis of previous 

theory and the factor analysis was used to determine if the observed variables loaded as predicted on 

the expected factors. The statistical fitting of the factor model to observed variables is checked in the 

CFA analysis to see if the model is consistent with the data (Iliceto et al., 2013). 

Looking at the 28 Likert items, 685 out of 759 responses (90%) had no more than two missing 

items. Seventy-four responses (10%) with more than two missing answers were excluded, resulting in 

the sample of 685 at this stage. The missing data of the 685 responses left was imputed using 

regression imputation in AMOS.  

Maximum likelihood extraction was used to compute indices of goodness of fit of the data to 

the model and to test the significance of loadings and correlations between factors. The normality of 

data was checked. The range of skewness was between -2.93 to 0.87 while that of kurtosis fell between 

-26.22 to 9.33. Q6_ReligiousImportance had a slightly higher skewness and kurtosis compared to other 

variables. 

According to Hair et al. (2010), the ideal factor-loading estimates should be higher than 0.7. 

Four items with loadings lower than 0.7 were dropped from the original model, including 

q11_BeyondWorship, q26_Would_Petition, q26_Would_Boycott, and q17_EthnicPolitics. The loading 

of q24_Would_Online was at 0.694, very close to 0.7, therefore retained. The modification indices 

suggested that q5_Religiosity and q6_ReligiousImportance made each other redundant, and so were 

the pair of q15_PoliticalNews and q16_WorldPolitics. Looking further into the covariances related to 
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each of them, q6 and q16 were rejected to better constrain the redundancy effects and increase the 

model fitness (Awang, 2012a). Thereafter 22 items were left in the model.  

Table 3 presents the model fit indices after the above adjustment. The adjusted goodness of 

fit index (AGFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), the comparative fit index (CFI), root mean square error 

of approximation (RMSEA) and standardised root mean square residual (SRMR) were reported and 

recommended ranges are cited here (Awang, 2012b; Hair et al., 2010).  

Table 3 

The Model Fit Indices of the Adjusted Model 

Model Fit Indices Model Recommendations 

χ2 984.881 N/A 

df 199 N/A 

p <0.001 Non-significant 

χ2/df 4.949 <5.00 

CFI 0.936 >0.90 

AGFI 0.837 >0.80 

TLI 0.926 >0.90 

RMSEA 0.076 <0.08 

SRMR 0.067 <0.08 

The convergent and discriminant validity of the scales were tested with CFA. Table 4 shows the 

factors and their indicators, and lists the standardised loadings, composite reliabilities, and average 

variance-extracted estimates. Factor loadings of these 22 observed factors ranged from 0.69 to 0.97, 

all of which exceeded the recommended lower limit of 0.50 (Hair et al., 2010) and were statistically 

significant. Composite reliabilities fell right into the acceptable range from 0.70 to 0.95 as suggested 

in different reports (Bland & Altman, 1997; Sarstedt et al., 2017; Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). All tests 

supported the convergent validity of the scales.  
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Table 4 

The Convergent and Discriminant Validity of the Scales 

Factors Indicators 
Standardised 

loadings 

Reliability 
of 

variables 

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

Composite 
reliability 

Average 
variance 
extracted 

Pol q12_PoliticalInterests 0.89 0.80 0.93 0.93 0.77 

 q13_PoliticsImportance 0.94 0.89    

 q14_PoliticsAsTopics 0.90 0.81    

 q15_PoliticalNews 0.76 0.58    

Within q24_Would_Meetings 0.74 0.55 0.92 0.92 0.66 

 q24_Would_Persuade 0.71 0.50    

 q24_Would_Contribute 0.74 0.54    

 q24_Would_Poster 0.96 0.93    

 q24_Would_Referendum 0.96 0.93    

 q24_Would_Online 0.69 0.48    

Extra q26_Would_Demonstration 0.83 0.68 0.89 0.89 0.62 

 q26_Would_Strike 0.82 0.67    

 q26_Would_Occupy 0.81 0.65    

 q26_Would_Media 0.75 0.57    

 q26_Would_Politician 0.71 0.50    

Vote q23_Would_Party 0.95 0.90 0.95 0.95 0.87 

 q23_Would_Electorate 0.97 0.93    

 q23_Would_Local 0.88 0.77    

Rel q5_Religiosity 0.70 0.50 0.89 0.89 0.67 

 q7_ActiveMember 0.86 0.73    

 q9_PersonalPractice 0.78 0.61    

  q10_GroupWorship 0.92 0.85    

The squared correlation between each pair of latent variables should be less than the variance-

extracted estimate of each variable (Hair et al., 2010). In Table 5, every combination of latent variables 

was tested, and each pairing passed, providing evidence of the discriminant validity of the scales.  

Table 5 

The Squared Correlation between Each Pair of Latent Variables 

  Pol Within Extra Vote Rel 

Pol 0.88     

Within 0.40 0.81    

Extra 0.47 0.56 0.78   

Vote 0.21 0.13 0.08 0.93  

Rel 0.12 0.07 -0.04 0.10 0.82 

Based on the information given above, the composite reliability, convergent validity and 

discriminant validity of the current model were all supported; therefore, this model was retained for 

further analyses. Figure 3 presents the final model.   
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Figure 3 

The Final Model of Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

 

Structural equation modelling asks for a sample size of 200 for each group (Kline, 2011; 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). The current study does not fit the requirements of applying a structural 

equation model. With latent variables and their indicator variables confirmed by CFA, the analysis 

explored the correlations between the constructed latent variables and others. 

The actual constitution of the five latent variables confirmed by the analysis above generally 

matches the discussion of the related concepts in earlier chapters. All the presumed indicators of 

Within (manifest political participation attitudes besides voting within the institutions of 

representative democracy) and Vote (voting attitudes) were retained in the final model. Three out of 
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the five factors, religiosity (Rel), political interest (Pol) and extra-parliamentary political participation 

attitudes (Extra), each have two presumed indicators rejected. Respondents’ attitudes to manifest 

political participation besides voting within the institutions of representative democracy, measured by 

Within, were indicated by attitudes to attending political meetings; persuading voters; making 

monetary political contributions; putting up party, candidate, or referendum posters or signs; and 

expressing political views online. Respondents’ attitudes to voting, measured by Vote, were indicated 

by their attitudes to attending party vote, electorate vote and local government elections.  

Being a religious person, being active in personal religious practices and being active in 

attending group worship services or religious practices were retained as indicators of religiosity (Rel). 

Q11_BeyondWorship had a lower than acceptable loading on the latent variable of religiosity and was 

therefore rejected from the indicators of Rel. Q11_BeyondWorship which referred to religious 

participation other than worship service attendance, such as education programmes, musical practice 

and social gatherings held at places of worship. Unlike worship service attendance, participation in 

those activities has been found to be a less effective predictor of internal religiousness and sometimes 

has opposite effects on civic engagement compared with worship service attendance (Cherry, 2009; 

Driskell et al., 2008; Ecklund & Park, 2005; Sarkissian, 2012; Scott, 2007; Verba et al., 1995) . The lower 

than acceptable loading of Q11_BeyondWorship on the latent variable of religiosity is aligned with 

findings in previous studies and supports that religious participation beyond worship is better taken as 

an independent factor that has its unique influence beyond religiosity, rather than being included as 

an indicator of religiosity. Therefore, Q11_BeyondWorship can be reasonably rejected from the list of 

indicators of religiosity (Rel). 

Q6_ReligiousImportance and q5_Religiosity made each other redundant as suggested by the 

modification indices, and the removal of the former from indicators of religiosity would contribute 

more to reducing covariances. Q6 asks to what extent religion is important in one’s life. This expression 

is not as precise as q5 (I am a religious person) in reflecting religiosity because the importance of 

religion does not have to be attached to the internal dimension of religion such as beliefs and values 
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but also can be attached to the external functions of religion as a centre of networking and resour ces. 

Therefore, removing q6 from the indicators of religiosity is theoretically and statistically reasonable. 

Similarly, q16_WorldPolitics (I pay attention to national and world politics and public affairs ) 

was rejected as it duplicated q15_PoliticalNews (obtaining political news or information from the 

media is important to me) and accounted for larger covariances. Against the backdrop of news 

globalisation, obtaining political news admittedly means obtaining both national and world political 

news (Boyd-Barrett & Rantanen, 1998). Therefore, q16 cannot be differentiated from q15 effectively. 

The ethnic-emphasised version of this item—q17_EthnicPolitics (I pay attention to politics and public 

affairs related to my own ethnicity), perhaps due to its emphasis on the ethnic-related side, had a 

lower than acceptable loading on the factor Pol, representing political interest, and was therefore 

rejected. After the modification, Pol constitutes four indicators: I am interested in politics; Politics is 

important in my life; Politics is an important topic of discussion with others to me; Obtaining political 

news or information from the media is important to me. 

In the original design of indicators of extra-parliamentary political participation attitudes 

(Extra), petition and boycott were included according to Ekman and Amnå’s (2012) typology. However, 

in the modified model, these two indicators were expelled from the list of forms of extra-parliamentary 

political participation because of their relatively lower loadings on the latent variable Extra. Further 

reflection on this point will be discussed in the next chapter. 

In general, the five presumed factors and the majority of their presumed indicators were 

supported and confirmed by the final model generated from the confirmatory factory analysis. Four of 

them measure different aspects of civic engagement attitudes, and Rel measures religiosity. Five new 

continuous variables were created to represent these five factors, the values of which were generated 

by calculating the means of the items included in each of the five factors. These five new variables 

account for a major part of the following analysis in SPSS. The five new variables are: 

a) Pol measures political interest, ranging from 1 for no interests to 7 for strong interests 

with 4 in the middle for neutral. 
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b) Within measures manifest political participation attitudes besides voting within the 

institutions of representative democracy, ranging from 1 for very unlikely to participate  

to 7 for very likely to participate with 4 in the middle for neutral. 

c) Extra measures extra-parliamentary political participation attitudes, ranging from 1 for 

very unlikely to participate to 7 for very likely to participate with 4 in the middle for neutral. 

d) Vote measures voting attitudes, ranging from 1 for very unlikely to vote to 7 for very likely 

to vote with 4 in the middle for neutral. 

e) Rel measures religiosity, ranging from 1 for not at all religious to 7 for strongly religious 

with 4 in the middle for neutral. 

Descriptive Analysis of Demographic Variables 

Religious affiliation was checked first among all demographic variables. Options in this item 

were merged into four major religious affiliations according to the coding rules in Table 1. Among the 

685 respondents, six did not report their religious affiliation, two reported more than one religious 

affiliation and one was affiliated with a religion not included in the current study, which means nine 

participants could not be attributed to one specific religion in this research context. Due to the small 

number of exceptions, I decided to exclude these nine cases from the 685 respondents. The final 

sample contains 676 overseas-born New Zealand citizens and permanent residents who moved to New 

Zealand as an adult (18 years of age or older) after the year 1987. All the analyses conducted for this 

study from this point on were based on these 676 responses and were completed using the statistical 

software IBM SPSS Statistics 22.  

In terms of religious denominations, the number of respondents belonging to a clearly defined 

Christian denomination ranged from 21 to 82, with 78 respondents defining themselves as other, 

general or mixed Christians. According to the discussion in Chapter 4, Christian denominations can be 

regrouped into Catholic, Presbyterian and Evangelical for a clearer comparison between groups 

(Campbell, 2004; Chaves, 2009; Chen, 2002; Ecklund & Park, 2005; Menjívar, 2003). ANOVA tests and 

Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) tests showed that there was no significant difference 
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among the three Christian denomination groups in terms of the five factors generated above. 

Crosstabs were conducted on the civic engagement behaviours of the three Christian groups and no 

significant difference was found either. These results indicated that in the current sample these 

denominational differences might not be a good basis for comparison. Therefore, different Christian 

denominations would not be split and analysed separately in this study. Apart from Christian 

denominations, all other subdivided groups, such as Mahayana Buddhist and Sunni Muslim, were not 

big enough in numbers to be analysed separately, and were therefore simply recoded into the three 

main religions, Buddhism, Hinduism and Islam. In short, religious affiliations considered in the current 

analysis were Buddhist, Christian, Hindu and Muslim.  

Table 6 and its visualised pie chart (Figure 4) present the respective proportion of each of the 

four major religions in the sample. The percentages are very close to the correspondent results for 

Auckland region in the 2013 Census (Stats NZ, 2013b) with Muslims slightly oversampled. It indicates 

that the final sample of this study matches the then major religious landscape in Auckland.  

 
Table 6 

The Proportion of Each Religion in the Sample 

Figure 4 

Proportion of Each Religion in the Sample 

 

Religious 
affiliation Frequency Percent 

Percent in 
2013 

Census 

 Buddhist 75 11.1 10.7 
Christian 432 63.9 65.7 
Hindu 99 14.6 16.5 
Muslim 70 10.4 7.1 
Total 676 100.0 100.0 
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Table 7 presents demographic variables by religious affiliation. Birthplace was excluded 

because a closer look at the data indicated that it was not as clear as ethnicity in terms of defining a 

respondent’s identity. A dichotomous variable related to religious trajectory (i.e., whether one’s 

current religious affiliation was adopted before or after their migration to New Zealand) was included 

here to help better depict the characteristics of different religious adherents. The Pearson Chi-Square 

Value for each demographic variable by religious affiliation was reported with its significance level 

indicated. Cramer’s V was also calculated to show the strength of association between each pair of 

variables (R. L. Miller et al., 2002).  

All demographic variables included here were significantly associated with religious affiliation 

and the associations were from weak to moderate, as indicated by Cramer’s V ranging from 0.123 to 

0.539 (R. L. Miller et al., 2002). It should be noted that the correlations between religious affiliation 

and other demographic variables reported here can help depict the sample of each religion but should 

not be directly read as an attribution of demographic differences to religious affiliation.  

Looking at gender, Buddhist respondents were much more likely to be female compared with 

other religions, which was not surprising because four major Buddhist organisations approached for 

the data collection, including Fo Guang Shan Temple, Pushien Temple, New Zealand Buddhist Council, 

and Tzu Chi New Zealand, are led by female Masters and the majority of their active adherents are 

female. Hindus (7.14%) and Muslims (11.94%) were more likely to have come to New Zealand as 

refugees compared with Buddhists (2.70%) and Christians (1.17%). In terms of being adopted as a new 

religious belief, Buddhism (25.68%) and Christianity (18.54%) showed a stronger flexibility while Islam 

(5.88%) and Hinduism (0.00%) tended to have been brought along and maintained after migration. All 

of the Hindus (100%) in this sample came to New Zealand with their original religious affiliation, which 

echoed a widely shared belief among Hindus that their identity as a Hindu is decided by birth (Michaels, 

2004; Mitchell, 1897; Sinha, 1997). As to language most spoken at home, those who were affiliated 

with the mainstream religion—Christianity—in New Zealand, also tended to be frequent users of 

English. With regard to education, the distribution across levels of degree attainment was roughly 
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similar among the four religions with complete university or higher degree as the largest group 

accounting for around 70% of each group and some university and tertiary education the second 

largest, ranging from 20% to 26%. Christians (71.29%) were most likely to have completed university 

or a higher degree. The distribution of Buddhists across the levels of education is quite similar to that 

of the total sample, while slightly higher percentages of Muslims and Hindus were no more educated 

than primary school level compared with the total sample, which might be related to the larger 

proportion of refugees among their population. Ethnicity helped to draw a clearer picture of the 

constitution of each group of religious adherents. The two biggest ethnic groups among Buddhists 

were Chinese and Sri Lankan, both at 32.88%. The spread of Christians was more balanced among 

major immigrant groups with Indian at 21.46%, Chinese at 15.57% and Pacific Island at 12.74%. The 

majority of Hindus were Indian (67.68%) followed by one fifth (20.20%) identifying as Fiji Indian. 

Muslims mainly comprised South Asian and Middle Eastern immigrants.  

Table 7 

Demographic Variables by Religious Affiliation 

 

Religious Affiliation 

Buddhist Christian Hindu Muslim Total 

Column 
N % 

Column 
N % 

Column 
N % 

Column 
N % 

Column 
N % 

Gender Male 32.00 51.17 44.44 50.72 47.98 
Female 68.00 48.83 55.56 49.28 52.02 

*Pearson Chi-Square Value = 10.12, p-value = 0.018 < 0.05, Cramer’s V = 0.123 

Residency status Permanent resident 30.67 49.77 33.33 48.57 45.12 
Citizen 69.33 50.23 66.67 51.43 54.88 

**Pearson Chi-Square Value = 15.98, p-value = 0.001 < 0.01, Cramer’s V = 0.154  

Refugee Yes 2.70 1.17 7.14 11.94 3.30 
No 97.30 98.83 92.86 88.06 96.70 

***Pearson Chi-Square Value = 26.33, p-value < 0.001, Cramer’s V = 0.199 

Current religion 
adopted 

Before came to NZ 74.32 81.46 100.00 94.12 84.64 
After came to NZ 25.68 18.54 .00 5.88 15.36 

***Pearson Chi-Square Value = 31.50, p-value < 0.001, Cramer’s V = 0.218 

Language spoken 
most at home 

Non English 59.46 52.46 65.66 68.12 56.80 
English 40.54 47.54 34.34 31.88 43.20 

*Pearson Chi-Square Value = 10.26, p-value = 0.016 < 0.05, Cramer’s V = 0.124 

Education No formal schooling .00 .24 2.02 4.35 .90 
Primary school 1.39 .00 4.04 .00 .75 
Secondary school for 

up to 3 years 
2.78 3.06 2.02 .00 2.56 
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Religious Affiliation 

Buddhist Christian Hindu Muslim Total 

Column 
N % 

Column 
N % 

Column 
N % 

Column 
N % 

Column 
N % 

Secondary school for 4 
years or more 

6.94 5.41 5.05 1.45 5.11 

Some university or 
other tertiary 

23.61 20.00 21.21 26.09 21.20 

Completed university 
or higher degree 

65.28 71.29 65.66 68.12 69.47 

**Pearson Chi-Square Value = 38.08, p-value = 0.006 < 0.01, Cramer’s V = 0.239  

Household income 
before tax 

Under $20,000 13.24 4.57 11.83 14.52 7.62 
$20,001–29,000 5.88 4.57 2.15 3.23 4.21 
$29,001–40,000 4.41 8.63 11.83 4.84 8.27 

$40,001–$52,000 11.76 8.12 5.38 1.61 7.46 
$52,001–$64,000 2.94 11.42 6.45 4.84 9.08 
$64,001–$77,000 11.76 13.20 7.53 12.90 12.16 
$77,001–$93,000 7.35 13.71 15.05 22.58 14.10 

$93,001–$114,000 10.29 12.44 13.98 6.45 11.83 
 $114,001–$150,000 10.29 12.44 12.90 17.74 12.80 
 $150,001 or over 22.06 10.91 12.90 11.29 12.48 

**Pearson Chi-Square Value = 48.40, p-value = 0.007 < 0.01, Cramer’s V = 0.162  

Ethnicity Chinese 32.88 15.57 .00 1.45 13.68 
 Korean 2.74 4.95 .00 .00 3.46 
 Other East Asian 12.33 4.25 .00 1.45 4.21 
 Indian .00 21.46 67.68 15.94 25.41 
 Sri Lankan 32.88 4.48 1.01 .00 6.62 
 Other South Asian .00 .00 5.05 23.19 3.16 
 South East Asian 10.96 9.91 2.02 8.70 8.72 
 Pacific Islander .00 12.74 .00 .00 8.12 
 Fiji Indian .00 1.18 20.20 17.39 5.56 
 British 5.48 6.13 .00 2.90 4.81 
 European 2.74 4.95 .00 7.25 4.21 
 Middle Eastern .00 .00 4.04 14.49 2.11 
 Latin American .00 2.83 .00 .00 1.80 
 African .00 1.65 .00 5.80 1.65 
 South African .00 9.91 .00 1.45 6.47 

***Pearson Chi-Square Value = 578.76, p-value < 0.001, Cramer’s V = 0.539 

Note. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. ns = not significant 

Age and length of residence were continuous variables; therefore, ANOVA tests were applied 

(R. L. Miller et al., 2002). Table 8 presents the results of these ANOVA tests. ANOVA tests showed that 

there was significant difference among the four religious groups in terms of age F (3, 648) = 7.31, p < 

0.001 and length of residence F (3, 649) = 6.51, p < 0.001. Tukey’s HSD  was selected for post hoc 

comparison tests because it was developed for calculating the estimated standard deviation for each 

pairwise comparison between groups with unequal sample sizes, just as in this study (Tukey, 1984). A 
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Post hoc test further pin-pointed exactly where the differences were located. In terms of age, Muslims 

were younger (42.94) than the other three groups whose mean ages ranged from 47.77 to 51.15, while 

Buddhists had a longer length of residence (15.69 years) than the other three groups whose mean 

lengths of residence ranged from 11.02 to12.93 years.  

Table 8 

Age and Length of Residence by Religious Affiliation 

 

Buddhist Christian Hindu Muslim 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Age 51.15a 10.55 49.90 a 11.79 47.77 a 13.73 42.94b 13.01 

 F (3, 648) = 7.31, p < 0.001 

Length of Residence 15.69 a 7.07 12.93 b 6.78 11.85 b 5.94 11.02 b 7.96 

 F (3, 649) = 6.51, p < 0.001 

Note. Different superscripts (a/b) indicate significant differences within row. 

Among all demographic variables, the strongest correlation was found between religion and 

ethnicity (Cramer’s V = 0.539), indicating that each religious group in this sample had their unique 

ethnic composition. Respondents affiliated with each religion were highly likely to be from a few 

certain ethnic groups, which roughly matched the ethnic landscape of religious affiliates among 

immigrants presented in the 2013 Census (Stats NZ, 2013b). Although the current sample of Buddhists 

seemed to have been slightly shaped in terms of gender by the organisations involved in the sampling, 

other demographic characteristics of each religious group roughly aligned with the related results in 

the census (Stats NZ, 2013b), which means the current sample can be treated as a competent 

representative of the target population. 

The identity of refugee, the level of education, and the language most spoken at home were 

also related to religious affiliation. It should be noted that these correlations help depict the sample 

of each religion but should not be directly read as an attribution of demographic differences to 

religious affiliation.  
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Bivariate Correlations Between Independent Variables and Civic Engagement Attitudes 

Religious Affiliation and Civic Engagement Attitudes 

The descriptive statistics of the religiosity factor and the four civic engagement attitudes 

factors are shown in Table 9. The total sample expressed fairly high religiosity (Rel) with a mean of 6.19. 

Such a high score was not surprising considering the sampling was mainly conducted at religious 

worship places or within religious organisations and those who responded tended to be regular visitors 

to the sampling places or active members of the sampling organisations, and therefore more likely to 

report a high religiosity. Vote also had a high mean at 6.16, which indicated that the total sample had 

a very positive attitude towards voting participation. Considering vote enrolment is a legitimately 

required social norm in New Zealand, this result is also not surprising. People’s attitude towards 

manifest political participation besides voting within the institutions of representative democracy, 

measured by Within, scored the lowest mean of 2.77 among all variables of civic engagement attitudes, 

which means that people believed that they were least likely to engage civically by the means of going 

to political meetings or rallies; talking to anyone to persuade them how to vote; contributing money 

to a party or candidate; putting up a party, a candidate or a referendum poster or sign; and expressing 

a certain political view online, compared to other kinds of civic engagement (Pol, Extra and Vote). 

Table 9 

The Descriptive Statistics of the Five Factors 

Factor N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Rel 676 1 7 6.19 1.11 

Vote 676 1 7 6.16 1.39 

Pol 676 1 7 4.46 1.61 

Extra 676 1 7 3.18 1.58 

Within 676 1 7 2.77 1.56 

ANOVA tests and post hoc comparison tests (Tukey’s HSD) were conducted to show the 

difference of the five variables across the four religious groups. The results showed that there were 

significant differences on four out of the five variables, except for Within, which means that people 
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affiliated with different religions did not differ significantly in terms of their manifest political 

participation besides voting within the institutions of representative democracy.  

In terms of Rel for religiosity, Christians, with a mean of 6.32, had a significantly stronger 

religiosity expression than Hindus and Muslims who had means of 5.91 and 5.88 respectively, F (3, 672) 

= 6.00, p < 0.001, which means Christians had the strongest expression of religiosity while Hindus and 

Muslims tended to be a bit milder. Muslim women are not required and are much more unlikely to 

worship at mosques compared with Muslim men (Pew Research Center, 2016). When Muslim women 

were removed from the sample, Muslim men, with a mean of 5.93, were no longer statistically 

significantly weak in religiosity expression compared with people affiliated with other religions, leaving 

Hindus to be the group with the lowest religiosity expression, F (3, 641) = 4.674, p = 0.003 < 0.01. To 

find out what the main influencing factor of the relatively lower religiosity of Hindus is, ANOVA tests 

and post hoc comparison tests (Tukey’s HSD) were conducted to illustrate the differences of each 

religiosity indicator across the four religious groups using the sample without Muslim women. Hindus 

had the weakest expression of religious importance, mean = 6.25, F (3, 641) = 3.83, p = 0.01 < 0.05, 

and weakest participation in regular group worship, mean = 5.83, F (3, 641) = 4.650, p = 0.004 < 0.01. 

To be noted, the most significant difference of Muslims (mean = 5.64) and Hindus (mean = 5.65) in 

comparison with Christians (mean = 6.41) was found in religious associational membership, F (3, 641) 

= 11.854, p < 0.001. These results indicate that the seemingly lower expression of religiosity of Muslims 

was mainly due to the gender differences in group worship practices among Muslims. The main factor 

that distinguished both Muslims and Hindus from Christians in the expression of religiosity might be 

the less organisational nature of their religious participation (Ecklund & Park, 2007).  

In terms of political interest, measured by Pol, Christians, with a mean of 4.63, scored 

significantly higher than Hindus, with the lowest mean of 4.01, F (3, 672) = 5.45, p = 0.001 < 0.01. 

When extra-parliamentary political participation was considered, measured with Extra, significant 

difference was found between Hindus, with the lowest mean of 3.00, and Muslims, with a mean of 
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3.66, F (3, 672) = 2.71, p =0.045 < 0.05. With regard to Vote, Buddhists, with a mean of 5.83, scored 

significantly lower than Hindus, with a mean of 6.47, F (3, 672) = 3.19, p = 0.023 < 0.05.  

If the results were read from the perspective of religious affiliation (Table 10), then it was 

noticed that different religious affiliations were significantly associated with different aspects of civic 

engagement. Hindus scored significantly lower on Pol for political interest and Extra for extra-

parliamentary political participation while Buddhists scored significantly lower on Vote. Hindus, 

Christians and Muslims all had a highlighted high score on different types of civic engagement—Vote, 

Pol and Extra respectively.  

Table 10 

The Comparison of the Five Factors across Religions  

Religious Affiliation 

 Buddhist Christian Hindu Muslim 

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Rel 6.14 1.11 6.32a 1.04 5.91b 1.25 5.88 b 1.20 

 F (3, 672) = 6.00, p < 0.001 

Pol 4.14 1.50 4.63 a 1.59 4.01 b 1.64 4.32 1.70 

 F (3, 672) = 5.45, p = 0.001 < 0.01 

Within 2.66 1.61 2.83 1.54 2.43 1.57 2.97 1.57 

 F (3, 672) = 2.33, p = 0.073 > 0.05 

Extra 3.10 1.72 3.15 1.56 3.00 a 1.66 3.66 b 1.34 

 F (3, 672) = 2.71, p =0.045 < 0.05 

Vote 5.83 a 1.55 6.16 1.43 6.47 b 1.00 6.04 1.37 

 F (3, 672) = 3.19, p = 0.023 < 0.05 

Note. Different superscripts (a/b) indicate significant differences within row. 

Religiosity and Civic Engagement Attitudes 

Pearson’s product-moment correlation coefficient test was employed to test the correlation 

between each pair of the five variables, with four of them (Pol, Within, Extra, and Vote) measuring 

different aspects of civic engagement attitudes and willingness, while Rel measured religiosity. Those 

results are presented in Table 11. 

Pol, Within and Extra were significantly correlated with one another (p < 0.01) at around 0.5 

(ranging from 0.433 to 0.577) indicating correlations of moderate strength. It was unsurprising because 
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Within and Extra both measured manifest political participation with Pol (political interest) acting as 

the resources for the other two dimensions of participation and therefore naturally related to them 

(Ekman & Amnå, 2012).  

Vote also had significant positive correlations with these three variables (ranging from 0.098 

to 0.219), but the correlations were much weaker than those between the other three, which indicated 

that voting as a formal and highly legally regulated form of political participation was still not that 

strongly related to other forms of political participation.  

When the total sample was considered, Rel for religiosity had a statistically significant but weak 

positive relationship with political interest and the attitude towards voting, with a correlation of 0.116 

and 0.106 respectively, which indicated that the more religious respondents were, the slightly more 

active they tended to be in paying attention to politic issues and voting.  

Table 11 

The Correlation Among the Five Factors 

Correlations N = 676 

 Rel Pol Within Extra Vote 

Rel 1     
Pol .116** 1    
Within .043 .461** 1   
Extra -.041 .433** .577** 1  
Vote .106** .219** .163** .098* 1 
Religious Participation Beyond Worship .567** .203** .215** .106** .040 

Note. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

The total sample was then split by religious affiliation, to obtain more accurate and detailed 

results on correlations between religiosity and variables of civic engagement attitudes, which was a 

well-established analysis perspective in earlier studies (Ecklund & Park, 2005; Grundel & Maliepaard, 

2012; Sarkissian, 2012). These are presented in Table 12.  

Among all the four religions, Pol, Within and Extra were significantly correlated with each other, 

which aligned with the results among the total sample. No matter what religion they affiliated with, 

respondents’ attitudes towards manifest political participation within or beyond the institutions of 
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representative democracy were positively linked with their political interest. The positive links 

between Vote and the other four variables could only be found among Christians.  

The effects of religiosity through the four religions were then tested. Among Buddhists, 

religiosity had no significant relationship with the other four variables, while among Christians, 

religiosity had statistically significant but weak positive correlations of 0.139 (p < 0.01) with attitudes 

towards voting, which meant that the more religious Christians were, the slightly more likely they 

believed they would vote. Among Hindus, there was a statistically significant negative correlation of 

- 0.261 (p < 0.01) between religiosity and attitudes towards extra-parliamentary political participation, 

which indicated that the more religious Hindus were, the less likely they were to be involved in extra-

parliamentary political participation such as a demonstration, strike or occupation. In the case of 

Muslims, there was a statistically significant positive correlation of 0.295 (p < 0.5) between religiosity 

and political interest, indicating that the more religious Muslims were, the more likely they were to be 

interested in political issues. This was the strongest association between religiosity and political 

interest of any of the religious groups.  

Table 12 

The Correlation Among the Five Factors Split by Religion 

Religion Factor Rel Pol Within Extra Vote 

Buddhist 
(N=75) 

Rel 1     
Pol .071 1    
Within .093 .445** 1   
Extra .022 .605** .614** 1  
Vote .033 .208 .180 .184 1 
Religious Participation Beyond Worship .478** .255* .308** .300** -.018 

Christian 
(N=432) 

Rel 1     
Pol .077 1    
Within .042 .495** 1   
Extra -.009 .420** .582** 1  
Vote .139** .263** .180** .104* 1 
Religious Participation Beyond Worship .569** .183** .224** .087 .072 

Hindu 
(N=99) 

Rel 1     
Pol .041 1    
Within -.054 .264** 1   
Extra -.261** .403** .539** 1  
Vote .043 .133 .149 .011 1 
Religious Participation Beyond Worship .484** .166 .170 .039 -.042 
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Religion Factor Rel Pol Within Extra Vote 
Muslim 
(N=70) 

Rel 1     
Pol .295* 1    
Within .082 .513** 1   
Extra .130 .443** .559** 1  
Vote .150 .137 .136 .120 1 
Religious Participation Beyond Worship .719** .201 .096 .152 -.023 

Note. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Comparing Table 11 and 12, it is apparent that when we controlled for religious affiliation, the 

correlation between religiosity and attitudes towards civic engagement changed. The negative 

correlation between religiosity and attitudes towards extra-parliamentary political participation 

among Hindus was mitigated when they were mixed with other religious adherents, while the positive 

correlations between religiosity and different groups of civic engagement attitudes were distributed 

to Christians (positive correlation between religiosity and voting attitude) and Muslims (positive 

correlation between religiosity and political interest). This indicates that religiosity of different 

affiliations was related to civic engagement attitudes in different directions. When looking into the 

correlation between religiosity and civic engagement, it is meaningful and necessary to look at that of 

each religion separately.  

There were three further findings if we put together the results of the ANOVA tests between 

religious affiliation and civic engagement attitudes, and the results of the Pearson’s product-moment 

correlation coefficient tests between religiosity and civic engagement attitudes. First, Buddhist 

affiliation and religiosity were not positively related to respondents’ civic engagement attitudes and 

interests by any means, while other religious affiliations and their religiosity were positively linked with 

at least one aspect of civic engagement attitudes and interests. Second, manifest political participation 

besides voting within the institutions of representative democracy, measured by Within, was not 

related to any religious affiliation or the religiosity of any religious affiliation, which indicates that this 

group of civic engagement indicators was not very helpful in studies concerning the differences related 

to religion. Third, the negative correlation between Hinduism and extra-parliamentary political 
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participation was double confirmed and illustrated in both tests. Hindus scored the lowest on attitudes 

towards this type of civic engagement in comparison with other religions and the more religious they 

were, the less likely they would engage that way.  

Religious Participation Beyond Worship and Civic Engagement Attitudes 

Religious participation beyond worship is a 7-point Likert item referring to activities organised 

by and around religious organisations other than worship, such as religious education, festival 

celebration, choir or other musical practice, outreach programmes, committee or administrative work, 

and charity work. It was reported in Chapter 4 that this item had been found by many researchers to 

be an effective and positive predictor of civic engagement by itself and was not suitable to be merged 

into the religiosity scale (Cherry, 2009; Driskell et al., 2008; Ecklund & Park, 2005; Lewis et al., 2013; 

Morales & Giugni, 2011; Sarkissian, 2012; Scott, 2007; Verba et al., 1995). This conclusion was partly 

reckoned in my CFA results—this item has been dropped from the religiosity scale because of its lower 

loading at 0.599 on the factor of religiosity (Rel), indicating that religious participation beyond worship 

is something different from religiosity.  

When religious participation beyond worship was added to the Pearson’s product-moment 

correlation coefficient test above, some interesting findings were noted. These results have been 

presented in Tables 11 and 12.  

Undoubtedly, religious participation beyond worship was significantly related to religiosity in 

a positive way—the correlation among the total sample was 0.567 and those among the four religions 

ranged from 0.478 to 0.719 with the highest found among Muslims. Though their ability to predict 

civic engagement might be different, religiosity and religious participation beyond worship were 

naturally related, which meant that those who demonstrated higher religiosity tended to believe they 

were more active in religious participation beyond worship. 

When the total sample was considered, there were statistically significant positive correlations 

between religious participation beyond worship and three out of the four civic engagement attitudes 

factors—Pol for political interest, Within for manifest political participation besides voting within the 
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institutions of representative democracy and Extra for extra-parliamentary political participation, 

ranging from 0.106 to 0.215—generally stronger and more statistically significant than when religiosity 

was taken into the analysis. To be noted, while religiosity had no significant relationship with Within 

and Extra, religious participation beyond worship had a statistically significant positive but weak 

relationship with Within and Extra at 0.215 and 0.106 respectively. Respondents who were active in 

religious participation beyond worship were also somewhat more likely to think they would be active 

in manifest political participation besides voting within the institutions of representative democracy. 

While religiosity had a statistically significant but weak relationship with voting attitudes, religious 

participation beyond worship did not have any effect on voting attitudes.  

When religious affiliation was controlled for across the total sample, the statistically significant 

positive relationships between religious participation beyond worship and two of the three factors 

mentioned above, Pol and Within, were retained among Christians. It is noteworthy that all the three 

pairs of positive relationships were found among Buddhists. The more Buddhists were engaged in 

religious participation beyond worship, the more active they believed they would be in terms of 

political interest, manifest political participation besides voting within the institutions of 

representative democracy and extra-parliamentary political participation. As we have found above, 

the religiosity of Buddhists seemed not to be a good predictor of their attitudes towards civic 

engagement, but their religious participation beyond worship proved to be a much better predictor. 

This echoed arguments in earlier studies that different measures of religious participation should be 

applied when looking into its relationship to civic engagement among multiple religions. If religious 

participation beyond worship was not listed and analysed separately in this study, then such positive 

relationship among Buddhists would not be found and their religious participation would be taken as 

not related to civic engagement, which was not true.  

Attitudes towards petition and boycott were two items dropped during the CFA process. When 

their correlations with religiosity and religious participation beyond worship were considered, a similar 

relationship was found. While religious participation beyond worship had a statistically significant 



 

96 

positive but very weak relationship with these two items (0.149 and 0.110 respectively, p < 0.01), 

religiosity had no significant relationship with them. This could be used as an evidence that religious 

participation beyond worship is a better predictor of civic engagement attitudes. 

Religious Trajectory and Civic Engagement Attitudes 

Religious trajectory contained two variables specifically designed for immigrants. The first 

variable measured whether the respondent’s religious affiliation was adopted after their migration. In 

this sample, 562 out of 676 respondents kept the same religious affiliation after their migration while 

114 respondents adopted their current religion after migrating to New Zealand. Among these 114 

converted respondents, there were 85 Christians and fewer than 20 of the other three religions, too 

small for meaningful comparisons. An Independent Samples T-Test was conducted to examine the 

homogeneity of the variance between two groups of Christians, converted and not converted, on civic 

engagement attitudes variables. Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances showed that the p-values were 

all greater than 0.05, indicating that equal variances could be assumed between the two groups of 

Christians on their performance on civic engagement attitudes (R. L. Miller et al., 2002). Thus, 

Christians who adopted their religious affiliation after they migrated to New Zealand did not have a 

significantly different level of civic engagement attitudes compared to those who had not experienced 

a post-migration religious conversion.  

The second religious trajectory variable asked about the percentage of the respondents’ own 

ethnicity at the religious organisation they normally attended. It measured the extent to which a 

respondent was in a coethnic religious organisation, which might influence one’s acquisition of 

participation behaviours and preference for civic engagement.  

Firstly, ANOVA tests and post hoc comparison tests (Tukey’s HSD) were conducted to show the 

difference of coethnic rates across the four religious groups. Significant differences were found 

between groups, F (3, 643) = 29.63, p < 0.001, on the coethnic rate. Hindus and Buddhists were much 

more likely to have people of their own ethnicity at their religious organisations, with the mean 
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percentage both at 86%. Muslims and Christians had significantly lower proportions of people of their 

own ethnicity at their religious place of worship, at 46% and 58% respectively.  

Secondly, two 7-point Likert items measuring interest in world politics and ethnicity-related 

politics might be related to the coethnic rate. These two variables were dropped during the CFA as 

indicators of general political interest because of their relatively lower loadings on the factor of political 

interest. Here they are simply used as single variables. Pearson’s product-moment correlation 

coefficient tests were conducted to find out if there was any correlation between them and the 

coethnic rate. A very weak positive relationship was found between coethnic rate and ethnicity-related 

politics interests (Pearson correlation = 0.085, p < 0.05). Such relationship was not found between 

coethnic rate and interests on world political issues. These findings indicated that those who 

participated in religious organisations with a bigger proportion of people of their own ethnicity were 

not meaningfully more likely to be interested in political issues related to their own ethnicity. The 

ethnicity constitution at respondents’ religious organisation was only slightly related to the type of 

political news they were interested in.  

Lastly, Pearson’s product-moment correlation coefficient tests were conducted between 

coethnic rate and the four variables representing civic engagement attitudes plus the one measuring 

religiosity. Statistically significant but weak positive correlations with political participation beyond 

voting were found among Muslims and Christians, the two religions with lower coethnic rates. The 

more people of their same ethnicity in their religious organisation, the slightly more likely Muslims and 

Christians were to be active in manifest political participation besides voting within the institutions of 

representative democracy, with correlation at 0.138 (p < 0.01) and 0.249 (p < 0.05) respectively. In 

terms of religiosity, Hindus had a significant weak-to-moderate positive correlation at 0.392 (p < 0.001) 

between their coethnic rate and religiosity. The more people of their same ethnicity at their usually 

attended religious place of worship, the higher religiosity Hindus tended to express.  

Generally speaking, the religious trajectory variables were not involved in any noteworthy 

correlations with civic engagement attitudes. The number of respondents who adopted their current 
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religious affiliation after their migration was not big enough for meaningful analysis in three out of the 

four religious groups, and among Christians no significant difference in terms of civic engagement 

attitudes was found in relation to post-migration religious conversion.  

The coethnic rate of one’s normally attended religious place of worship basically matched the 

demographic characteristics of one’s religious group: the ethnic distribution of Hindus and Buddhists 

was more concentrated than that of Muslims and Christians. The assumed positive correlation 

between coethnic rate and interest in ethnicity-related politics did exist but was very minor. With a 

higher coethnic rate, respondents from some religious groups tended to be slightly more willing to 

confess their religiousness or their active attitudes in certain forms of civic engagement. Meeting 

people of one’s own ethnicity might reduce language barriers and provide extra feelings of security 

(Barreto, 2010; Seo, 2011), and therefore encourage people to talk about politics, voting and monetary 

contributions to political causes. However, considering the generally very limited strength of the 

correlations between coethnic rate and civic engagement attitudes and the complex possible reasons 

behind them, no simple attribution can be made. 

Summary: Religion and Civic Engagement Attitudes 

Respondents affiliated with the four major religions demonstrated different pictures in terms 

of their civic engagement attitudes. 

The general image of Christians was similar to what has been depicted in earlier studies 

(Ecklund & Park, 2007; Stoll & Wong, 2007). Christian affiliation was found to be positively related to 

political interest and attitudes to voting and other manifest political participation within the 

institutions of representative democracy. Christians tended to express stronger political interest and 

religiosity compared with other groups. The more religious Christians were, the more likely they were 

to be willing to vote. Their religious participation beyond worship was positively linked with their 

political interest and manifest political participation besides voting within the institutions of 

representative democracy, such as persuading others to vote and contributing money to political 
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parties. These bivariate correlations were not strong, ranging from 0.139 to 0.224, and required further 

tests in the later multiple regression analysis. 

The most obvious tendency among Hindus was their standing off from extra-parliamentary 

political participation. Among the four religions, Hindus were the least interested in politics and the 

least willing to participate in extra-parliamentary political actions, such as demonstrations and strikes. 

The more religious they were, the less likely they were to consider getting involved in extra-

parliamentary political participation.  

At the same time, Hindus demonstrated the strongest willingness to vote, on which they were 

significantly distinguished from Buddhists, who were the least interested in voting. However, the voting 

attitudes of Hindus did not vary with their religiosity or religious participation beyond worship. The 

bivariate correlation that emerged between religious affiliations and voting attitudes might not be 

attributed to religions but ethnicities. Indians (46%) were more likely to vote than other Asians (40%)  

(Local Government New Zealand, 2019); in the current sample around 90% of the Hindus were Indian 

or Fiji Indian and a similar proportion of Buddhists were other Asians. A further test on the Indian 

respondents also supports this inference. When looking at Indian respondents only, among which 

Christians comprised around 50% and Hindus around 40%, no obvious difference in voting attitudes 

can be found related to their different religious affiliations. The collinearity between religious affiliation 

and ethnic identification might have contributed to the difference between Hindus and Buddhists on 

voting attitudes.  

In comparison with other religions, especially Hindus (3.00), Muslims did express the most 

positive attitudes to extra-parliamentary political participation with a mean of 3.66 on the 7-point 

Likert scale. However, their religiosity and religious participation beyond worship did not demonstrate 

any effect on their attitudes in this respect. The more religious Muslims were, the slightly more likely 

they were to be interested in politics (0.255). These positive correlations between Islamic affiliation 

and attitudes to certain aspects of political participation need to be further tested in multiple 

regression analysis. 
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The findings about Buddhists drew attention to the difference between religiosity and religious 

participation beyond worship in predicting civic engagement attitudes. The level of their religiosity was 

not related to any aspects of civic engagement attitudes, but their religious participation beyond 

worship was positively linked with their attitudes to most types of civic engagement except for voting, 

with correlations falling in a weak-to-moderate range around 0.3. This indicated that the effect of 

religion should not be measured by religiosity only; otherwise, the effect of religious participation 

beyond worship would be overlooked, which might largely bias the results especially when Buddhists 

were involved. This demonstrates the weakness of conventional measures of religiosity to adequately 

accommodate the diversity of practices and manifestations across religious faiths.  

Although their ability to predict civic engagement varies across religions, religiosity and 

religious participation beyond worship were naturally related with their correlations falling in a 

moderate-to-strong range across all the four religions, which meant that higher religiosity indicated 

being more active in religious participation beyond worship. When the sample was taken as a whole, 

religious participation beyond worship seemed to be a better predictor of civic engagement attitudes 

than religiosity on most aspects of civic engagement attitudes except for voting. Religiosity had either 

weaker or no correlation with political interest, and attitudes to manifest political participation besides 

voting within the institutions of representative democracy and extra-parliamentary participation, 

while the correlations between those and religious participation beyond worship were at 0.203, 0.215 

and 0.106 respectively. These correlations were generally weak which might be due to the mutual 

offsets between religions.  

When religions were considered separately, religiosity worked differently both in strength and 

direction across aspects of civic engagement attitudes, with all the correlations falling in a weak-to-

moderate range as reported above. Religiosity was positively linked with Christians’ voting attitude  

and Muslims’ political interest but negatively linked with Hindus’ attitudes to extra-parliamentary 

participation. In comparison, the positive effects of religious participation beyond worship were 

concentrated among Christians and Buddhists, with several aspects of civic engagement involved, but 
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not voting. No negative effects of religious participation beyond worship were found on any aspect of 

civic engagement. 

Generally speaking, religiosity and religious participation beyond worship represented 

different aspects of the effect of religion on civic engagement attitudes. A higher religiosity may 

promote or inhibit one’s willingness to participate in civic engagement. The direction as well as the 

strength of its effect varies across religions. Religious participation beyond worship, in comparison, 

was a more stable promoter of civic engagement attitudes. Multiple regression analysis is necessary 

to separate the effects of religious factors from possible demographic ones.  

Multiple Regression Analysis on Religion and Civic Engagement Attitudes 

After the bivariate correlation tests above, multiple regression analysis was conducted to test 

the potentially confounding effects of religious variables and socio-demographic covariates on civic 

engagement attitudes. The four variables representing the four aspects of civic engagement attitudes 

plus the one for religiosity were included in the multiple regression analysis (see Table 13). All the 

independent variables and covariates were included in the analysis for a more comprehensive view, 

but only those that contributed significant effects were recorded in the table. All the VIF values were 

less than 4, indicating multi-collinearity was not a problem among the variables included in the model  

(Hair et al., 2010). This relieved the concern about the multi-collinearity between religious affiliation 

and ethnicity discussed in some studies (Grundel & Maliepaard, 2012; Hair et al., 2010; Jasso, 2009; 

Kurien, 2013). Ethnic categories were merged into 15 major groups with dummy variables created. 

Cases with no ethnicity reported were unselected leaving the sample size 665. To be noted, among the 

multiple categories of religious affiliation and ethnicity, Christian and British were set to be reference. 

Considering this study was on immigrants, these two groups were closer to the majority of the host 

society, therefore the most “normative” group and suitable to be chosen as reference (Grace-Martin, 

2020). Standardised beta coefficients were used for the comparison of effects across variables. Having 

standard deviations as their units, standardised beta coefficients can be compared to each other and 

the higher the absolute value, the stronger the effect, with the plus/minus sign indicating the direction 
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of the effect (R. L. Miller et al., 2002). With all the independent variables and covariates added into 

the tests, the majority of associations observed at the bivariate level still persisted in the multivariate 

models.  

Considering religiosity, most of the aforementioned effects, including the negative effects of 

Hindu and Muslim affiliations and the positive effects of religious participation beyond worship and 

the coethnic rate, were consistent across bivariate and multiple analysis. Hindus and Muslims (β = 

0.144, p < 0.001 and β = 0.079, p < 0.05, respectively) tended to express weaker religiosity compared 

with Christians, as in the bivariate analysis. By comparing the four religions in terms of their scores on 

each indicators of religiosity, the previous section has pointed to the less organisational religious 

participation of Hindus as the reason for their lower expression of religiosity. As tested in that section, 

by removing Muslim women from the total sample, the gender differences in group worship among 

Muslims account for the relatively lower expression of religiosity of Muslims. In order to provide a full 

picture of the sampled population, Muslim women were retained in the total sample for the multiple 

regression analysis.  

In the total sample, the strong positive link between the two aspects of religion, religiosity and 

religious participation beyond worship, remained consistent with a standardised beta coefficient (β) 

of 0.571, p < 0.001. Besides this, being a refugee, having more people of one’s same ethnicity at one’s 

religious place of worship, being a citizen and having longer length of residence in New Zealand were 

also found to have statistically significant positive effects on religiosity, while being a South East Asian 

had a negative effect. 
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Table 13 

Multiple Regression Analysis on Religion and Civic Engagement Attitudes 

 N = 665 Religiosity Political Interest Voting Attitude Besides Voting (Within) Extra-parliamentary 

  B Std. Error Std. B B Std. Error Std. B B Std. Error Std. B B Std. Error Std. B B Std. Error Std. B 

Constant 3.926*** .172  4.067*** .363  4.206*** .353  3.280*** .389  4.276*** .401  

Religion                
 Christian (reference)             

Hindu -.450*** .106 -.144 -.523** .169 -.116 .319* .150 .084 -.351* .170 -.080    
 Muslim -.290* .121 -.079          .526** .202 .102 

Religiosity       .110* .047 .091 -.197** .066 -.141 -.216** .067 -.153 
Religious Participation Beyond Worship .353*** .020 .571 .168*** .033 .189    .241*** .041 .279 .175*** .041 .200 

Coethnic Ratio in Religious Place .296** .096 .102             
Gender               
 Male (reference)             
 Female  -.771*** .121 -.240    -.399** .119 -.128 -.460*** .123 -.146 

Refugee                 
 No (reference)             
 Yes .943*** .204 .152 1.025** .338 .115    .765* .339 .088    

Ethnicity                 
 British (reference)             
 South East Asian -.278* .128 -.070          -.568** .217 -.102 
 Rest of East Asian    -.778** .302 -.097 -.583* .262 -.087       
 Chinese       -.423** .154 -.108       
 Pacific Islander          .874*** .220 .153    

Age     .015** .005 .119 .027*** .004 .245       

Residential Status                 
 Permanent Resident (reference)             
 Citizen .192** .072 .085             

Length of Residence in NZ  .014* .006 .085             

Adj. R2 / Std. Error .364 / .891 .140 / 1.489 .082 / 1.297 .101 / 1.482 .063 / 1.527 

Note. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
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In terms of political interest, gender was the most powerful factor among all related variables, 

with females significantly less likely to be interested (β = - 0.240, p < 0.001). While the positive effect 

of religiosity disappeared, the positive effect of religious participation beyond worship (β = 0.189, p < 

0.001) and the negative effect of Hindu affiliation (β = - 0.116, p < 0.01) could still be observed at a 

significant level. Some other demographic variables were also related to political interest at a similar 

level. Being female and East Asian (except for Chinese) contributed negatively to political interest while 

refugee identity and older age predicted a stronger political interest.  

The strongest effect on voting was contributed by age, with older people more likely to be 

willing to vote (β = 0.245, p < 0.001), which confirmed the results of earlier studies (Chiswick & Miller, 

2009; Hoffman & Appiah, 2008; Lewis et al., 2013; Spellerberg, 2001). A more positive attitude to 

voting could still be predicted by Hindu affiliation (β = 0.084, p < 0.5) and higher religiosity (β = 0.091, 

p < 0.5), which confirmed the bivariate analysis results. Compared with other ethnicities, East Asian, 

including Chinese, accounted for a significant amount of variance in voting attitudes and the direction 

was negative. 

Looking at the attitudes towards manifest political participation beyond voting within the 

institutions of democracy and extra-parliamentary participation, represented by Within and Extra in 

the earlier bivariate tests, the contrary effects of religiosity and religious participation beyond worship 

became much more outstanding, while in previous binary tests, only part of the effects were found. 

Higher religiosity predicted weaker attitudes towards both participation beyond voting and extra-

parliamentary participation, while higher religious participation beyond worship worked the opposite 

effect. The effects of these two religious variables were generally stronger than those of other related 

demographic variables. Females tended to demonstrate more negative attitudes towards both and 

refugee identity had a positive effect on participation beyond voting. Muslim affiliation kept its positive 

effect on extra-parliamentary participation attitude (0.102, p < 0.01) and Hindu participants were 

newly found to be slightly less active on participation beyond voting (0.080, p < 0.5). With regard to 

ethnicity, Pacific Islander identity was a statistically significant positive predictor of participation 
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beyond voting, while South East Asian identity was a negative predictor of extra-parliamentary 

participation.  

Reviewing the effects of multiple religious dimensions, the majority of them remained 

consistent from the binary to the multiple analysis. Hindus had a less active attitude to two out of four 

aspects of civic engagement but were markedly more positive on voting than other religions. The 

positive link between Muslim affiliation and extra-parliamentary participation had also been 

confirmed both in binary and multiple analysis. Buddhists could not be distinguished from Christians 

with regard to any aspects of civic engagement attitudes. The statistically significant difference 

between Buddhists and Hindus on voting attitudes was deconstructed into the positive effect of Hindu 

affiliation and the negative effect of other Asian ethnic identities, which meant that the negative effect 

of Buddhist affiliation on voting attitudes found in the binary analysis was actually caused by the 

collinearity of Buddhist affiliation and Asian ethnic identities.  

In terms of demographic variables, socioeconomic variables such as education and income were 

not shown to be influential on civic engagement attitudes in this study. Language barrier was not as 

influential as usually assumed; although it was included in the multiple regression analysis, none of 

the models adopted it. Being male and older were found to be quite stable predictors of active civic 

engagement attitudes. Refugee identity was a weak positive predictor of some aspects of civic 

engagement attitudes. With only 22 refugee responses, this result cannot be meaningfully explained 

or confidently generalised. People from East and South East Asia generally expressed less active 

attitudes towards civic engagement while the positive performance of Pacific Islanders on certain 

types of civic engagement might lead to new arguments on their level of participation and favoured 

expressions of participation. Although they have been found to be less engaged in voting in New 

Zealand (A. Henderson, 2013; Iusitini & Crothers, 2013), they expressed stronger willingness to engage 

in manifest political participation beyond voting within the democratic institutions, including political 

meetings, political donations, voting persuasion and promotion in real life and online. The hint here 

for future research is that Pacific Islanders may be not less engaged, but rather differently engaged.  
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In conclusion, religious variables have proved their effects despite the involvement of 

demographic variables in the multiple regression analysis. Although the inactiveness of Buddhists on 

voting was replaced by that of Asians in the multiple analysis, the relative “apathy” of Hindus and 

“activism” of Muslims remain stable. It indicates that religious affiliation does make a difference on 

civic engagement attitudes and should be considered when researching on related topics.  

Echoing other studies, religiosity proved to be a less consistent, and more often negative, 

predictor of civic engagement attitudes, compared with religious participation beyond worship, which 

is a more positive and stable predictor of most aspects of civic engagement attitudes except for voting 

attitudes (Cherry, 2009; Driskell et al., 2008; Ecklund & Park, 2005; Sarkissian, 2012; Scott, 2007; Verba 

et al., 1995). Their different roles became clearer in the multiple regression analysis.  

The only positive effect of religiosity on civic engagement attitudes was found on voting 

attitudes, not on any other aspects of civic engagement. It indicates that voting attitudes are different 

from other aspects of civic engagement attitudes and should be handled separately.  

Descriptive Analysis on Civic Engagement Behaviours 

As mentioned in the methodology chapter, political participation behaviours are either 

periodic according to election years, like voting, or not frequent in daily life, like protests. One’s 

readiness or willingness to participate politically may have not had an opportunity to transfer into real 

behaviours. Therefore, civic engagement attitudes and behaviours were assessed separately in this 

study in order to achieve a more comprehensive understanding.  

Civic engagement behaviours were measured from six aspects with six dichotomous variables 

(1 = yes):  

a) Registered: Whether people who were eligible to become a voter had actually registered 

to be voter. 

b) Voted: Whether people who had registered as a voter had actually voted. 
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c) Besides voting: Whether people had done any of the six behaviours listed under the 

category of manifest political participation besides voting within the institutions of 

representative democracy. 

d) Extra-parliamentary: Whether people had done any of the five behaviours listed under 

the category of extra-parliamentary political participation. “Sign a petition” and “Boycott” 

were not counted considering the consistency with the measure of attitude to extra-

parliamentary political participation generated according to the CFA results, in which 

these two items were dropped. 

e) Associational: Whether people had participated actively in any of the 13 groups of 

organisations listed in the questionnaire. 

f) Helping: Whether people had participated actively in any of the six groups of volunteering 

and helping activities. 

The three figures below provide a general picture of the participation of immigrants in civic 

engagement behaviours. All political participation behaviours from categories (a) to (d) were included 

in Figure 5 which presents the percentages of the total respondents who had actually performed a 

certain form of political participation. Among the current sample (i.e., post-1987 immigrants with 

permanent residency or citizenship), the percentages of the respondents who had registered for voting 

and voted were as high as 94.9% and 96.2%. Among those who had registered to vote, 94.4% had 

actually voted. Over half of the respondents had signed a petition and over one third had boycotted 

or buycotted (deliberately purchased a particular company’s products). Signing a petition and 

boycotting/buycotting ranked the third- and the fourth-most popular among all political participation 

behaviours of the surveyed immigrants. As stated in the CFA section, these two items were excluded 

from the indicators of extra-parliamentary political participation attitudes and are therefore not 

included in further analysis. Over a quarter of the total respondents had talked to people to persuade 

them how to vote and over one fifth had conveyed political views online or to politicians. The 

occurrences of other political participation behaviours then dropped below 20%, reflecting the 
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increased risk and effort required by these forms of participation. Unsurprisingly, occupy movement 

and monetary political contribution were the least likely behaviours to be reported. 

Figure 5 

Percentages of Respondents Who Participated in Forms of Political Participation Behaviours 

 

Figure 6 presents the percentages of the total respondents who had participated actively in 

certain kinds of organisations. Organisations of a helping nature (i.e., organisations to help the poor or 

elderly, and humanitarian or charitable organisations) together with organisations highly related to 

people’s local life (i.e., school or youth organisations, and neighbourhood or community organisations) 

96.2%

94.4%

50.5%

30.3%

25.6%

21.0%

20.8%

17.6%

16.8%

10.3%

8.3%

8.0%

7.8%

5.2%

3.7%

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

Eligible and Registered

Registered and Voted

Signed a petition (written or by email)

Boycotted, or deliberately bought, certain
products for political, ethical, environmental…

Talked to anyone to persuade them how to vote

Posted, "Shared" or "Liked" items that express a
certain political view online, e.g. on Facebook,…

Contacted or attempted to contact a politician
or a public official to express your views

Attended a lawful demonstration

Gone to any political meetings or rallies

Contacted or appeared in the media to express
your views

Put up a party or candidate poster or sign

Put up a referendum poster or sign

Joined a strike

Contributed money to a party or candidate

Joined an occupy movement
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were most popular among the respondents, with over one fifth to over one third having participated 

actively in them. Very few respondents had participated actively in political organisations, including 

political parties. These results indicate that the associational participation of immigrants may be 

centred on helping behaviours, and their own life, and political associational participation does not 

seem to be a priority for immigrants. 

Figure 6 

Percentages of Respondents Who Participated Actively in Types of Organisations 

 

35.6%

27.6%

23.5%

21.3%

19.1%
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Neighbourhood or community association

School or youth organisation

Sports or recreational organisation
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heritage group

Health care or fighting particular diseases
organisation

Ethnic, nationality, or civil rights organisation

Environmental organisation

Formal political party

Other political organisation
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Figure 7 presents the percentages of the respondents who had participated actively in 

categories of helping behaviours. Over half to over three quarters of the total respondents had 

participated actively in five out of six categories of helping behaviours. Donations of money (76.8%) 

and “things” (74.5%) were the most frequently reported helping behaviours among the current sample. 

Donating blood and organs, probably due to the unusual risks, efforts and concerns involved, was the 

least frequent helping behaviour; however, there were still around a quarter of the total respondents 

that had participated actively in this.  

Figure 7 

Percentages of Respondents Who Participated Actively in Categories of Helping Behaviours  

 

Generally speaking, the current sample of the post-1987 religiously affiliated immigrants was 

highly likely to have registered for voting and actually voted. They tended to be more active in 

charitable rather than political behaviours and organisations. Their political participation rates 

dropped as the risk and effort required by the forms of participation increased. 

Associations Between Civic Engagement Attitudes and Behaviours 

The associations between civic engagement attitudes and behaviours were tested by crosstabs 

as presented in Table 14. Responses to each variable of attitudes were divided into two halves 

according to the medians of the scores. Responses to questions about civic engagement behaviours 

were recoded into yes and no. Phi was used to measure the strength of associations since all variables 

76.8%
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57.4%

57.3%

51.6%

24.8%

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

Money e.g., donating money to the charity cause

Things e.g., donating clothes, food, toys

Information e.g., participating in surveys

Time e.g., administrative work, fundraising, caring,
campaigning, driving

Expertise e.g., giving advice, coaching, educating,
mentoring

Oneself e.g., donating blood, organ
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were dichotomous (R. L. Miller et al., 2002). Considering the limited space, values were presented in 

the format of Pearson Chi-Square Value (Phi) with the level of significance indicated by asterisks.  

Voting attitude was associated with voting behaviours at a weak level. Similarly, active 

participation in helping behaviours was weakly related to political interest. The two aspects of political 

participation behaviours beyond voting and associational participation behaviours were statistically 

significantly linked with all four aspects of civic engagement attitudes at weak-to-medium levels. In 

short, immigrants who expressed higher levels of civic engagement attitudes were likely to have 

actually engaged in civic engagement behaviours.  
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Table 14 

Crosstab of Civic Engagement Attitudes and Behaviours: [Pearson Chi-Square Value (Phi), *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. NS = Not Significant]  

Attitudes 
Political Interest 
(Median = 4.5) 

Voting Attitude 
(Median = 7) 

Participation Besides  
Voting Attitudes 
(Median = 2.5) 

Extra-Parliamentary  
Participation Attitudes 

(Median = 3.4) 

Behaviours Lower half Upper half Lower half Upper half Lower half Upper half Lower half Upper half 

Registered for voting No   6.1% 2.2%     

Yes   93.9% 97.8%     

   6.284 (0.100)*     

Voted No   8.5% 3.6%     

Yes   91.5% 96.4%     

   6.537 (0.104)*     

Participation besides 
voting within the 
institutions of 
representative 
democracy 

No 73.0% 45.7% 69.3% 51.3% 77.9% 39.4% 70.3% 46.1% 

Yes 27.0% 54.3% 30.7% 48.7% 22.1% 60.6% 29.7% 53.9% 

 52.096 (0.278)*** 22.413 (0.182)*** 103.629 (0.392)*** 40.619(0.245)*** 

Extra-parliamentary 
participation 

No 82.2% 50.1% 76.3% 58.0% 77.4% 54.1% 82.2% 46.7% 

Yes 17.8% 49.9% 23.7% 42.0% 22.6% 45.9% 17.8% 53.3% 

 77.490 (0.339)*** 25.096 (0.193)*** 40.689 (0.245)*** 93.858 (0.373)*** 

Actively participated in 
organisations 

No 46.6% 27.4% 45.3% 30.3% 44.7% 28.7% 44.6% 27.8% 

Yes 53.4% 72.6% 54.7% 69.7% 55.3% 71.3% 55.4% 72.2% 

 26.604 (0.198)*** 16.140 (0.155)*** 18.435 (0.165)*** 20.324 (0.173)*** 

Actively helped No 15.7% 9.7%       

Yes 84.3% 90.3%       

 5.466 (0.090)*      
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Logistic Regression on Civic Engagement Behaviours 

The six dependent variables of civic engagement behaviours introduced at the beginning of 

Chapter 5 were binary, therefore, logistical regression was used to determine the impact of the 

multiple dimensions of religious participation on each of the aspects of civic engagement behaviours. 

Control variables were added in the logistic regression to control for the effects of other demographic 

and socioeconomic characteristics on civic engagement behaviours when assessing the effects of 

religious participation. The logistic regression analysis final models are presented in Table 15.  

As indicated by the Hosmer-Lemeshow Test (HL test) values, which were greater than 0.05 

across all six models, there was no significant difference between the models and the observed data 

and the six models were all well-fitting (Hosmer & Lemeshow, 2000). To be noted, the interpretation 

of odds ratio (OR) in logistic regression is different from correlation coefficients: OR is used to express 

the relative chance of an event happening under two different conditions; the further an OR is away 

from 1, the stronger difference the variable is making (Osborne, 2008). 

Looking at voting behaviours, whether eligible people were registered or not was only affected 

by length of residence in New Zealand among all independent and control variables. Turning to the 

findings for whether registered voters had actually voted, a different story emerged. Muslims and 

those whose language spoken most often at home was not English were much less likely to have voted 

(OR = 0.224, p < 0.01, and OR = 0.243, p < 0.05 respectively), compared with Christians and frequent 

English speakers. Length of residence in New Zealand held similar positive effect as for the other voting 

behaviour measure. Citizens were nearly 6 times (OR = 5.952, p < 0.01) as likely to have voted as 

permanent residents, which confirms that the acquisition of citizenship makes a real difference in the 

voting odds after controlling for demographic and socioeconomic characteristics (Bevelander & 

Pendakur, 2009). 

In terms of manifest political participation besides voting, and extra-parliamentary 

participation, females and people with the lowest income were less inclined to have participated 

compared with males and other income categories. Europeans, North Americans and Australians were 
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over 7 times (OR = 7.295, p < 0.01) as likely to have participated in manifest political participation 

beyond voting compared with British as the reference category, while Muslims were 3.717 times (OR 

= 3.717, p < 0.001) as likely to have had extra-parliamentary participation compared with Christians. 

Besides this, frequent use of English at home and an older age could both predict occurrence of extra-

parliamentary participation behaviours regardless of religion.  

Models of associational participation and helping behaviours present a much simpler 

landscape of effects. The likelihood of occurrence of associational participation was increased by 19% 

(OR = 1.190, p < 0.01) as respondents became one unit more active in religious participation beyond 

worship, while that of helping behaviours was increased by 31.4% (OR = 1.314, p < 0.05) as 

respondents became one unit more religious. Associational participation was also affected by language: 

non-frequent English speakers were less likely to have participated in any organisation as an active 

member, with an OR at 0.559 (p < 0.01). A distinct income effect appeared on helping behaviours, with 

an OR at 0.071 (p < 0.01), when the group with the least income was compared to that with the most. 

It means that respondents from the least income group were 0.071 times less likely to have had helping 

behaviours compared with the group with the most income.  
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Table 15 

Logistic Regression Analysis on Civic Engagement Behaviours 

 
 

Registered Voted Besides voting Extra-parliamentary Associational Helping 

Odds ratios sig. 
(95% C.I. for OR) 

Odds ratios sig. 
(95% C.I. for OR) 

Odds ratios sig. 
(95% C.I. for OR) 

Odds ratios sig. 
(95% C.I. for OR) 

Odds ratios sig. 
(95% C.I. for OR) 

Odds ratios sig 
(95% C.I. for OR) 

Religious affiliation        
Christian  (reference)  (reference)   

Muslim 
 

.224** 
(.081–.621) 

 
3.717*** 

(1.908–7.243) 
  

Religiosity 
     

1.314* 
(1.042–1.658) 

Religious participation  
beyond worship 

    
1.190** 

(1.067–1.327) 
 

Gender               
Male 

  (reference) (reference)   

Female   
.528** 

(.364–.767) 
.346*** 

(.235–.510) 
  

Language spoken most  
at home            English 

 (reference)  (reference) (reference)  

Non-English 
 

.243* 
(.079–.744) 

 
.656* 

(.441–.978) 
.559** 

(.363–.862) 
 

Age    
1.034*** 

(1.017–1.052) 
  

Residential status       
Permanent resident  (reference)     

Citizen 
 

5.952** 
(1.753–20.213) 

    

Length of residence in NZ 1.358*** 
(1.193–1.545) 

1.085* 
(1.000–1.178) 

    

Household Income       
$150,001 or over   (reference) (reference)  (reference) 

Under $20,000 
  

.279** 
(.109–.719) 

.197* 
(.069–.562) 

 
.071** 

(.014–.359) 
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Registered Voted Besides voting Extra-parliamentary Associational Helping 

Odds ratios sig. 
(95% C.I. for OR) 

Odds ratios sig. 
(95% C.I. for OR) 

Odds ratios sig. 
(95% C.I. for OR) 

Odds ratios sig. 
(95% C.I. for OR) 

Odds ratios sig. 
(95% C.I. for OR) 

Odds ratios sig 
(95% C.I. for OR) 

Ethnicity       
British   (reference)    

European, North  
American and Australian 

  
7.295** 

(1.900–28.005) 
   

N 540 521 574 574 574 574 
HL test .913 .191 .600 .948 .223 .509 
-2 Log Likelihood 127.865 165.029 705.123 658.481 667.473 307.604 
Cox & Snell R2 .066 .097 .126 .143 .148 .132 
Nagelkerke R2 .250 .283 .169 .196 .201 .268 
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Summary of Findings Across Civic Engagement Attitudes and Behaviours 

To sum up, all the three aspects of religion measured in this study, including religious affiliation, 

religiosity, and religious participation beyond worship, have their unique influence on civic 

engagement attitudes and behaviours. However, the effects of religious variables or covariates are not 

always consistent across the attitude and behavioural measures of the same type of civic engagement.  

The most robust relationship between religious affiliation and civic engagement according to 

the current results is that Muslims tended to be more active in extra-parliamentary participation in 

terms of both attitudes and behaviours. It is the only stable effect of religious affiliation found across 

civic engagement attitudes and behaviours. Being a Muslim predicted more active attitudes towards 

extra-parliamentary participation and a stronger likelihood of having actually engaged in such type of 

behaviours. The voting behaviours of Muslims were inhibited however. Hinduism was linked with 

relatively weak interest in politics, less active attitudes to some forms of manifest political participation 

beyond voting, and a slightly stronger willingness to vote, but none of these led to any observable 

differences in their actual civic behaviours. Buddhists and Christians cannot be statistically 

distinguished on civic engagement in this study. No significant differences can be found between 

Christian denominations with the current sample.  

Just as argued in Chapter 4, the differences between religiosity and religious participation 

beyond worship were remarkable in terms of both what they actually measured and their relationship 

with different aspects of civic engagement. Religiosity proved to be a less consistent, and more often 

negative, predictor of civic engagement attitudes. Immigrants with higher religiosity, no matter which 

religious group they were from, expressed slightly more active attitudes to voting, but less positive 

attitudes to manifest political participation beyond voting. The limited positive effects of religiosity on 

voting attitudes were not observed when testing its effects on voting behaviours. In terms of civic 

engagement behaviours, religiosity had only very limited positive effects on helping behaviours. In 

contrast, religious participation beyond worship proved to be a stronger predictor of civic engagement 

attitudes with its positive effects found across the majority of civic engagement attitudes except for 
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voting attitudes. However, the activist feature of its effects on civic engagement could not be observed 

when behaviours were measured instead of attitudes. When behaviours were tested, religious 

participation beyond worship could only positively affect associational participation.  

Civic engagement attitudes and behaviours proved to be associated but they were related to 

religious involvement on different levels. According to Ekman and Amnå’s (2012) civic engagement 

typology introduced in Chapter 3, civic engagement can be viewed as a continuum, with political 

interest and civic engagement attitudes at the latent end, helping behaviours and associational 

participation in the middle, and political participation, including voting, persuasion, and protest 

behaviours, at the manifest end. On this continuum, the impact of religious involvement is very 

apparent on political interest and civic engagement attitudes at the latent end; it reduces to minor but 

still exists on helping behaviours and associational participation in the middle part of the continuum; 

and it then disappears at the manifest end. 

Both civic engagement attitudes and behaviours were related to other elements of identity, 

such as basic demographic variables like gender and age, socioeconomic variables like language and 

income, and variables specifically linked to immigrant settlement including the acquisition of 

citizenship and length of residence. Females were less active compared with males in both the 

attitudes towards and the actual participation in the two aspects of political participation beyond 

voting. Such obvious consistency can be a strong evidence of female immigrants’ relative political 

disengagement. Older age predicted more active civic engagement attitudes and behaviours. The 

length of residence and the attainment of citizenship were both positively associated with voting 

behaviours.  

The pattern of effects of language and income were quite similar to each other. While speaking 

non-English most at home and earning the least income did not show any significant effects on civic 

engagement attitudes, they were found to be true barriers to the actual participation behaviours of 

immigrants and their negative effects covered almost all aspects of civic engagement behaviours. 

Education was found to be not associated with any aspects of civic engagement in the current sample.  
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In terms of ethnicity, although East and South East Asians expressed less positive attitudes to 

civic engagement, the level of their actual participation could not be distinguished from that of British 

immigrants. The same can be said of Pacific Islanders. Although immigrants from the Pacific Islands 

were more active than British immigrants on attitudes towards political participation beyond voting 

within the institutions of representative democracy, the level of their actual participation behaviours 

of this type could not be distinguished from that of British immigrants. The performance of East and 

South East Asians and Pacific Islanders in some aspects of civic engagement attitudes did not find 

expression in the behavioural area. Although Europeans, North Americans and Australians did not 

show markedly more engaged attitudes towards civic engagement, they did demonstrate more 

engaged behaviours. 
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Chapter 7: Discussion 

The purpose of this study is to investigate how different religious affiliations and aspects of 

religious involvement affect the civic engagement of post-1987 religiously affiliated immigrants to the 

benefit of New Zealand democracy. The current findings suggest that the religious affiliation and 

religious involvement of the target population may strengthen or weaken their attitudes to civic 

engagement but make limited difference to their actual behaviours. Three mechanisms—motivation, 

mediation, and mobilisation—through which religion affects civic engagement, have been raised from 

the explanation of the major findings with reference to existing literature.  

This chapter begins with a review of the civic engagement level of the current sample and the 

basic demographic factors influencing it with reference to the relevant findings of the wider population. 

The second and third sections are discussions of the major findings regarding the effects of religious 

involvement and different religious affiliations on immigrant civic engagement through the 

mechanisms of motivation, mediation, and mobilisation. The fourth section discusses the limitations 

of this study from three major perspectives: selection bias, research scope, and applicability of 

measurement. At the end of the chapter are methodological reflections on the development of the 

measurement of the major concepts involved in this study. Based on the evolution of the indicators of 

civic engagement and religious involvement, and an in-depth exploration of how diverse results in 

related studies have been achieved, with reference to my findings where relevant, this study 

contributes a more nuanced understanding of the conceptualisation and operationalisation of civic 

engagement and religious involvement, and provides recommendations for gathering further social 

statistical data on the interaction between religiously diverse immigrants and the host democracy in 

New Zealand.  

The Civic Engagement of the Post-1987 Religiously Affiliated Immigrants in New Zealand 

This study focused on the post-1987 first-generation immigrants of major religious groups in 

New Zealand, the cohort of which are not often specifically identifiable as a group in existing studies. 

Therefore, no exactly corresponding population group is available in existing larger scale social 
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statistical data for direct comparison of participation level with the current study. This part of the 

discussion reviews the descriptive findings of this study with the focus on locating the civic 

engagement level of the current sample in the relevant performance of the wider population.  

In the first-generation religious immigrant sample captured in the current study, 94.9% of 

those who are eligible for voting enrolment have enrolled. This data was mainly collected in 2015–

2016, therefore the most relevant comparable data from official sources is the enrolment rate of the 

eligible voting-age population in the 2017 general election at 92.4% (Electoral Commission, 2017), 

slightly lower than the rate reported in this study. According to the Longitudinal Immigration Survey: 

New Zealand (LisNZ), the enrolment rate of the eligible immigrant population is 88.4% (A. Henderson, 

2013), also lower than that of the sampled religious immigrants. In terms of extra-parliamentary 

political participation, the percentages of 2014 voters who had signed a petition (27%), participated in 

demonstrations (4%), or contacted politicians (8%) were all much lower than the roughly 

corresponding percentages of participants who had conducted these behaviours (50.5%, 17.6%, 20.8%) 

in the current sample (Stats NZ, 2018). As shown in the data cited above, the current sample of 

religiously affiliated first generation immigrants are more enrolled in voting compared with the general 

population and the non-specific immigrant population, and more engaged in extra-parliamentary 

political participation than the general population.  

To be noted, such comparison has to be confined to comparing the current sample with the 

wider population; it cannot be extended to a comparison between the target population of this study 

and the wider population. Earlier literature has discussed that actual voters are usually 

overrepresented in survey samples, as survey participants are also more likely to be politically involved, 

whereas non-voters involved in surveys may feel pressured by social desirability and tend to misreport 

their voting participation (Laxer et al., 2019; Pattie et al., 2003; Selb & Munzert, 2013). Unlike the 

exhaustive data from election statistics and the data from random samples in larger scale social 

surveys, the data in this study comes from a self-selected sample through snowballing and 

convenience sampling. Participating in such a survey about civic engagement is itself a form of civic 
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engagement, which means the respondents to the survey are selected for their willingness to 

participate in civic engagement. Those who choose to participate in the survey of this study are likely 

to be the civically active cohort among the general immigrant population. Therefore, the current data 

is biased towards a higher than average level of civic engagement. The systematic overestimations of 

participation in this sample would compromise the validity of its comparison with the exhaustive data 

from election statistics as well as the stratified random sample in the Longitudinal Immigration Survey: 

New Zealand. 

Although no direct comparison of participation levels can be easily made, the civic 

engagement of the target population is similarly influenced by basic demographic variables, such as 

gender and age, just like the general population. After controlling for religious variables and all other 

demographic variables, women are found to be less interested and less engaged in manifest political 

participation beyond voting. Similarly, men have been found by earlier literature to be more active in 

most forms of non-electoral political participation (Verba et al., 1995). Keeping all the religious 

variables and other control variables constant, older age predicts stronger political interest and more 

active attitudes to voting together with more extra-parliamentary political participation according to 

the current data. Similar effects of age on voting have been found in the general New Zealand 

population: older age groups participate more in voting than younger age groups (Stats NZ, 2018). 

Dalton (2008) has found among Americans that older age is positively linked with duty-based 

citizenship norms including voting. In terms of comparing the current results about extra-

parliamentary political participation, a study on Muslim immigrants in Western European countries 

argued that older immigrants are also more active in un-institutional political actions like 

demonstrations (Just et al., 2014). Although these results were achieved in various population cohorts, 

the direction of the effects of gender and age are consistent with what has been found in the current 

study.  

To sum up, the sampled religious affiliated immigrants are more enrolled in voting than the 

non-specific immigrant population, and more engaged in extra-parliamentary political participation 
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compared with the general New Zealand population. The civic engagement of religious immigrants is 

also shaped by gender and age, just like that of the general population. The effects of religious 

affiliation or religious involvement do not override those of gender and age. The effects of religious 

affiliation and religious involvement on immigrant civic engagement have been detailed in the results 

chapter. Prior works which have discussed and suggested the mechanisms of religion affecting 

immigrant civic engagement, provide insights for the understanding of these findings in the current 

study. The following section is a discussion of the major findings on the effects of religious involvement 

with reference to a summarised structure of the mechanisms working behind the effects. 

Explaining the Impact of Religious Involvement on Civic Engagement: The 3M Mechanisms 

The major findings of this study have presented how religious involvement, including 

religiosity and religious participation beyond worship, affects the multiple facets of civic engagement 

of post-1987 religiously affiliated immigrants in New Zealand. Among this target population, higher 

religiosity slightly bolsters voting attitudes and helping behaviours, but attenuates attitudes to other 

manifest political participation, while more active religious participation beyond worship enhances 

associational participation and attitudes to political participation except for voting. A structure of 

mechanisms is needed to summarise and explain these findings into meaningful statements. Several 

decades of research on religion and civic engagement has offered various explanations of the possible 

mechanisms working behind the impact of religion on immigrant civic engagement. Summarising from 

their discussions, I conclude the mechanisms of religion affecting civic engagement of immigrants into 

what I call the 3M mechanisms: motivation, mediation, and mobilisation. This section introduces these 

three mechanisms one by one, and presents the multiple obstacles to the implementation of 

immigrant civic engagement, with reference to the relevant major findings of this study and 

discussions in prior works. 

Motivation 

The motivation function of religion works through the nurturing of inner commitment towards 

or against certain content or forms of civic engagement. Commitment to religious values, compliance 
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to religious teachings and norms, and concern for reputation in religious communities may work 

separately or synergistically to propel or prevent different aspects of civic engagement (I. E. Berger, 

2006; Crystal & DeBell, 2002; Deifelt, 2010; Einolf, 2011; Gates, 2006; Mencken & Fitz, 2013; Stoll & 

Wong, 2007; Wuthnow, 2012). Both directions of religious motivation—towards and away from civic 

engagement—can be found in the effects of religiosity confirmed by the current study. Before the 

elaboration of results regarding religiosity, a brief reminder of the current conceptualisation of 

religiosity would be helpful. 

In this research design, religiosity is jointly indicated by self-reported level of religiousness, 

level of activeness in personal and group religious practices, and level of activeness at one’s place of 

religious practice. Religiosity represents one’s devotion to religious practices and rel igion as an internal 

system of beliefs and values, which are conventionally expressed by group worship services among 

Christians, but in other religions may involve a wider range of devotional acts, such as prayer, reciting 

religious texts, chanting, making offerings, and meditation. The measurement of religiosity adopted 

by this study is inclusive of both Christian and non-Christian expressions of religiosity. Participants who 

tended to agree with the statement “I am a religious person,” and tended to report higher levels of 

participation in personal and group religious practices as well as in their place of religious practice, 

were taken as being more religious.  

In this study, immigrants who are more religious, regardless of their specific religious affiliation, 

are slightly more likely to have participated in helping behaviours, including donating and volunteering, 

but would estimate themselves as less likely to be engaged in manifest political participation beyond 

voting, which includes political meetings, monetary contributions and advertising, protest behaviours, 

and contacting politicians or the media. On the one hand, there are altruistic and pro-social ideas and 

values in the language of sermons, texts, and conversations in most religions, which are internalised 

into the identities of their adherents and motivate them to conduct helping behaviours, including 

various kinds of donations and voluntary work (I. E. Berger, 2006; Crystal & DeBell, 2002; Einolf, 2011; 

Gibson, 2008; Storm, 2015; Wuthnow, 2012). Wuthnow (1999, 2012) has highlighted the philanthropic 
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concepts, teachings and practices of all major religions and related them to the charitable behaviours 

of their adherents. On the other hand, the religious value of humility, as well as the collective discipline 

and group conformity in religious practices, restrain believers from self-promotion, and expressive and 

contentious activities, such as political persuasion and protest behaviours (Crystal & DeBell, 2002; 

Inglehart & Welzel, 2005; Scott, 2007). These discussions on the two possible directions of religious 

motivation—towards and away from civic engagement—correspond to my findings on the promoting 

and inhibiting effects of religiosity on immigrant civic engagement.  

However, the motivation mechanism by itself is insufficient to explain the promoting effects 

of religiosity on helping behaviours, nor is it referred to as the only mechanism that accounts for other 

religious effects on civic engagement in existing literature. Through religious attendance, adherents 

are not only internally motivated to donate and volunteer; they are also exposed to behavioural 

resources and opportunities. Prior works cast their attention beyond religious motivation, from which 

I have summarised the second mechanism of religion affecting civic engagement: mediation. 

Mediation 

Compared with religious motivation, the mediation function of religion on civic engagement 

has been more frequently referred to in international literature as the main mechanism behind the 

promoting effects of religion on civic engagement. It refers to the mediating role that religion plays by 

integrating people into communities and networks where they are exposed to an enriched repository 

of possibilities and resources, and become prepared and equipped for their civic engagement.  

In the current study, the mediation mechanism helps to explain the positive effects of religious 

participation beyond worship on immigrant civic engagement. According to the current research 

design, religious participation beyond worship emphasises the functions of religion as external 

organisations and denotes the level of participation in non-worship activities, such as camps, 

workshops, musical practice, and social gatherings, which are held around religious places of worship.  

The current results demonstrate that immigrants who are more active in religious participation 

beyond worship, regardless of their religious affiliation, are more interested in politics, hold more 



 

126 

active attitudes to political participation beyond voting, and are slightly more likely to have 

participated in non-religious associations. Through active participation in non-worship activities held 

around their churches, temples or mosques, immigrants develop essential language skills and 

organising abilities for civic engagement; gain information and knowledge about the host society and 

how civic engagement can be conducted (Eggert & Giugni, 2011; Giugni et al., 2014; Morales & Giugni, 

2011; Ruiter & De Graaf, 2006; Verba et al., 1995). Moreover, they are able to build social networks 

and interactions in communities where common concerns, interests and resources are gathered, and 

perhaps exercise leadership roles and gain feelings of efficacy and self-confidence (Bevelander & 

Pendakur, 2009; Jamal, 2005; Pattie et al., 2003; Putnam & Campbell, 2012; Storm, 2015) . These 

resources, capacities and skills are transferable from religious participation beyond worship into 

political and associational participation. This aspect of religious involvement actually demonstrates 

immigrants’ capacity for and level of engagement in associational life (Driskell et al., 2008; Lewis et al., 

2013; Sarkissian, 2012). Therefore, religious participation beyond worship plays a mediating role in the 

relationship between religious adherence and civic engagement: immigrants who are active in their 

religious communities are also more interested in political participation, and more likely to have 

engaged in wider associations.  

The motivation and mediation mechanisms do not work in a mutually exclusive way; instead, 

they function together behind some of the current findings. In terms of the positive effects religiosity 

has on voting attitudes and helping behaviours, authoritative earlier studies use social capital theory 

to encompass the motivation and mediation mechanisms. Social capital is a collective social resource 

that is generated from and resides in communication, cooperation and trust between actors (personal 

or corporate), and can accumulate over time and benefit the achievement of common goals in society 

(McVey & Vowles, 2005; Spellerberg, 2001). The discourse of charitable values, the networks of 

communication and the bonds of trust built around shared beliefs and collective worship increase 

social capital and provide an environment conducive to high levels of civic engagement, especially 
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voting, donating and volunteering (Crystal & DeBell, 2002; Gerber et al., 2016; Putnam, 2000; Putnam 

& Campbell, 2012).  

However, as I experienced personally during my data collection at various religious places of 

worship across Auckland, the effects of religious involvement on civic engagement are more than 

motivation and mediation. When participating in religious practices and other activities held around 

religion, immigrants are more likely to be directly invited and recruited to participate. This mechanism 

is conceptualised as mobilisation in my study. 

Mobilisation 

Mobilisation comprises exposure to behavioural requests and direct recruitment into civic 

engagement (I. E. Berger, 2006; Carabain & Bekkers, 2012; Morales & Giugni, 2011; Oskooii & Dana, 

2018; Sobolewska et al., 2015). Of the three mechanisms, mobilisation arouses civic engagement in 

the most direct manner. It has been reported by prior works that political organisations and other civic 

movements or organisations access immigrants at religious places of worship and directly invite or 

even persuade them to participate, and that the more people are asked to participate, the more likely 

they are to participate (I. E. Berger, 2006; Carabain & Bekkers, 2012; Pattie et al., 2003). People who 

are invited to participate, by either close or more distant acquaintances, are more likely to be actively 

engaged (Pattie et al., 2003). Religion in this case may serve as a political institution (De Tocqueville, 

2004), or at least as its assistant. 

The mobilisation mechanism is not directly tested in this study but I have experienced 

numerous instances of it in my data collection. Some of my findings might also be explained with 

regard to this mechanism. During my fieldwork for data collection, I encountered several politicians at 

various religious places of worship. At a leading Pacific Presbyterian church, I met the then-mayoral 

candidate for Auckland, Phil Goff, giving a campaign speech right after the Sunday worship service. 

During an important Indian festival celebration at Bharatiya Mandir, I witnessed the National MP 

Parmjeet Parmar interacting with the crowd, and the then-leader of the NZ People’s Party, Roshan 

Nauhria, greeting the attendees and serving food to them.  
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Religious services and events, in these and many more cases, provide opportunities for 

immigrants, as well as the wider religious and ethnic minority communities, to meet local politicians 

and be directly invited to, or at least implicitly reminded of, political participation, especially voting. 

Such a mobilisation mechanism cannot be fully excluded from the explanation of the positive 

correlation between religiosity and voting found in this study and many more studies (Bevelander & 

Pendakur, 2009; Cherry, 2009; Oskooii & Dana, 2018; Sobolewska et al., 2015; Verba et al., 1995).   

As I have discussed with the three subsections above, the motivation, mediation, and 

mobilisation mechanisms and their joint function explain the effects confirmed above. These effects 

include that religiosity promotes voting attitudes while attenuates attitudes to manifest political 

participation beyond voting, and that religious participation beyond worship enhances attitudes to 

political participation beyond voting. It is noteworthy that neither religiosity nor religious participation 

beyond worship could extend their effects to political participation behaviours. In other words, 

immigrants’ attitudes to political participation seem not to be transferrable to their actual participation 

behaviours. A closer investigation of the influential factors on civic engagement behaviours points to 

the importance of socioeconomic and immigrant conditions.  

Implementation 

The 3M mechanisms indicate the pathways through which religious involvement influences 

civic engagement. The impact of religious involvement on civic engagement attitudes and latent 

political participation behaviours does not extend to manifest political participation behaviours;  

instead, it gradually decreases as the forms of civic engagement become more formal, political and 

behavioural. Irrespective of whether immigrants’ religious involvement variously promotes or inhibits 

their civic engagement, such effects do not translate into their civic engagement behaviours directly; 

instead, whether they put their attitudes into practice is more likely to be shaped by their 

socioeconomic abilities and resources such as language and income, and the depth of their settlement 

and commitment to the host society, represented by acquisition of citizenship and length of residence 

in New Zealand. The existence of practical barriers in the implementation of civic engagement is 
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evident in the current findings and supporting evidence from international literature, as presented in 

the discussion below.  

Voting attitudes are positively linked with religiosity, but actual voter turnout and voting 

enrolment are mainly promoted by the acquisition of citizenship and longer residence in New Zealand. 

In Sweden, where non-citizen residents are allowed voting rights for local and municipal elections, the 

acquisition of citizenship has also been found to have a strong effect on participation in voting 

(Bevelander & Pendakur, 2009). Some other supporting data can be drawn from the 2017 New Zealand 

general election participation rates. Among immigrants who had lived in New Zealand less than 5 years, 

the voting rate was only 54%, while among those who had lived in New Zealand 15 years or more, 89% 

had voted (Stats NZ, 2018). Such effect of longer exposure to the new society has also been confirmed 

in Rooij’s (2012) comparative study between Western and non-Western immigrants: the longer the 

time and the deeper the level at which immigrants were immersed in a certain political context, the 

more likely they were to be engaged in voting. The lack of awareness and knowledge of participation 

might be the reason for new settlers’ inactiveness (B. Berger, 2009). 

Associational participation is fostered by more active religious participation beyond worship, 

but impeded if English is not the home language. For immigrants from non-English speaking 

backgrounds, even though their willingness to participate might be as strong as others, they may have 

faced practical disadvantages to put their willingness into practice through organisations and activities 

where English is the dominant language (Stoll & Wong, 2007).  

The structure of the influencing factors on helping behaviours is intuitively sensible. Helping 

behaviours, including donating and volunteering, are promoted by higher religiosity, but restricted by 

lower income. It is understandable and widely demonstrated that people with lower income lack 

enough time and monetary resources to help others. Lower income increases the relative costs of 

participation at the individual level and therefore hinders civic engagement (Putnam, 2000; Verba et 

al., 1995). 
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Summary 

Religious involvement affects civic engagement through the 3M mechanisms. The motivation 

mechanism of religion takes place when commitment to religious values, beliefs and norms is nurtured 

and enhanced through personal and group religious practices, thereby providing motivations to impel 

or impede the civic engagement of religious adherents. The mediation mechanism of religion takes 

effect when religious adherents are gathered into religious fellowships and involved in the many and 

varied activities held around religious places of worship, through which they interact with wider 

communities, associations and networks, gain information and knowledge, and develop interests, skills 

and abilities that facilitate civic engagement (Putnam & Campbell, 2012; Ruiter & De Graaf, 2006; 

Storm, 2015). The mobilisation mechanism of religion on civic engagement happens when religious 

adherents are directly invited to participate in civic engagement at religious places of worship or 

occasions where they gather because of their common religious identity.  

However, these three mechanisms cannot guarantee the occurrence of civic engagement 

among immigrants. The promoting or inhibiting effects of religious involvement on immigrant civic 

engagement attitudes and latent political participation do not extend to their manifest political 

participation behaviours. The implementation of immigrant political participation is not influenced by 

their religious involvement but shaped by practical barriers from their specific socioeconomic and 

immigrant conditions. These findings demonstrate that along the civic engagement continuum from 

attitudes to behaviours, from latent to manifest participation, religious involvement is gradually less 

likely to make any difference, while language, income, changes in immigration status, and extension 

of residence, become more visible as influential factors.  

The Joint Effect of Motivation, Mediation, and Mobilisation Among Non-Christian Religions 

The 3M mechanisms stem from different aspects of the interaction between religion and 

adherents, and have been presented in various findings of this study. They are not completely 

independent of each other and often function together. The findings demonstrate that when specific 

religious groups are considered after demographic, socioeconomic, and immigration-related variables 
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are controlled for, the motivation from their religious values and beliefs, the mediation through their 

religious involvement, and the specific mobilisation from their particular religious communities and 

organisations, work together in shaping their performance of civic engagement. Since Christians are 

taken as the reference group, the current research findings and reflections on the impact of religious 

affiliations on civic engagement focus on the three major non-Christian religious groups: Muslims, 

Hindus, and Buddhists. Compared with Christians, these three religious groups are organised 

differently, which has influenced the sampling reality of each group and may produce differences in 

their respective performances. These three religions’ effects on civic engagement have to be 

interpreted with awareness of the possible particularity in the sampling settings of each religious group.  

Muslims 

This study reveals three major links between Islamic affiliation and civic engagement. First, 

compared with immigrants from other religious backgrounds, Muslims are moderately more willing to 

participate in extra-parliamentary political behaviours, including lawful demonstrations, strikes, 

occupy movements, and contacting the media and politicians to express views. They are also 

significantly more likely to have actually participated in these behaviours. However, they are less likely 

to vote in elections. These findings will be discussed with reference to the sampling strategy 

particularly applied to Muslim immigrants in my study, together with a consideration of their ethnic 

constitution. The 3M model of mechanisms is also adopted in this discussion.   

The civic engagement of Muslims attracted substantial scholarly attention in the United States 

after the terrorist attacks of 9/11, in Europe after the inflow of heterogeneous immigrants during 

recent decades, around the whole world in response to the increasing Islamophobia, and also in New 

Zealand following the 2019 Christchurch terror attack. International studies have suggested that 

Muslim immigrants respond to negative events and the related grievances in their societal situation 

by conducting more collective political action (Ayers & Hofstetter, 2008; Klandermans et al., 2008). 

Although the current data were collected before 2019, the most notable finding related to Muslims is 

still the significant and relatively strong positive link between being a Muslim and being active in extra-
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parliamentary political participation. Compared with other religious affiliations after controlling for all 

available demographic and religious involvement variables, being a Muslim increases not only 

attitudes to extra-parliamentary political participation but also the likelihood of having actually 

engaged in these types of behaviours.  

Considering the motivation mechanism, local and international issues related to Muslim 

identity where Muslims feel concerned, offended, or threatened, such as the violence occurring 

between Palestinians and Israelis in 2000 in the Gaza Strip, the exposure of cartoon images of the 

Prophet Mohammad in the New Zealand media in 2005, and President Trump’s anti-Muslim travel ban 

in 2017, have prompted protests among Muslim communities in New Zealand (Bradley, 2017; Khan & 

Tye, 2017; Shepard, 2006; Tapaleao, 2015). This motivation mechanism does not only apply to New 

Zealand Muslims, but also applies to Muslims elsewhere (Shepard, 2006). However, Muslim 

immigrants have been found to be less active than the general Swiss nationals in protest activities in 

Switzerland (Giugni et al., 2014), and also less active in protest activities compared with Christian 

immigrants in four major European cities (Eggert & Giugni, 2011). Therefore, the current link between 

Islamic affiliation and extra-parliamentary political participation cannot be simply attributed to the 

motivation mechanism given the contrary findings in previous international studies. This raises the 

question: could it have been caused by biased assumptions? 

As mentioned in the data collection section, I have no predetermined position as an overseas 

student to defend or judge, or even focus on, any particular religion in the New Zealand context. During 

my data collection, an important message from the Head of the Federation of Islamic Associations of 

New Zealand Ulama Board, Sheikh Mohammad Amir, was that I should convince all Muslim leaders I 

approached that my study was not targeted at Muslims but all major religions. He argued that being 

aimed at as research “subjects” in itself may hurt the feeling of Muslims. In terms of the wording of 

the survey questionnaire, I also managed to avoid the Christian-centric assumption of universal weekly 

worship attendance across diverse religions and replace the usual frequency questions with more 

culturally and religiously sensitive ways of asking participants their subjective evaluation of their own 
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positivity in religious practices. Consultations with many of my religious informants, usually religious 

leaders, also provided examples of ways to make these questions sound familiar to people from all 

major religious backgrounds. Thus, biased assumptions are unlikely to be the reason for the 

uncommon results.   

Although I sought to avoid biased research focus or survey questions, an unavoidable bias still 

occurred during the data collection process. While religious worship services and rituals were excellent 

occasions to promote my survey and recruit participants from Buddhists, Christians and Hindus, it did 

not work in a similar way for Muslims. Indeed, almost none of my Muslim informants suggested that I 

should visit mosques and deliver questionnaires on site, partly because of my gender, since females 

are not very often expected to be in a mosque, and more because of the peculiarity of Musl ims’ 

religious practices. My informants explained to me that the higher frequency of prayer required in 

Islam and the expectation of males praying in mosques make prayer a rushed task which is hard to 

reconcile with their employment for many Muslim salary earners. Their worship is less sociable and 

relaxed compared with Sunday services at Christian churches, and much more frequent and stressful 

in terms of time compared with the group worship of Hindus and Buddhists, which makes it less 

suitable for questionnaire distribution.  

Therefore, to recruit Muslim participants I turned to social activities and forums organised by 

local Muslim organisations such as the Council of Christians and Muslims, the Islamic Women’s Council 

of New Zealand, and the Waikato Muslim Association. These activities and forums tend to be 

interested in Muslims’ civic engagement and identity in New Zealand society. This tendency was a 

double-edged sword for my sampling. On the one hand, attendees at such occasions, compared with 

attendees at general religious worship services, were much more willing to help with a civic 

engagement survey. On the other hand, they also tended to be the active cohort among the general 

Muslim population in terms of civic engagement. Indeed, those activities and forums were also part of 

their civic engagement with a particular focus on the existing problems in society and possibilities to 
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make changes. Indeed, the contexts where my Muslim respondents were recruited were largely the 

occasions of their civic engagement generated by their religious community and identity.  

The active participation of the current Muslim sample in extra-parliamentary participation is 

unlikely to be only motivated by their religious identity. It can be mediated by their religious 

participation into local Muslim organisations, where they are also more likely to be directly mobilised 

to extra-parliamentary political activities. This process may in turn foster their motivation to protect 

their Muslim identity by such participation. The particular sampling bias of this study might have 

highlighted the mediation and mobilisation function of Muslim religious involvement. Not surprisingly, 

the Muslims in my sample appear to be active in extra-parliamentary political participation attitudes 

and behaviours.  

Another reason for the peculiarity of Muslims in my sample is their ethnic origins. Depending 

on different sampling locations and research methodologies, individual studies on Muslims may be 

highly diverse in terms of which ethnic groups of Muslims are actually reflected in their research. 

Previous studies have looked into Moroccan and Turkish Muslims (Klandermans et al., 2008), 

Bangladeshi and Jamaican Muslims (DeHanas, 2010), and Pakistani, Bangladeshi, and Black-African 

Muslims (Oskooii & Dana, 2018).  

In this regard, my sample highly matches the ethnic composition of Muslims in New Zealand 

society. Islam in New Zealand is certainly diverse, not homogenous, with the majority being South 

Asian (i.e., Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Fiji Indian), and a smaller percentage from Middle East, 

Africa and South East Asia (Pratt, 2010, 2016). Similarly, Indian, other South Asian and Fiji Indian 

participants account for around 60% of my Muslim sample, as presented in Table 7. They may have 

unfavourable collective memories or experiences from their origins, be it the Hindu–Muslim conflicts 

in India, or the struggles of establishing religious identity in Fiji, or the constant conflicts in Middle East; 

such political histories and struggles in their countries of origin may energise the political participation 

of Muslim immigrants in the host society of New Zealand (Klandermans et al., 2008; Sobolewska et al., 

2015).  
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The ethnic composition of the current Muslim sample also explains another Muslim-related 

finding in this study. Voter turnout was found to be negatively linked with Muslim affiliation to a 

significant extent after age, gender, 4  length of residency, acquisition of citizenship, other social-

demographic variables, and religious involvement were controlled. In this regard, Stockemer and 

Khazaeli’s (2014) study of large-scale comparisons of legislative elections worldwide observed lower 

turnout rates in Muslim-majority countries compared with majority non-Muslim countries. According 

to a list of Muslim-majority countries provided by Stockemer and Khazaeli (2014), 50.4% of my Muslim 

sample are from those Muslim-majority countries with lower voting rates, including Pakistan, 

Bangladesh, Malaysia, Indonesia, and Middle Eastern countries. In addition, 10.1% of my Muslim 

respondents are from India, where Muslims have suffered persistent political under-representation 

(Bhargava, 2007). Additionally, 18.8% of the sampled Muslims are from Fiji, which has been found to 

be a country of origin with the lowest voting rates in New Zealand (A. Henderson, 2013). In total, then, 

79.3% of the Muslims in my study originate from countries where lower voting rates for Muslims have 

been reported by New Zealand and international works. It is likely that these Muslim immigrants have 

been influenced by the voting reality in their home country and maintained a relatively lower voting 

rate even after they migrated to New Zealand. 

Stockemer and Khazaeli (2014) argued that traditional religious beliefs and practices of Islam 

implicitly or explicitly prevent the participation of various cohorts of the population and render high 

abstention rates in voting. They also mentioned that the majority of the elections in Muslim-dominant 

countries have been held under non-democratic regimes, which might have discouraged the voting 

turnout in these countries. However, if we attribute the lower voting turnout of Muslim immigrants to 

the negative motivation of Islam on voting, then it is hard to explain why Muslim immigrants in the 

current sample do not express significantly weaker attitudes to voting.  

                                                        

4 Excluding Muslim women from the general Muslim sample does not significantly change their voting rate.  
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According to the current data, Muslim immigrants expressed similar willingness to vote in the 

next election compared with other religious groups, which may indicate that they are not very likely 

to be significantly weaker in terms of their recognition of the voting norms and awareness of voting 

participation in New Zealand. However, their actual behavioural pattern has been somehow shaped 

by other factors, possibly including the voting reality in their home countries. While, with the current 

data, we cannot actually test why the assumed negative motivation of Islam on voting has not been 

expressed in the voting attitudes but only in the actual voting participation of the sampled Muslim 

immigrants, these findings at least cast some light on the future direction of voting promotion among 

Muslim immigrants in New Zealand.  

The less active participation of New Zealand’s Muslim immigrants in voting might persist as a 

pattern adopted from their home countries, but is not unchangeable. Given that their voting attitudes 

are not significantly different from immigrants of other religions, and that their religious affiliation has 

successfully demonstrated promoting effects on other civic engagement behaviours as discussed 

earlier in the current section, the mediation and mobilisation function of the local Islamic religious 

involvement should be harnessed with an intention to increase their voting turnout. 

In conclusion, the current findings on the activeness of Muslims in extra-parliamentary 

political participation have been limited by the particular sampling strategy adopted for this study. The 

way Muslims were sampled compromises the validity of the comparison between Islam and other 

religions regarding their effects on extra-parliamentary participation. Therefore, this finding may not 

apply to Muslims who do not attend local Islamic social activities and forums, and cannot be 

confidently generalised to the wider Muslim immigrant population in New Zealand. Future studies 

should strive to use random sampling, or at least avoid sampling from similar occasions.  

Although not randomly sampled, my data collection has achieved a Muslim sample which 

reflects the ethnic constitution of Muslim immigrants in New Zealand. Both of my two findings related 

to Muslims—their active extra-parliamentary participation and lower voting rates—have been 

affected by the constitution of their ethnicity and place of origin, which set the tone for their local 
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participation. It suggests that the Muslim community cannot be considered as a singular entity, neither 

within New Zealand nor in any other immigrant countries (Kolig, 2006). Instead, it has widespread 

internal diversification and tensions, as well as ethnic and economic divisions (Kolig, 2009). Muslims 

cannot be considered as homogenous just because they tick the same option for the question on 

religious affiliation (Foroutan, 2017). Researchers need to consider the diverse ethnic and 

socioeconomic properties of the multiple subgroups belonging to the Muslim category when 

interpreting research findings.  

Viewed from another perspective, the reported positive links between Islam and extra-

parliamentary political participation works as a good example of the mediation and mobilisation 

mechanisms through which the common voices and actions aroused from the shared Muslim identity 

might have been directed and amplified. In fact, the reactions of New Zealand Muslim communities 

towards the Christchurch terror attack have added new implications to the understanding of these 

mechanisms. Prominent Muslim organisations—for instance, the Federation of Islamic Associations of 

New Zealand (FIANZ)—have played an effective role in restoring the mutual trust between local 

authorities and grieving families through considerate and timely dialogue, and indeed, defused a 

proposed protest (Parahi, 2019). The general response from the Muslim communities was rational and 

restrained, while the general discourse in the wider society, as well as the relevant coverage in the 

media, was themed with peace, love, forgiveness and inclusion (Rahman, 2020). Effective working 

relationships have been established between authorities, the affected communities and Muslim 

organisations to facilitate further communication, cooperation and support (Anwar & Sumpter, 2020). 

The mediation and mobilisation functions of Muslim communities have been conducted in a 

constructive manner.  

Taking into account the confirmed mediation and mobilisation functions of Islamic religious 

involvement, election-promoting agencies might consider requesting prominent Muslim organisations 

to encourage voting at their events, improving the accessibility of voting around Muslim communities, 

and setting well-known members in their communities as role models to mobilise Muslim immigrants 
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to vote. The focus of effort should be on the Muslim communities originating from Muslim-majority 

countries, and also places where Muslims have experienced historical under-representation and 

inequality in politics (i.e., India and Fiji). With the awareness that they might have been accustomed 

to the less attractive voting environment in their home country, the promotion strategy may target 

increasing their feeling of efficacy in New Zealand political system, probably by increasing the visibility 

of the representation of Muslims in political decision making (Laxer et al., 2019). 

Hindus 

Compared with Christian immigrants as the reference group, Hindu immigrants have been 

found to have a moderately weaker interest in politics. In the North American discourse of approving 

the promoting effects of religions on civic engagement, which has been discussed thoroughly in 

Chapter 4, Hindus have been found to be no more active than non-affiliates. A Canadian study reported 

that after ethnicity and social capital variables are controlled, Canadian-born Hindus cannot be 

distinguished from non-affiliates in voting participation (Bevelander & Pendakur, 2009). Among Asian 

Americans, Hindus and Buddhists have been found to be less active in volunteering behaviours 

compared with non-affiliates as well as Christians (Ecklund & Park, 2007). The explanations of findings 

in these earlier studies have pointed to the less organisational nature of Hinduism, and Buddhism 

(Ecklund & Park, 2007; Stoll & Wong, 2007). With a lower level of organisational religious practices, 

Hindus, as well as Buddhists, are believed to lack formal interaction around their religious worship 

services (Ecklund & Park, 2007; Stoll & Wong, 2007), without which their religious involvement is less 

able to mediate or mobilise their civic engagement.  

The less organisational feature of Hindu religious involvement has also been confirmed by this 

study. Chapter 6 has reported that Hindu immigrants are the group with the lowest religiosity 

expression, and that the main influencing factor behind their lowest expression of religiosity is their 

lowest participation in regular group worship. Worship in Hindu religious practices is more often 

individual or tied to family groups (Rinehart & Rinehart, 2004). According to my experience during data 

collection, local Hindu priests did not reject the term “regular group worship,” and local Hindus do visit 
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temples regularly and conduct worship rituals in loose groups. However, the strength and richness of 

the interaction in such “group worship” is very different from the weekly congregational gatherings of 

Christians. Hindus are unlikely to form shared interests and concerns through the mediation of their 

religious involvement, which might explain their lower political interest. 

Another methodological consideration can also be made from the lower religiosity expression 

among Hindus. Since Hindus as a whole generally score lower on the religiosity scale, when their 

religiosity is controlled at the same level with Christians in the regression analysis, for example, 

controlled at a number indicating the middle level, the comparison is actually between Christians with 

a middle level of religiosity among Christians, and Hindus with a relatively high level of religiosity 

among Hindus. Therefore, the Hindu-related findings might be slightly intertwined with the influence 

of higher religiosity. This might explain why Hindus express marginally less active attitudes to manifest 

political participation besides voting within the institutions of representative democracy (i.e., political 

meetings, persuasion, monetary contributions and advertising), but slightly more active attitudes to 

voting. These two tendencies match the effects of religiosity on these two aspects of civic engagement 

attitudes, which indicates that although these effects appear to be caused by Hindu affiliation, they 

might be actually rendered by the skewed religiosity of Hindus in the regression analysis.  

Even if we consider the possible interference of religiosity in the results related to Hindus, the 

aforementioned findings that Hindu immigrants are less interested in politics than Christians, and that 

Hindus are not distinguished from Christians on civic engagement behaviours, are still reliable, because 

religiosity has not been proven to be an influential factor on political interest and most civic 

engagement behaviours. Therefore, we can still conclude that, although Hindu immigrants tend to be 

less interested in politics, they are still reasonably engaged in New Zealand political participation and 

civil life, and Hinduism is not an obstacle to the civic engagement of its immigrant adherents.  

Buddhists 

Buddhists have been reported to be less active, just as Hindus, in earlier literature (Ecklund & 

Park, 2007). Stoll and Wong (2007) mentioned that American Buddhist immigrants do not have as 
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much congregational life as their Christian counterparts, and therefore are exposed to fewer 

opportunities to interact with the local community and gain civic skills that would foster civic 

engagement. However, in the current study, when both the two aspects of religious involvement, 

namely religiosity and religious participation beyond worship, are controlled for, Buddhist immigrants 

are found to be just as active in civic engagement attitudes and behaviours as their Christian 

counterparts.  

My data collection experience has provided some explanations for this divergence of my 

results from findings in the international literature. Buddhist communities in New Zealand are often 

active charitable organisations in themselves, such as Fo Guang Shan, Tzu Chi New Zealand, and 

Amitabha Hospice. They are not just involved in charity as religious organisations; instead, they are 

actually organised around charitable causes with strong endorsement from their religious beliefs, and 

their charitable practice is recognised and praised as a major element of their religious practice.  

The name Tzu Chi can be taken as an illustration of the alliance of Buddhism and charitable 

causes: the term Tzu Chi, which means mercy and remedy, has a clear Buddhist implication and 

describes one of the key values of Buddhism. In their practice, Buddhists cooperate with local 

authorities dealing with frontline welfare affairs, for example the delivery of free food bags. The 

adherent individuals are widely mediated and mobilised into charitable services, for example, cooking 

free meals for needy families in their community. The same condition applies to Fo Guang Shan, 

another major source of Buddhist participants in my study.  

Besides this, local Buddhist leaders are widely engaged in inter-faith and inter-group 

organisations, like the New Zealand Buddhist Council and Auckland Interfaith Council, through the 

mediation of which their leadership is recognised and fostered during their representation of their 

fellows. These aforementioned forms of participation are either civic engagement behaviours in 

themselves, or occasions to get the participants prepared for civic engagement. Therefore, Buddhist 

participation in New Zealand not only motivates, but also mediates and mobilises the civic engagement 

of adherents. This finding has confirmed the active involvement of Buddhists in charity, volunteering, 
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social service, and inter-religious dialogue and cooperation described by earlier international case 

studies (Chen, 2002; Kraft, 1995; Yarnall, 2003). 

In short, Buddhist immigrants in this study are found to be just as active as Christians in civic 

engagement. The major local organisations that Buddhist immigrants are involved in offer them plenty 

of opportunities to be prepared and involved in various aspects of civic engagement. The performance 

of Buddhist immigrants in civic engagement in this study actually reflects the way they are engaged in 

local Buddhist organisations and the focus of practices conducted by these organisations.  

Limitations 

Like any other studies based on self-administered surveys, systematic limitations, such as 

selection bias and social desirability, apply to the current survey and have their particular 

manifestations in this study. Considering the tremendous diversity of the immigrant population and 

the heterogeneity of religious sub-groups, there are also limitations in the research scope and the 

applicability of the measurement. 

Selection Bias and Social Desirability 

Selection bias is possible in this study due to systematic errors in choosing the individuals to 

take part in the survey. Just as in survey research of all kinds, differences between those who 

participated and those who refused, and therefore the risk of selection bias, are inevitable. 

Participating in a public survey is a voluntary donation of information and is in itself a kind of civic 

engagement. Voluntary participation in a survey regarding civic engagement may also indicate higher 

interest in this particular topic. Therefore, participants in the survey are likely to be those who are also 

more active in wider civic engagement, while those refuse to respond may also be less active in other 

forms of participation (Pattie et al., 2003). Social desirability may interfere with the research results in 

a similar direction. Non-participants, especially in statutory activities like voting and enrolment, may 

feel the pressure of social desirability and report more participation than they have actually achieved 

(Selb & Munzert, 2013). Therefore, active civic engagement participants may be over-represented in 

https://www.linguee.com/english-chinese/translation/heterogeneity.html
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the sample, while the general level of the target population’s civic engagement may be over-estimated 

(Pattie et al., 2003; Selb & Munzert, 2013).  

Participants’ reports of religious involvement may also be reviewed with the awareness of 

selection bias and social desirability. The current sampling mainly took place at religious places of 

worship or through religious organisations with the assistance of frontline pastoral staff. Respondents 

to the survey invitations were likely to be people in closer connection with their religious leaders. This 

group of participants might tend to report higher religious involvement, either truthfully or due to 

their concern about social desirability. Among them, those who were instructed to leave their 

completed paper-based questionnaires with priests or other religious leaders might have felt stronger 

social desirability in terms of how religious they were and how active they were in religious 

involvement. As mentioned in the data collection section of Chapter 5, the delivery and collection of 

paper-based questionnaires were spontaneously introduced by frontline pastoral staff for the 

convenience of willing participants. Although the researcher had committed to promoting online 

access to the survey, the practice initiated by frontline pastoral staff was not refused considering its 

efficiency in achieving survey responses. These practices and compromises in data collection may skew 

the selection of participants towards the religiously active cohort of immigrants and render the over-

estimation of the religious involvement level of the sample.  

The selection bias and social desirability issues discussed above may cause the over-

representation of active civic engagement participants and highly religious immigrants in the sample 

and the over-estimation of the general level of civic engagement and religious involvement of the 

sample. However, this study does not aim to compare the absolute level of civic engagement or that 

of religious involvement between the target population and the wider population with the current 

sample. The major findings were mainly generated from inter-group comparisons among immigrants 

affiliated with different religions after controlling for level of religious involvement, and among 

immigrants with various levels of religious involvement in the same religious group. Such comparisons 

were unlikely to be invalidated by these biases. Furthermore, even if the absolute values of levels of 
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participation are not completely accurate, the internal ranking of participating rates of forms of civic 

engagement, from common actions in daily life, such as charitable donations, to infrequent high-risk 

actions, such as occupy movements, is in line with expectations, which indicates that the relative 

values are likely to be correct nevertheless. The effects of control variables, such as gender, age, length 

of residence, and obtainment of citizenship, and the distinct effects of religiosity and religious 

participation beyond worship confirmed in this study are generally aligned with wider literature, which 

can also be taken as evidence of the robustness of this study.  

The influence of convenience sampling is most obviously demonstrated in the biased sample 

of Muslims as discussed in the earlier Muslim section of this chapter. Mosques, unlike churches and 

temples, are not ideal locations for data collection, as attendance at Islamic worship services is more 

likely to be in haste compared with the situation of other religions. Although I still managed to recruit 

a reasonable number of Muslim participants from social activities and community forums organised 

by Muslim organisations, these sampling occasions themselves were likely to be scenes of civic 

engagement of Muslim immigrants. Participants recruited there tended to be the civically active cohort 

among the Muslim population. This biased sampling compromises the validity of the positive Muslim 

effect found on extra-parliamentary political participation attitudes and behaviours. Generalisation of 

this finding to the wider Muslim immigrant population in New Zealand should be treated with caution.  

Another selection bias may be caused by possible barriers in terms of language and education. 

Considering the diversity of the target population in language and the limited scale of this study as a 

student project, the survey questionnaire was only available in English. Participating in the survey 

required a moderate level of English fluency, which cannot be taken for granted among migrants from 

non-English speaking origins. The survey contains a wide vocabulary of politics and religion; therefore, 

a reasonable level of education is required. Such a human capital threshold is largely inevitable, not 

only in the current survey, but also is other studies using single language self-administered 

questionnaires on a linguistically diverse population. 
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While some potential participants might have been discouraged from participation by the 

English and educational requirements of the survey, some other participants who were eager to 

participate but were similarly blocked had asked their teenager kids to help them with the translation 

and interpretation of the survey questionnaire. This can be viewed an extension of the daily practice 

of how their children, usually the 1.5 generation or the 2nd generation of immigrants, are involved in 

their civic life. Nevertheless, immigrants disadvantaged in language and education as well as those 

disadvantaged in accessing relevant assistance may be underrepresented in the current sample while 

immigrants with better English and a higher education level may be over-represented.  

Higher English fluency, as well as higher education levels, have been reported, across 

international literature, to be related to higher civic engagement (I. E. Berger, 2006; Bevelander & 

Pendakur, 2009; Carabain & Bekkers, 2012; Putnam, 2000; Stoll & Wong, 2007). The current results 

have confirmed the positive effect of English as home language on immigrant civic engagement 

behaviours but do not support the alleged positive effects of higher education. Such findings should 

be understood with awareness of the selection bias regarding language and education. As reported in 

Chapter 6, English is not the most spoken language at home for almost 60% of the participants while 

around 90% of the participants have had some university or higher education. Although there might 

be selection bias in terms of both language and education in the current sample, the percentage of 

participants speaking other languages at home is still substantial enough for the effects of English to 

be observed while the education distribution of participants is too much skewed to the higher end for 

the effects of education to be found.  

Considering the selection bias in language and education in the current sample, the descriptive 

data about language and education in this study cannot be extended to describe the target population. 

The finding that education level is irrelevant to immigrant civic engagement should not be hastily 

generalised to the target population. Nevertheless, with language and education being controlled in 

the regression analysis, the validity of comparisons focused on religious affiliation and religious 

involvement is unlikely to be impaired by this limitation. 
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Scope Limitation 

Considering the complex peculiarities of the target population and the limited resources 

available to a single student researcher, this study has several limitations in the research scope. Ideally 

speaking, the civic engagement of immigrants would be better understood in comparison with that of 

non-immigrants, and the effects of religion on the civic engagement of immigrants would be more 

obvious as opposed to non-religious immigrants. However, compared with non-immigrants and non-

religious immigrants, the cohort of religious immigrants is easier to identify and approach collectively 

through ethnic religious organisations and places of worship. Considering the limited resources of a 

single student researcher, the research scope was confined to religious immigrants.  

Since non-immigrants and non-religious immigrants were not involved in this study due to the 

research design, and immigrants have not often been specified as a group in official studies, direct 

comparisons of participation rates with the wider population cannot be easily made here. Future 

studies may extend the current research scope to reliable comparisons between immigrants and the 

native-born, or immigrants and the general population, or religiously affiliated immigrants with non-

religious immigrants. Obtaining a larger and more comprehensive sub-sample of each cohort would 

enable a clearer depiction of the absolute level of religious immigrant civic engagement against the 

backdrop of the wider population. 

Another limitation of the study is the limited geographic region where the study was 

conducted. The current sample is largely located within the wider Auckland area, where immigrants 

of multiple religions concentrate. Religious minority immigrants are more likely to find a religious 

organisation affiliated with their own particular denomination, or even serving their own particular 

ethnicity, in Auckland, but it may not be the same case in other parts of New Zealand. Given the 

mediation and mobilisation functions of religion on immigrant civic engagement, the civic engagement 

of those who do not have easy access to an “ideal” religious organisation may be less facilitated. 

Therefore, a generalisation of the current findings to immigrants out of the wider Auckland region in 
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New Zealand might be a bit hasty. However, also because of the concentration of immigrants in 

Auckland, the current study still applies to a relatively large proportion of immigrants in New Zealand.  

Applicability of Measurement 

This study explored the civic engagement of immigrants of multiple religious minorities in New 

Zealand. However, such a highly diverse population is difficult to depict precisely with a single survey.  

The forms of civic engagement included in the survey are drawn from existing large-scale social 

surveys that were designed for the general population, not particularly for immigrants. Immigrants 

may have their particular forms of civic engagement based on their religious and ethnic peculiarities 

as well as their life context as immigrants. Although I have made all attempts to guarantee the 

completeness of the operationalisation of civic engagement, there might be some unique immigrant 

forms of civic engagement not included in the present study. In order to validate the current 

operationalisation of civic engagement and supplement the present findings, further research may 

adopt qualitative approaches, such as in-depth interviews and focus groups, to explore whether 

immigrants have unique forms of civic engagement and whether these activities can be captured by 

general social surveys.  

This study intended to cater for the peculiarities of the four major religions when measuring 

their religiosity, considering their different requirements and practices of worship. However, whether 

a single, unitary measurement of religiosity is available across diverse religions is still doubtful. In the 

majority of the existing surveys, questions about one’s frequency of worship attendance are usually 

designed in a Christian context, based on the assumption of universal weekly religious service 

attendance. As discussed in Chapter 5, this assumption does not suit non-Christian religions. Although 

I replaced the conventional frequency questions by asking self-reported activeness in religious 

practices, and considered gender discrepancies in the data analysis, Hindu immigrants still scored 

significant lower on religiosity because of less regular group worship. It indicates that religious 

practices are incommensurate between religions and that the current measure of religiosity still does 

not perfectly suit every religious group in the target population. Prior researchers have made 
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numerous attempts to better capture this complexity. As will be discussed in a later section, the 

present study has made its unique contribution to this issue, but is still just one step on the way to a 

perfect solution if there is any. 

Summary 

Generally speaking, limited by the common defects of social surveys, as well as the present 

sampling strategy and data collection methods, my research results are likely to be biased towards the 

more civically engaged as well as the more religious cohort of the general target population, and 

cannot be generalised directly to immigrants out of the wider Auckland region. The finding that 

education level does not affect immigrant civic engagement should be viewed with extra caution and 

needs to be further tested with samples that are more heterogeneous in education level. However, 

this study focuses on the inter-group comparisons among immigrants affiliated with different religions, 

and among immigrants with varying levels of religious involvement. Therefore, the current findings are 

generally still robust and would not be easily invalidated by these biases. 

Methodological Reflections 

According to the earlier discussion in this chapter, religiosity and religious participation beyond 

worship influence civic engagement in different ways, while civic engagement attitudes and behaviours 

also respond differently to variance in religious involvement. This has enlightened my reflection on 

how the wider research results regarding religion and civic engagement can be influenced by the 

aspect of religious involvement or civic engagement which is actually measured. Different results can 

be produced depending on whether a certain instrument measures inner religiosity or other religious 

participation, and which aspect of civic engagement attitudes or actual behaviours it measures. It is 

important to examine whether every statement is “playing on the same field” prior to considering 

whether they conflict with each other. This section will reveal some distinct trends in the previous 

operationalisation of religious involvement and civic engagement, in light of which my corresponding 

findings will be systematically reviewed. 
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Indicators of Religious Involvement 

The traditionally used and still popular indicators of religious involvement can be categorised 

into two main types. Religious service attendance is strongly shaped by the weekly group worship 

tradition of Christianity and has been widely used in most relevant quantitative studies over a long 

time span across multiple countries (Bevelander & Pendakur, 2009; Carabain & Bekkers, 2012; Lam, 

2002; McAndrew & Voas, 2014; Oskooii & Dana, 2018; Putnam, 2000; Ruiter & De Graaf, 2006; Smidt, 

1999; Stoll & Wong, 2007). The other type is the relatively private aspect of religious involvement, 

including importance of religion, level of being religious, frequency of prayer and frequency of religious 

reading (Grundel & Maliepaard, 2012; Lam, 2002; Lewis et al., 2013; McAndrew & Voas, 2014; Putnam 

& Campbell, 2012; Read, 2015; Storm, 2015). Some researchers incorporate elements from both types, 

using them separately or as indicators of a single factor, quite often named religiosity (I. E. Berger, 2006; 

Bevelander & Pendakur, 2009; Carabain & Bekkers, 2012; Just et al., 2014; Scott, 2007; Stoll & Wong, 

2007; Storm, 2015). Although these two types appear to be quite distinct from each other, 

representing the public and personal aspects of religious involvement respectively, the actual functions 

of religion they imply can be cross-cutting. Service attendance and the importance of religion may 

indicate one’s internal commitment to a religion as well as external attachment to the social network 

or the community built around a religion. When people report regular attendance at worship services 

or say “religion is important to me,” it is hard to distinguish whether they mean religious values and 

beliefs as personal spiritual creeds, or whether it may have simply reminded them of their beloved 

choir, their faith-friendship networks, or kids’ Sunday school.  

In Bowling Alone, Putnam (2000) raised the measurement of religious organisational 

membership and identified it as an important source of social capital that religion may provide. This 

indicator, also referred to as religious institutional participation, soon became the new favourite of 

researchers and was often used in parallel with their selection from the aforementioned two types of 

indicators: service attendance and religious importance (Lam, 2002; Sarkissian, 2012; Wuthnow, 2002). 

Religious organisation membership was also used together with indicators of the private dimension of 
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Muslims’ religious involvement in some studies on Muslims (Eggert & Giugni, 2011; Read, 2015). Storm 

(2015) confirmed its efficacy by saying that most of the associations between religion and volunteering 

are mediated by religious associational membership and collective religious practice. However, as with 

the dual possibilities that may drive the importance of religion, religious organisation membership may 

measure multiple aspects of general religious involvement.  

A more clearly targeted attempt to measure the not-so-religious participation around religion 

was pioneered by Ecklund and Park (2005, 2007), who distinguished religious participation aside from 

worship from religious worship attendance and religious group membership. By emphasising the term 

“aside from worship,” they pointed more clearly to activities that happen around religious places of 

worship but are not worship and are often less religious, such as education programmes for children 

and youth, camps, classes, group studies, workshops, retreats, choir or other musical practice and 

social gatherings. This approach soon attracted scholarly attention, with studies consistently reporting 

that when separating religious participation beyond worship from the internal religiosity measures, 

the effect of the latter is reversed or erased (Cherry, 2009; Driskell et al., 2008; Grundel & Maliepaard, 

2012).  

In 2012, Putnam updated his previous prominent study with American Grace and constructed 

a new measure, church friendship, from the perspective of social capital. He then attributed the 

positive effect of religious involvement on civic engagement mainly to friendships and social networks 

built around religious places of worship. This newly developed indicator of religious involvement was 

soon adopted by Lewis et al. (2013), in their later study on the civic engagement of Americans, together 

with conventional indicators of religious involvement, for instance, religious attendance.  

Researchers up to the present are still picking their preference in the paradigms mentioned 

above (i.e., the conventional ones, Ecklund and Park’s, or Putnam’s). Religion is definitely more than 

worship, but the persistent query is what the extras really are. In relation to the continuum above, my 

measurement of religious involvement is mainly a composite of religiosity and religious participation 



 

150 

beyond worship, the structure of which echoes my conceptualisation of the internal and the external 

function mechanisms of religion as stated in Chapter 4.  

When developing my measure of religiosity from earlier large-scale surveys, I introduced some 

changes. As reflected by international researchers, the conventional measure of religiosity—regular 

group worship—which has been historically and substantially shaped by the weekly attendance 

tradition of Christianity, is less effective in measuring the religiosity of non-Christians (I. E. Berger, 2006; 

Carabain & Bekkers, 2012; Storm, 2015). Instead of asking worship frequency on a weekly basis, to 

accommodate non-Christians and non-Muslims, I innovated a new approach by asking participants 

how active they are as a religious member, in personal and in group religious practices. By asking 

participants to estimate their own activeness, I attempted to avoid the intertwining of 

incommensurate worship frequencies across religions. I also avoided terms closely associated with 

specific religions like prayer and replaced them with a more general and religiously inclusive term 

religious practices, together with an array of possible examples from all religions, such as reading and 

reciting religious texts, praying, chanting, meditation, and any other devotional acts. These changes 

were supported by my cultural advisors and informants during my fieldwork. Religious leaders from 

the four major religions generally found these expressions appropriate and applicable to their religious 

practices. The four indicators I adopted to measure religiosity—activeness as a religious member, in 

personal and in group religious practices, together with being a religious person—all achieved quite 

ideal loadings ranging from 0.7 to 0.92 in the CFA in Chapter 6, which indicated that they could be 

reasonably represented by one single factor. 

Although I have avoided weekly related terms in the wording of the religiosity question and 

asked for the self-reported level of activeness instead, the religiosity scored by major religious groups 

is still not completely commensurate as discussed in the earlier section about Hindus. The religious 

practices of non-Christian religions are different from Christian weekly congregational worship services, 

not only in frequency, but also in nature. The conventional religiosity measurement which usually 

involves worship attendance is difficult to transfer into a form compatible with non-Christian religions. 
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The findings related to a non-Christian religious group, for instance, Hindus, might still be influenced 

by the effects of religiosity in the case when this particular non-Christian religious group reports 

significantly distinguished levels of religiosity. My attempt to adapt conventional measurement of 

religiosity to non-Christian religions contributes unique insights to this issue, but is not a complete 

success. The widely existing methodological defect in measuring religiosity across diverse religions is 

more difficult to rectify than expected, and it might have caused deeper and wider problems than 

usually discussed.  

To measure the “extras” beyond worship, different researchers have conceptualised this 

aspect of religious involvement as religious organisational membership (Putnam, 2000), religious 

participation beyond worship (Ecklund & Park, 2005, 2007), or religious social network (Putnam & 

Campbell, 2012). I adopted the indicator religious participation beyond worship from Ecklund and 

Park’s works. In this study, religious participation beyond worship, compared with religiosity, has a 

wider and stronger promoting effect on immigrant civic engagement and does not appear to dampen 

immigrant civic engagement by any means. This is consistent with findings in the wider literature: 

when religious participation beyond worship is not included in the analysis, religiosity is usually found 

to be positively linked with various aspects of civic engagement; however, when religious participation 

beyond worship is added into the analysis, it takes over the major positive effects of religious 

involvement on civic engagement, and the previous positive effects of religiosity are often eliminated 

or even reversed (Carabain & Bekkers, 2012; Cherry, 2009; Driskell et al., 2008; Ecklund & Park, 2005, 

2007; Grundel & Maliepaard, 2012; Hoffman & Appiah, 2008; Lam, 2002; Lewis et al., 2013; Morales 

& Giugni, 2011; Putnam, 2000; Putnam & Campbell, 2012; Ruiter & De Graaf, 2006; Sarkissian, 2012). 

The division of religious participation beyond worship from religiosity has also been well 

supported by my other findings. The bivariate analysis confirmed that the effects of religiosity and 

religious participation beyond worship distribute differently on aspects of civic engagement attitudes 

across religions. It is especially notable that the positive relationship between Buddhist religious 

involvement and civic engagement attitudes only loads on religious participation beyond worship, and 
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not on religiosity at all. The worship of Buddhists is not on a collective weekly basis and is allowed to 

happen regardless of time and location. The influence of religious involvement, at least among 

Buddhists, cannot be well represented by their religiosity considering its highly personal nature. This 

finding implies that in order to be inclusive of the increasingly diverse non-Christian religions, it is 

insufficient to measure religiosity only. Without measuring religious participation beyond worship, the 

positive function of some religions may be highly underestimated. Moreover, when it comes to 

measuring the influence of religion on civic engagement and comparing the relevant results of 

different studies, we must be very clear about which aspect of religious involvement (i.e., religiosity, 

or religious participation beyond worship) we are measuring.  

Another consideration also lends support to my adoption of religious participation beyond 

worship. Apart from its consistent efficacy reported in my and wider studies (Cherry, 2009; Driskell et 

al., 2008; Ecklund & Park, 2007), religious participation beyond worship is also more manipulatable 

from the policy view than religious organisation membership and church friendships. Compared with 

persuading immigrants to join a church or make church friends, it is more practical to work on policies 

that promote the exposure of immigrants to civic engagement through targeted activities beyond 

worship around religious places of worship.  

After controlling for multiple demographic variables, religiosity and religious participation 

beyond worship still play different roles in civic engagement. Their effects on attitudes towards 

manifest political participation besides voting are completely opposite. While immigrants with higher 

religiosity tend to hold less positive attitudes to manifest political participation besides voting, 

immigrants with more religious participation beyond worship, on the contrary, express more active 

attitudes in the same aspect. The civic engagement behaviours these two factors promote are also 

different, with higher religiosity predicting more helping behaviours while higher religious 

participation beyond worship predicts more associational participation.  

Generally speaking, religiosity and religious participation beyond worship differ from each 

other in terms of both what they actually measure and their relationship with civic engagement, which 
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provides comprehensive and robust support to my methodology of measuring them as two separate 

parts of religious involvement. Moreover, conventional measurement of religiosity can hardly be 

adapted properly to non-Christian religions. Considering the differentiated characteristics of various 

religions and types of civic engagement involved in this research area, my methodological 

recommendation for future studies is that religiosity and religious participation beyond worship should 

and must be both measured and analysed separately in order to achieve a more comprehensive 

picture on the impact of religious involvement on civic engagement. This will help to establish an 

enriched multi-dimensional understanding of the effects of religion on civic engagement among 

immigrants from diverse religions.  

Indicators of Civic Engagement 

Indicators of civic engagement have been evolving over time as discussed in Chapter 3. 

Researchers might talk about “civic engagement” in their introduction and conclusion but the specific 

things they refer to and the typology of this term they apply in their methodology can be very different. 

An array of civic engagement behaviours and attitudes may have been sorted into public and private 

citizenship (Crystal & DeBell, 2002), individualistic, contact and collective activism (Pattie et al., 2003), 

institutional and uninstitutional political action (Just et al., 2014), or simply mixed together to indicate 

general civic engagement (Jamal, 2005). In some cases, the term civic engagement was only used to 

indicate one single aspect, such as associational participation (McAndrew & Voas, 2014; Oskooii & 

Dana, 2018).  

In this study, I adopted the main structure of Ekman and Amnå’s (2012) typology of civic 

engagement and divided civic engagement into two categories: manifest political participation and 

latent political participation. The manifest category was further divided into voting, manifest political 

participation besides voting within the institutions of representative democracy (Within), and extra-

parliamentary political participation (Extra, mainly referring to protest behaviours). Considering the 

periodic nature of voting-related behaviours, and the likelihood of occurrence of protest behaviours, 

it is not fair to use actual participation as the sole indicator of the level of activeness of immigrants in 
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these aspects of civic engagement, especially when recent immigrants are involved. Therefore, I 

measured immigrant attitudes to this category of civic engagement as well as their actual behaviours. 

Latent political participation was further divided into helping behaviours, associational participation, 

and political interest. My measurement of civic engagement has been generally underpinned by the 

results of this study. 

First, the current findings support that voting should be measured separately from other 

aspects of civic engagement. Voting is the most formal and institutional form of civic engagement. 

However, in earlier studies it has quite often been mixed with other less formal forms to indicate civic 

engagement as a whole. According to this study, the factors that influence voting are very different, in 

both type and direction, from factors affecting other aspects of civic engagement, as discussed in 

Chapter 6. When measured as attitudes, voting is the only civic engagement element that can be 

positively predicted by higher religiosity. The impact of Muslim affiliation on voting behaviours is also 

opposite to that on extra-parliamentary behaviours. Moreover, voting is the only aspect of civic 

engagement behaviours that can be predicted by longer residence and immigrant naturalisation. 

Considering these observable differences between voting and other aspects of civic engagement in 

this study, I suggest it is inappropriate to simply mix voting together with other forms of civic 

engagement. Future research should consider separating voting from other measures of civic 

engagement and allowing it to display its distinctive relationship with religious involvement, which 

may enlighten further exploration into its nature. As a formal and highly legally regulated form of 

political participation, voting may indicate one’s tendency to comply with norms rather than the 

willingness to express oneself.  

Second, my research results suggest that manifest political participation should be further 

categorised into manifest political participation beyond voting within the institutions of democracy 

(Within), and extra-parliamentary political participation (Extra), according to whether a certain activity 

is within or outside of the parliamentary democracy institution, especially when diverse religions are 

involved in the research. In earlier international studies, it was not uncommon for researchers to 
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exclude voting from their list of political participation, in which case they may have integrated items 

like contacting the media or a politician, attending a rally, signing a petition and various protest 

behaviours into one single political participation factor (Eggert & Giugni, 2011; Giugni et al., 2014; 

Jamal, 2005; Just et al., 2014). However, as shown in my CFA results, Within and Extra are two 

distinctive factors with different indicators. My multiple regression results also lend support to my 

differentiation between these two aspects of manifest political participation. As shown in Table 13, 

Islamic and Hindu affiliations have opposite effects on political participation beyond voting within the 

parliamentary democracy institution, and extra-parliamentary political participation. When aiming at 

differentiating the civic engagement of Hindus and Muslims, these two aspects of political 

participation should be measured separately from each other.  

To be noted, signing a petition and boycotting or buycotting were excluded from the indicators 

of extra-parliamentary political participation as discussed in Chapter 6. These two forms of civic 

engagement, although ranking third and fourth-most popular among all political participation 

behaviours in the current sample, could not be categorised into any major aspects of civic engagement 

in a statistically sound way. These results echo Vowles’ (2004) argument that boycotts and petitions, 

as private, informal and unconventional forms of civic engagement, are different from public, political 

and conventional forms of civic engagement in terms of their nature and effects on democracy. Vowles 

even questioned joining boycotts as a justifiable form of civic engagement and suggested that it was 

more like a consumer’s decision made in one’s private sphere. Similarly, Uslaner and Brown (2005) 

commented that petitions were insufficient to establish a civic community by any means. Admittedly, 

petitions and boycotts do not require as much effort or public exposure as demonstrations, strikes, 

occupations and contacting media and politicians. This is supported by the results that petitions and 

boycotts did not reach enough loadings on the factor Extra representing extra-parliamentary political 

participation attitudes. It suggests that petitioning and boycotting, perhaps due to their less 

demanding nature in terms of proactive endeavour, should be considered separately from other 

protest behaviours. 
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The third point of reflection is on my measurement of helping behaviours. I conceptualised 

helping behaviours into six categories: time, money, things, expertise, oneself, and information, 

according to a framework for the measurement of social capital in New Zealand (Spellerberg, 2001). 

However, it seems to be too demanding for participants to accurately match certain behaviours and 

activities they do in their daily life with these abstract concepts, like donation of oneself, which can 

simply mean donating blood. Even though examples were provided for each category, it is still too 

demanding to ask people to generalise how active they are in several activities. Future studies may 

consider using more conventional measurements of helping behaviours, for example, asking 

respondents to report the total dollars they donated and hours volunteered in a past period of time (I. 

E. Berger, 2006). 

The final point of reflection in this section is about the separation of civic engagement 

attitudes and behaviours, which is the most important innovation I introduced to the measurement of 

civic engagement. I adopted the distinction between civic engagement behaviours and attitudes first 

from Ekman and Amnå’s (2012) typology of civic engagement as discussed in Chapter 3. In their 

typology, the categorisation of attitudes and actions was only applied to latent political participation 

to distinguish political interest from helping behaviours and participation in associations. I extended 

the distinction between attitudes and behaviours to manifest political participation. Extra-

parliamentary activities in this category, such as demonstrations or strikes, do not happen as 

frequently or as easily as donations or political news consumption, while voting-related activities in 

this category are of similar periodicity with general elections. Considering the limited length of time 

that immigrants may have been living in the host society, they might have not encountered a chance 

to participate in these forms of civic engagement but their potential should not be underestimated or 

overlooked. Therefore, I tested attitudes and behaviours of manifest political participation separately. 

In short, political interest, and attitudes to manifest political participation, constituted civic 

engagement attitudes, while latent political participation actions including helping behaviours and 
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associational participation, together with manifest political participation behaviours, constituted civic 

engagement behaviours.  

Separating civic engagement attitudes and behaviours received robust support from my data. 

As detailed in the previous chapter, civic engagement attitudes, as part of people’s perspectives an d 

mind-sets, were in closer relationship with religious involvement. Civic engagement behaviours, 

instead, were more shaped by immigrants’ actual resources and capacities such as income and most 

used language. None of the effects of religious involvement on manifest political participation 

attitudes extended into the corresponding category of behaviours. These results indicate that civic 

engagement attitudes and behaviours respond differently to variance in religious variables. Therefore, 

when investigating the impact of religion on civic engagement, civic engagement attitudes and 

behaviours should be measured separately. 

In short, my taxonomy and operationalisation of civic engagement have been well supported 

by the current results, in which each facet of civic engagement has its particular and distinctive 

structure of religious factors that influence it. There is not only one way, but various ways, that religious 

involvement may affect civic engagement, as both of these two terms have rich connotations. Imagine 

a knowledge maze with religion as the start and civic engagement as the end: each study may either 

explore their unique paths or verify existing ones suggested by others. In this study, I am actually trying 

to draw a map for the maze and cover and test as many paths as possible. The current results shed 

light on where to locate and how to understand some existing findings on the relationship between 

religion and civic engagement. Scholars may select their preference from the whole range of possible 

facets of religious involvement as well as civic engagement according to their understanding of the 

terms, but they may refer to their largely different portfolio in a very similar way, which means new 

entrants to the maze can easily get confused if they do not carefully scrutinise the actual implications 

of the pioneers. 
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Future Direction for Social Statistical Data in New Zealand  

In this research field, what the terms religion, civic engagement and immigrants actually refer 

to and how they are operationalised and measured vary substantially across countries, times and of 

course researchers—not to mention the various permutations of all these possibilities and the diverse 

findings these may lead to. The highly differentiated methodologies and results across the wide body 

of existing research render valid comparisons and generalisations very challenging. Aiming at 

generating and testing, as comprehensively as possible, a measurement of the relationship between 

religion, civic engagement and immigrants, a wide range of aspects of religious involvement and types 

of civic engagement have been incorporated into the current research. This study demonstrates that 

researchers must clearly distinguish between religiosity and religious participation beyond worship, 

and measure both when exploring the impact of religion on civic engagement. Moreover, different 

aspects of civic engagement respond differently to the same aspect of religious impact, therefore 

researchers need to be clear about the specific aspect or aspects of civic engagement they focus on.  

As an immigrant country of heterogeneous religions and ethnicities, New Zealand presents an 

especially interesting case for testing the effect of religion on civic engagement because of its highly 

diverse landscape of immigrants since 1987. New Zealand has become the 15th most religiously 

diverse country in the world, more religiously diverse than Australia, Britain, Canada, and the United 

States of America (Human Rights Commission, 2019). The most important advantage of studying the 

case of New Zealand is the wide array of non-Christian religions and the increasingly ethnicised 

Christian communities that have sizeable enough populations for meaningful studies and comparisons 

(Human Rights Commission, 2019). 

However, New Zealand has not gathered enough data about immigrant generations, 

residential status, ethnicity, religion and religious involvement to better understand its population and 

the varying dynamic (Vowles, 2004). When reviewing the National Immigration Settlement Strategy, 

2003 and the related policy paper Immigration and Social Cohesion: Developing an Indicator 

Framework for Measuring the Impact of Settlement Policies in New Zealand, Peace and Spoonley (2019) 
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have complained about the absence of gender, religious, or age differentials in the official report 

written scheme. Without religious differentials, reports written for official agencies on social cohesion 

policy were less informative (Peace & Spoonley, 2019). The current study contributes to addressing the 

lack of comprehensive databases and survey tools on this topic in New Zealand.  

The major local databases available and relevant to the current study include the New Zealand 

Election Study (Vowles et al., 2014), the New Zealand General Social Survey (Stats NZ, 2014d), New 

Zealand Attitudes and Values Study (Sibley, 2014) and the renowned WVS (Inglehart et al., 2014). 

These surveys all encompass some questions about religion, civic engagement and immigrant status 

and each has its own selection of specific items. However, none of them covers all the aspects of 

religious involvement, civic engagement and immigration information that this study is interested in. 

Religious involvement aspects such as importance of religion, frequency of prayer, and religious 

associational membership are often included but not religious participation beyond worship. Civic 

engagement aspects such as voting, protest behaviours, and volunteering are often included but not 

institutional political participation beyond voting. Questions that ask “where the respondents and 

their parents were born” can provide general information about generation of immigration but the 

actual age at arriving and the current residential status (citizen or permanent resident) of immigrants 

are not always collected. 

In comparison, Britain has substantial amounts of searchable data on religious and ethnic 

minorities. The EMBES (Howat et al., 2011) may be the most comprehensive and advanced survey tool 

and database of ethnic and religious minorities. It has been adopted by numerous studies in regard to 

religion, immigrants and civic engagement (McAndrew & Voas, 2014; Oskooii & Dana, 2018; 

Sobolewska et al., 2015; Storm, 2015). It measures respondents’ religious affiliation, religiosity, 

attendance at religious services, and a wide range of civic engagement attitudes and behaviours, 

including sense of duty to vote, political interest and news consumption, which are very similar to my 

selection of items.  
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Similar to my survey design, the EMBES contains a list of questions designed specifically for 

immigrants to depict their residential status, what generation they are, age at arriving, and length of 

stay. These details have further enabled following studies to distinguish between the first, 1.25, 1.5, 

and 1.755 generation of immigrants (McAndrew & Voas, 2014). Although such detailed division 

might not be necessary for other studies, without such generation information it would be 

impossible to separate immigrants from locally-born ethnic minorities. Indeed, it is quite common for 

researchers to actually refer to a mixture of first, 1.5 and second generations altogether as 

immigrants. In some cases, when researchers are actually looking into ethnic minorities who can be 

the first, 1.5 or even second generation of immigrants, they may still take the whole group as a 

relatively sound representation of immigrants given the high percentage of immigrants among ethnic 

minorities (Ecklund & Park, 2005). Bartley (2010) argued it is inappropriate to refer to the second 

generation as immigrants because they were born and raised in the host society. They should not 

always be labelled as the “other” just because their parents were not born in the host country.  

Coincidentally, the EMBES also includes religious trajectory variables, the coethnic rate of 

one’s religious organisation and the coethnic rate of one’s news consumption, almost exactly as I have 

done in my questionnaire survey. My sample does not produce many meaningful findings in this regard. 

Similarly, Sobolewska et al. (2015) reported that no special impact of a coethnic place of worship can 

be found in terms of both electoral and non-electoral participation. However, the inclusion of religious 

trajectory information may enable other explorations of immigrants’ participation. Storm (2015) 

demonstrated that those who have experienced discrimination and those dissatisfied with democracy 

are also more likely to participate particularly in bonding associations with higher coethnic rates.  

The earliest paper on religion and civic engagement based on the EMBES database did not 

emerge until 2014 and this database gradually attracted more scholars’ attention from 2015. However, 

                                                        

5 Besides the usual distinction between the first and second generation of immigrants, McAndrew and Voas (2014) 
further distinguished between generations of immigrants according to their age at arrival: 1.25 (arriving between the ages 
of 13 and 17), 1.5 (arriving between 6 and 12) and 1.75 (between birth and 5).  
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I had finished the major work of my literature review and questionnaire design around that time based 

on the tools appearing in literature before 2014. It is encouraging that I developed my own survey tool 

roughly at the same pace and towards the same direction with the most advanced survey tool in this 

area. The changes my study and the EMBES made to earlier surveys are by and large coincident but 

completely independent from each other.  

Besides those similarities mentioned above, the EMBES and my survey have their particular 

strengths in different aspects. The EMBES includes questions on topics such as social relationships and 

social capital variables testing political trust, efficacy and the perception of racial prejudice, which 

provides the potential for further examination of the mechanisms behind the impact of religion. 

Another major advantage of the EMBES is that it tests direct mobilisation from religious and ethnic 

groups. As I have discussed earlier in this chapter, political mobilisation at religious places of worship 

is one of the most direct ways of influencing civic engagement through religious involvement. To 

include such a highly targeted variable has the potential to greatly inform future studies on the direct 

effect that religion may have on civic engagement (I. E. Berger, 2006; Carabain & Bekkers, 2012; 

Morales & Giugni, 2011; Oskooii & Dana, 2018; Pattie et al., 2003; Sobolewska et al., 2015). Future 

survey designers may further consider measuring direct mobilisation from religious and secular ethnic 

groups separately particularly if their research focus is on the impact of religion. 

Admittedly, the EMBES is delicately and deliberately designed to understand religious and 

ethnic minorities, but it does not include items specifically measuring religious participation beyond 

worship. As demonstrated in the current results, religious participation beyond worship, compared 

with the worship-related aspects of religious involvement, is a stronger and more positive indicator of 

civic engagement attitudes. Immigrants who are more active in religious participation beyond worship 

are found by this study to have more interest in politics and more active attitudes to manifest political 

participation beyond voting. In contrast, immigrants who express higher levels of religiosity tend to 

have less active attitudes to manifest political participation beyond voting. By measuring religious 
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participation beyond worship separately from religiosity, the current study reflects the impact of 

religion on immigrant civic engagement more comprehensively and accurately.  

Apart from the coincident innovation and the unique strengths of both the EMBES and my 

own survey, however, there are still points to be considered for future research in terms of improving 

the measurement of religious impact. Both my survey and the EMBES have made changes to 

conventional religious service attendance frequency questions in order to cater for the religious 

practices of non-Christian religions and tackle the incommensurateness of religious practices between 

different religious traditions. I involved personal religious practices and asked for self-reported 

activeness in both personal and regular group religious practices instead of the conventional service 

attendance frequency questions. The limitation of such measurement has been detailed in the earlier 

limitations section. Asking for self-reported activeness in personal and regular group religious practices 

cannot completely avoid the incommensurateness of religious practices across religions.  

The EMBES has made a different attempt to improve conventional religious service attendance 

frequency questions. It also involves personal religious practices but removes the “regular” wording 

from the question about group religious practices (Howat et al., 2011). For both these questions, it 

provides a wider range of frequency options, including “five times a day,” “at least once a day,” “at 

least once a week,” “at least once a month,” “occasional,” “only on festivals,” and “not at all” (Howat 

et al., 2011). With these options, the actual structure of religious practices of a certain religious group 

can be clearly reflected in the dataset. However, researchers making use of this dataset, still have to 

consider in their own analysis how to match the level of participation in personal and group religious 

practices of one religion with that of another religion. A better solution to this problem is beyond the 

current research scope. Nevertheless, the attempts of my study and the EMBES have demonstrated a 

progressive trend and sincere willingness to be inclusive of other religions, and my review of the 

different measurement in this regard may enlighten further survey designers.  

To sum up, the diversity of immigrants and the sampling difficulties for individual surveys both 

point to the needs for New Zealand to develop and conduct a comprehensive survey deliberately 



 

163 

designed for the various minorities on a national level for a better understanding of the civic 

engagement of immigrants in New Zealand. The immigrant population is highly diverse in religious 

involvement and in civic engagement. It is a difficult task to gather data effectively from them with a 

unified survey questionnaire. The questions, therefore, have to be generalised and subjective in order 

to cater for their various backgrounds at an acceptable expense. Although this study intended to cover 

various aspects of religious involvement and civic engagement as completely as possible, there is still 

space to improve the current conceptualisation and operationalisation of religious involvement and 

civic engagement. For the future development of survey tools on religion, civic engagement, 

immigrants, and minorities, I would suggest researchers allow the comparison between religiously 

affiliated immigrants, non-religious immigrants, and non-immigrants with a wider range of religions 

and denominations involved across the multiple generations of immigrants. Religious participation 

beyond worship should be included as a supplement to traditional measures of religious involvement. 

It would also be valuable to include religious trajectory and mobilisation variables for more detailed 

exploration of the mechanisms behind the impact of religion on civic engagement . The question of 

how to tackle the incommensurateness of religious practices across religions remains open. The 

current structure of operationalising civic engagement, especially the separation of civic engagement 

attitudes and behaviours, is worth adopting. The EMBES can be taken as a valuable reference. 

Due to the exploratory nature of this study, no explicit hypotheses were tested. However, 

based on the findings and survey tool innovations discussed in this chapter, four main groups of 

hypotheses may be valuable to test for future immigrant civic engagement studies. First, religious 

participation beyond worship promotes attitudes towards manifest political participation beyond 

voting while religiosity has opposite effects, but neither of these two aspects of religious involvement 

affects manifest political participation behaviours beyond voting. Second, religious participation 

beyond worship promotes political interest and associational participation behaviours while stronger 

religiosity predicts more active attitudes towards voting and more active helping behaviours. Third,  

Muslim affiliation is positively linked with extra-parliamentary participation, in both attitudes and 
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behaviours. This statement is supported by the current data gathered through convenience sampling 

with selection bias. It would better be tested with a random sample of Muslim immigrants before any 

generalisation. Last, the religiosity of Hindus is a negative predictor of their political interest and 

attitudes towards manifest political participation beyond voting within the institutions of democracy, 

but does not inhibit their civic engagement behaviours. For the testing of this group of hypotheses,  

the group worship of Hindus should be tackled with caution. As discussed in an earlier section focused 

on Hindus in this chapter, their group worship is unlike Christian congregational life in terms of the 

strength and richness of interaction beyond their family within a wider community and therefore less 

effective in generating common concerns and interests. The testing of these hypotheses with a wider 

random sample including non-immigrant religious affiliates and non-religious immigrants will better 

clarify the impact of religion on civic engagement and more clearly locate the role of religion among 

factors affecting civic engagement.   
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Chapter 8: Conclusion 

This study aims to explore whether and how immigrants with diverse religious affiliations and 

varied levels of religious involvement perform differently in civic engagement in New Zealand. The two 

major constructs, religious involvement and civic engagement, have been innovatively conceptualised 

and operationalised in this study. Religious participation beyond worship complements and integrates 

with the conventional measure of religious involvement by religiosity, while the separation of civic 

engagement attitudes and behaviours allows the impact of religion to be measured in a more accurate 

and nuanced manner. It is important to investigate how immigrants from diverse, especially non-

Christian, religious backgrounds interact with the host democracy through civic engagement, which 

not only benefits the wellbeing of themselves but also contributes to the working of democracy. This 

study focuses on the first-generation immigrants who have moved to New Zealand since 1987, the 

year in which New Zealand’s immigration policies and practices changed remarkably. This target 

population is largely from New Zealand’s non-traditional (i.e., non-British) sources of migrants, and 

therefore tends to be heterogeneous in terms of religious adherence.  

This chapter begins with a summary of the major research findings in relation to my 

conceptualisation of religious involvement and civic engagement, and the 3M mechanisms of how 

religion may affect immigrant civic engagement. The theoretical implications and contributions of this 

study will be presented in the second section. In the third section, policy implications that aim to 

promote the civic engagement of religiously affiliated immigrants in New Zealand’s democratic society 

are considered. Immigrant civic engagement benefits this cohort and the host democracy, but is not 

always welcomed in reality. To solve this issue, the prospect of a framework embracing and guiding 

immigrant civic engagement in New Zealand will be discussed in the last section.  

Reconceptualising Civic Engagement, Religious Involvement, and the 3M Mechanisms 

Based on my reflection on the evolution of civic engagement indicators and the structure of 

Ekman and Amnå’s (2012) typology, I have reconfigured civic engagement as comprising both attitudes 

and behaviours, and analysed the two components separately. Civic engagement attitudes include 
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political interest, and attitudes to manifest political participation (i.e., voting, manifest political 

participation within the institutions of New Zealand’s representative democracy, and extra-

parliamentary political participation), while civic engagement behaviours range from latent polit ical 

participation behaviours (i.e., helping and volunteering, and participation in associations) to manifest 

political participation behaviours. Analysis of the survey data justifies this distinction between civic 

engagement attitudes and behaviours, because they respond to the variation of religious variables 

differently. 

Based on my review of the wide literature on the impact of religion on civic engagement across 

North America and Europe, I conceptualised religious involvement into two categories: relig iosity, 

which indicates one’s devotion to religious practices, beliefs, and values; and religious participation 

beyond worship, which denotes participation in non-worship activities held around religious places of 

worship, usually by and for the relevant religious communities.  

The current conceptualisation of religious involvement and civic engagement has provided a 

matrix in which the major findings of this study can be clearly located and organised. Three 

mechanisms that describe how religion affects the civic engagement of immigrants have been 

developed: motivation, mediation, and mobilisation. The three mechanisms do not function 

completely independently but each comes into specific focus when addressing different aspects of the 

major findings.  

Immigrants with higher religiosity are more likely to be motivated by altruistic religious values 

into more active helping behaviours, but are simultaneously inhibited by the religious practices of 

humility and obedience from engaging in expressive and contentious activities. Therefore, higher 

religiosity is also associated with less active attitudes to manifest political participation. Immigrants 

with higher levels of religious participation beyond worship are more likely to be mediated and 

integrated into wider communities and networks, where they may be exposed to common concerns, 

interests, resources and opportunities to improve their essential skills and abilities for civic 

engagement; therefore, they tend to be more interested in politics and manifest political participation 
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beyond voting, and more active in associational participation. During my experience in facilitating the 

survey, I witnessed how immigrants participating in religious worship services were mobilised into 

voting, which is reflected in the finding that immigrants with higher religiosity express slightly more 

active attitudes to voting.  

These findings and mechanisms apply to all the four major religious groups involved in this 

study: Christians, Muslims, Hindus and Buddhists. When religious involvement is controlled for and 

Christians are taken as the reference group, the particular characteristics of each of the three major 

non-Christian religions are revealed. 

Muslims in the current sample appear to be more active in both extra-parliamentary political 

participation attitudes and behaviours because they were mainly sampled from social activities and 

forums organised by local Muslim organisations, which in return corroborates the mediation and 

mobilisation function of their religious participation beyond worship. This tendency of the sampled 

Muslims may also be shaped by their ethnic constitution, which also explains another finding that the 

current Muslim sample are less likely to vote. The moderately lower level of political interest of the 

sampled Hindu immigrants can be explained by their less organised religious practices, by which they 

are less likely to be mediated to shared social networks and concerns. Buddhist participants in this 

sample, however, are motivated, mediated and mobilised by the charitable and inter-religious focus 

of practices among local Buddhist organisations, therefore present no different levels of civic 

engagement attitudes and behaviours compared with their Christian counterparts, despite their lesser 

engagement, as alleged in the literature (Ecklund & Park, 2007; Stoll & Wong, 2007). 

To sum up, except for the limited restraining effect of religiosity on manifest political 

participation attitudes, religious involvement generally motivates, mediates and mobilises immigrants 

into more active civic engagement attitudes and latent political participation behaviours, but does not 

directly affect manifest political participation behaviours. Manifest political participation behaviours 

are found by this study to be shaped by the demographic, socioeconomic, and immigration-related 

conditions of immigrants regardless of their religious involvement. The findings related to religious 
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affiliations also demonstrate the motivation, mediation, and mobilisation mechanisms of religion 

affecting civic engagement; but at the same time, these are largely shaped by their particular sampling 

settings in this study, and the ethnic composition and organisational reality of each particular group in 

New Zealand. The three major non-Christian religious affiliations cannot be easily defined as either an 

impetus or a hindrance to civic engagement attitudes or behaviours.  

Theoretical Implications 

Previous studies measuring the impact of religion on civic engagement have usually selected 

their preferred indicators of these two concepts from earlier literature without a thorough reflection 

on the evolution of the indicators. This study has systematically reviewed the indicators of civic 

engagement and religious involvement with reference to the current and wider research findings as 

detailed in the last section of the previous chapter. This study contributes uniquely to increasing the 

accuracy and expanding the comprehensiveness of the measurement of both civic engagement and 

religious involvement by suggesting the separation of civic engagement behaviours from attitudes, by 

conceptualising religious participation beyond worship as part of religious involvement, and by 

reflecting on the incommensurateness of religious practices across major religious traditions. The 3M 

mechanisms can be used as a framework to understand the effects of religion on civic engagement 

and can also be adopted as a guide for future survey design. For instance, the mobilisation function of 

religion is important and should be measured separately from the other mechanisms (and vice versa).  

Knowledge produced in this study by the re-conceptualisation of both religiosity and civic 

engagement points to the need for future studies on this topic to adopt a more critical stance with 

regard to the existing literature. When interpreting the various quantitative research results on the 

topic of how religion affects immigrant civic engagement, researchers need to keep in mind that the 

major concepts involved in this topic are conceptualised and operationalised in many and varied ways 

across different studies. Similarly, the same religious affiliation may be actually represented by groups 

with large ethnic and economic divisions in different studies. Therefore, results are reached in highly 

differentiated ways from study to study. Numerous studies may address the same topic, but are 
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actually talking about entirely different things. The title “the impact of religion on civic engagement” 

can be applied to every study in this field, but may not fit any perfectly. Researchers need to consider 

the specific conceptualisation and operationalisation of religious involvement and civic engagement, 

and the diverse ethnic and socioeconomic properties of the religious groups involved in a particular 

study when interpreting its research findings. It is important to keep in mind that comparison between 

studies is very challenging and that generalisation must be handled with extra caution.  

Intensified global migration has prompted a fast-growing need for understanding religious 

pluralisation (Beyer, 2020) especially in the context of the purported decline of civic engagement and 

democracy (Putnam, 2000). This study provides a framework in which the wide body of literature on 

religion and civic engagement can be more accurately understood, and suggests detailed 

recommendations for future research design in this area. With more advanced measurement and 

more effective synthesis of existing knowledge, the impact of plural religions on immigrant civic 

engagement and the relevant wellbeing of the host democracy will be more thoroughly explored, 

which may then inform policy makers with more specific advice on facilitating the civic engagement of 

religiously plural immigrants and maintaining the wellbeing of local democracy.  

Policy Implications 

Immigrant civic engagement has been mentioned as a desirable outcome of immigration 

settlement in the 2004 National Immigration Settlement Strategy (Spoonley & Peace, 2007) and the 

2014 New Zealand Migrant Settlement and Integration Strategy (Immigration New Zealand, 2014). On 

1 July 2021, a new Ministry for Ethnic Communities was established as the government’s chief advisor 

on the inclusion of diverse ethnic communities in the wider society (Ministry for Ethnic Communities, 

2021). Based on these policy documents and the work priorities of the new Ministry, I concluded four 

categories of policy priorities indicating the direction the government is going in terms of promoting 

immigrant civic engagement. The four categories are mobilisation and cooperation, recognition and 

empowerment, equitability and accessibility, and legitimacy and responsiveness. My policy 

recommendations are aligned with these four categories below. 
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Mobilisation and Cooperation 

In the area of investigating the impact of religion on civic engagement, previous studies either 

focused on the effect of religious worship attendance, or indicators related to religious networks as 

proposed by Putnam (2000, 2012). This study confirms the importance of religious participation 

beyond worship, the concept of which was pioneered by Ecklund and Park (2005, 2007), in promoting 

and directing the civic engagement of religiously plural immigrants in the context of New Zealand. It 

implies that when considering improving the civic engagement of religiously affiliated immigrants, the 

focus should be on their religious participation beyond worship rather than on their religious worship 

practices. Similarly, among the three mechanisms, policy makers have much more influence in relation 

to mediation and mobilisation than to motivation. The psychological motivation offered by religion to 

participate or not may not be able to be replicated or motivated by non-religious actors, but the 

mediating and mobilising effects of religious participation beyond worship can be more easily 

influenced by governmental policies and strategies, especially when these are consistent with the 

values and practices of the communities being addressed. Considering the findings that the promoting 

effects of religious involvement on civic engagement attitudes and latent political participation do not 

directly extend to their manifest political participation behaviours, another focus of promoting civic 

engagement through religious networks and communities should be on propelling actual manifest 

political participation behaviours.  

In terms of the mobilisation of election-related behaviours, governmental agencies should not 

miss the opportunity to access possible voters around religious places of worship in an election year. 

Another option is for the government (and indeed all political parties) to encourage politicians from 

relevant religious or ethnic backgrounds to attend religious events so as to increase the visibility of the 

representation of immigrants in political decision making.  

Considering that civic engagement is much more than just voting, the effort of promoting 

manifest political participation among immigrants through their religious participation beyond 

worship should not be limited to a political campaign strategy. It should and must be more 
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systematically integrated with the governmental promotion of civic engagement towards the common 

good of immigrants as well as the host society. Policy makers should consider how to make full use of 

immigrant religious participation beyond worship to increase immigrants’ exposure to relevant 

information on how to civically and politically engage; to generate occasions for them to interact with 

key individuals, organisations, and channels regarding civic engagement; and to provide opportunities 

for them to be recruited into specific civic engagement activities (Berger, 2006; Carabain & Bekkers, 

2012; Wuthnow, 2012).  

Cooperation between civil authorities and religious communities is worthwhile and must be 

broad, open, dialogue based, and specific. As shown in the case of the Federation of Islamic 

Associations of New Zealand, which defused a proposed protest against the authorities after the 

Christchurch terror attacks (Parahi, 2019), major religious communities and organisations deserve to 

be approached in a case-by-case manner, especially when facing crucial events.  

The authorities should cooperate with leading religious organisations in a more detailed way 

to identify opportunities to make changes and to direct their mobilisation of immigrant affiliates to 

desired outcomes. For example, the authorities may cooperate with religious organisations to promote 

distinguished members in their communities as role models of active participation behaviours to 

encourage others to follow in their footsteps. The government may support religious organisations to 

encourage constructive civic engagement behaviours at their events, for example, inviting the 

attendees of a religious gathering to attend upcoming local decision-making hearings affecting their 

communities. The government could also support religious organisations to improve the accessibility 

of political participation around their communities by providing introductory pamphlets and launching 

promotional activities to inform the adherents about governmental agencies that address minority-

related issues, such as the Human Rights Commission, the Children’s Commissioner, and the new 

Ministry for Ethnic Communities. Lectures and workshops on New Zealand civic and political life, 

especially in minorities’ languages, can also be a good addition to activities held around religious places 

of worship. Access to, and approaches from, local services and volunteering organisations could be 
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accommodated at religious places of worship. As new New Zealanders (Spoonley, 2020), becoming 

familiar with local civic life does not necessarily mean changes to their cultural or religious identities 

but can become an inspiring add-on to their lifestyle.  

Recognition and Empowerment 

In the New Zealand Migrant Settlement and Integration Strategy Outcomes Indicators 2016 

(Immigration New Zealand, 2017), the participation of immigrants in social groups and voting are 

recognised as indicators of inclusion in the wider society. Based on the current findings, the diversity 

of the forms of immigrant civic engagement should be recognised in a more detailed way. Not only 

voting and organisational participation, but a wider range of civic engagement from volunteering to 

extra-parliamentary opinion-expressing activities should be recognised. By extending the recognition 

of indicators of inclusion to a wider range of civic engagement, the authorities may reach a more 

comprehensive picture of how immigrants are civically and politically engaged and be better informed 

of how to facilitate their inclusion.  

The recognition of diversity is also required to understand religious communities and 

organisations, which may be highly diverse in terms of their ethnic composition, places of origin, 

specific forms of organisation, and promotion of particular activities. Differences in religious affiliation 

and level of religious involvement cannot exhaust the different effects that religious communities and 

organisations have on immigrant civic engagement. As in the cases of the sampled Muslim and 

Buddhist organisations, respondents involved in these organisations have been led to particular civic 

engagement activities with a specific focus on making changes in the society or on charitable causes. 

Given such wide and deep diversity, no religious tradition should be simply considered as a singular 

entity or targeted with bias when considering its impact on civic engagement. The authorities should 

empower ethnic and religious communities to achieve their aspirations especially with awareness of 

the diversity of religious communities and organisations within the same religious tradition. 

The internal diversification and tensions within any given religious tradition should not be 

ignored (Kolig, 2009). As suggested by the findings regarding Muslims’ lower voting rates, the 
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promotion of electoral participation should put the focus of effort on the religious communities that 

have experienced historical under-representation and inequality in their home countries’ political 

systems, for example in the current sample, Muslims from India and Fiji, or those who have originated 

from non-democratic countries or democratic countries with less attractive voting environments, for 

example, Muslim-majority countries. 

Equitability and Accessibility 

Taking into consideration the findings that manifest political participation behaviours are 

shaped by demographic, socioeconomic and immigrant-specific variables rather than religious 

variables, particular immigrant cohorts such as females, young people, newly-arrived immigrants, and 

those from non-English speaking backgrounds, should be given particular attention and be 

intentionally approached in the governmental endeavour of promoting civic engagement. The 

authorities should ensure government services are provided in more equitable, accessible and 

available ways for ethnic communities. For instance, civic engagement knowledge and resources can 

be made visible and accessible through female-oriented channels, such as birth-related services like 

the Royal New Zealand Plunket Trust and midwives’ clinics. Tertiary education institutions are good 

examples of places to approach young people, and this has already been adopted by the Electoral 

Commission to promote voting attitudes and behaviours. The opportunity to support civic engagement 

more broadly through such settings is also an important avenue for government intervention. For new 

migrants, interventions should be provided at the beginning of immigrant settlement in the host 

society, during which time they may be most disadvantaged in civic engagement. Immigration services, 

ethnic organisations, and English-training services, where new immigrants tend to gather, may also 

serve as ideal partners to work with when aiming at improving the civic engagement of newcomers.  

Socioeconomic inequalities do not only affect immigrants but also the general population. 

Improvement in migrant skills and qualification recognition helps immigrants to achieve better 

employment outcomes and work-related integration, and increases education and economic equality. 

The government should promote a more equitable employment environment and more reasonable 
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recognition of overseas qualifications to reduce the disadvantages of immigrants. With these 

improvements new migrants will be more capable to actually implement their civic engagement 

attitudes into behaviours. These gains eventually improve migrants’ perceptions of social cohesion and 

the legitimacy of the social institutions in the host country, and thus may promote their civic 

engagement (Spoonley, 2020). It is important for the host society to keep working on reducing the cost 

of participation, improving the convenience of participation and, in the long run, enhancing economic 

and education equality, in order to bring not only immigrants but also socioeconomically 

disadvantaged groups into civic engagement.  

Legitimacy and Responsiveness 

In the 2004 National Immigration Settlement Strategy, confidence in public institutions to 

protect rights and interests, mediate conflicts, and provide institutional responsive services to the 

needs of all communities has been conceptualised as legitimacy and put forward as a condition for a 

socially cohesive society (Spoonley & Peace, 2007). Institutional responses to the civic engagement of 

ethnic and religious minorities are not necessarily positive while scepticism in political efficacy 

discourages civic engagement (Barker & McMillan, 2017). The civic engagement of Muslims in reaction 

to the Christchurch terror attacks and their attitudes towards the institutional responses to their civic 

engagement is a concentrated presentation of such tension. The next section will discuss the 

predicament of civic engagement that religious minorities, for instance, Muslims, may experience in 

reality and unfold the policy implications on how the authorities should work with ethnic and religious 

minority communities to enhance their perception of institutional legitimacy and responsiveness and 

therefore remove barriers to civic engagement.  

The Civic Engagement Predicament of Religious Minorities in New Zealand 

New Zealand, with its legacy and climate of benign tolerance (Pratt, 2010), and the recognition 

and acceptance of religious diversity (Kolig & Kabir, 2008; Pratt, 2010, 2016), has generally been 

supportive and hospitable to religious minorities including Muslims (Pratt, 2016). The country had not 

been substantially touched by fanaticism towards or from Islam until the Christchurch terror attacks 
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(Kolig & Kabir, 2008; Pratt, D., 2010; Pratt, G. D., 2016). Islamophobia in New Zealand is more 

influenced by the international context than a reaction to the local context or issues (Kolig & Kabir, 

2008; Pratt, 2010, 2016). In such a relatively friendly democratic atmosphere, the Muslim immigrants 

in my sample, who are likely to have been well embedded in local Muslim organisations and networks, 

are likely to feel stronger political efficacy, and therefore, more likely to be active in collective political 

actions (Ayers & Hofstetter, 2008; Klandermans et al., 2008). Recent negative events like the 

Christchurch shootings and the international and national rise of white supremacy may further 

encourage this group to participate politically in order to address their concerns.  

The Christchurch terror attacks on two mosques during Friday prayers in March 2019 shocked 

a country that had remained substantially untouched by the terrorist violence suffered elsewhere in 

recent years. Our local Muslim communities have suffered great loss and grief, with other minority 

groups experiencing worries and concerns at the same time. However, from Prime Minister Jacinda 

Ardern’s empathy-evoking embraces, to the widespread donning of headscarves among Kiwis, the 

reaction of New Zealand to this negative event has gained positive comments from academic 

communities as well as the international community. Scholarly reviews on the reactions of New 

Zealand are filled with narratives around peace, love, forgiveness, solidarity, inclusion, resilience, 

recovery, and effective cooperation between authorities and community members (Anwar & Sumpter, 

2019, 2020; Battersby & Ball, 2019; Besley & Peters, 2020; Crothers & O’Brien, 2020; Rahman, 2020) .  

However, “structural discrimination and systemic oppression” (Rahman, 2020, p. 360) have 

also been reported. Muslim media reviewers commented that the Muslim narrative was soon 

overridden by the Pākehā narrative and the empathy from our political leaders did not translate into 

operational differences (Rasheed, 2020). The Islamic Women’s Council of New Zealand complained 

that their warnings to governmental agencies about possible terrorist attacks had not been responded 

to properly and that the following Royal Commission of Inquiry into the relevant governmental 

agencies was conducted in a perfunctory manner, as a continuation of the long-lasting marginalisation 

and systemic injustices against Muslims (Bayer, 2020; Rasheed, 2020; RNZ, 2020; Strang, 2020). More 



 

176 

deeply, the tacit distancing of New Zealand society from the white supremacy terrorist forms an ironic 

backdrop for the prevalent scapegoating discourses around minorities, such as the focus on Muslim 

threats by the Security Intelligence Service, the xenophobia against the Chinese community during the 

outbreak of the Covid-19 virus as well as the notorious speech “The End of Tolerance” by politician 

Winston Peters (Coughlan, 2020; Rasheed, 2020).  

The involvement of the Islamic Women’s Council of New Zealand in reporting risks to 

governmental agencies and following up the Royal Commission of Inquiry is a case of religious 

minorities’ active civic engagement in the host New Zealand society. Although there is research 

denying the existence of double standards in the response of governmental agencies (Battersby & Ball, 

2019), the Islamic Women’s Council as the initiator did not trust the political efficacy or the 

transparency and accountability of the agencies they were dealing with (Bayer, 2020; Rasheed, 2020; 

RNZ, 2020). A horrific event like the Christchurch terror attacks may increase the guilty conscience, 

and therefore the tolerance, of the mainstream society towards the victim minorities, but it may not 

motivate fundamental changes to perceptions, or expand to other minority groups, especially when 

their collective participation is considered (Anwar & Sumpter, 2020; Klandermans et al., 2008). For 

religious immigrants from collectivist cultures, their religious groups or associations may not simply be 

an external agent for, but rather an incarnation of, their individual engagement. A government in an 

individualist context, like the New Zealand government, is unlikely or even reluctant6 to face up to 

such group engagement, which may discourage the members of these religious minority groups, 

especially politically and socially disadvantaged ones, from further engaging.  

When it comes to the intensive and direct political participation by minority politicians, a 

further dilemma appears. New Zealand’s first Muslim MP, Ashraf Choudhary, decided to abstain from 

the vote to decriminalise prostitution and the Civil Union Bill, which had provoked lively discussion in 

                                                        

6 This was shown in the New Zealand Government’s 2015 refusal to talk with the leaders of the Religious Communities 
Leadership Forum, which represents Jewish, Hindu, Muslim and Buddhist communities, over some controversial changes to 
the Government Communications Security Bureau and Related Legislation Amendment Bill. 

https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/on-the-inside/409137/jess-fu-as-coronavirus-spreads-so-does-racism-and-xenophobia
https://www.linguee.com/english-chinese/translation/guilty+conscience.html
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his religious community as well as in the media (Choudhary, 2004; New Zealand Press Association, 

2004). He muted his valuable institutional voice on these controversial topics perhaps out of concern 

for the dilemma of his possible double betrayal: on the one hand, betrayal of his own community by 

voting yes for these traditionally rejected values; and on the other, betrayal of the wider community 

or the Labour Party by voting no and demonstrating his connection with his original community an d 

the traditional values it holds. This dilemma may inhibit politicians who are religious minorities to 

function as they should. The structural and systemic disenfranchisement of religious minorities may 

have extended to their elected representatives in the institutional democracy, which then adds to the 

vicious circle of distrusting, alienating and marginalising minorities.  

Dr Anwar Ghani from the Federation of Islamic Associations of New Zealand mentioned in his 

speech to the National Interfaith Forum 2016 that the phrase “Muslims in NZ” should be replaced with 

“Muslims of NZ.” Ethnic and religious minorities in New Zealand should be integrated as ethnic and 

religious minorities of New Zealand. However, minorities cannot truly become a part of society if their 

civic engagement is misread in the media and not endorsed with inclusive language from political 

leaders (Anwar & Sumpter, 2020; Rahman, 2020). The absence of effective representation of minorities 

in the institutions of representative democracy jeopardises their feeling of recognition in the host 

society, and therefore harms social cohesion (Spoonley et al., 2005). As discussed around the cases 

above, opinions on the civic engagement of ethnic and religious minorities within the majority 

population are not necessarily positive. In a democracy hosting people of religious and ethnic diversity, 

the animosity towards their civic engagement and the unlimited tolerance of such animosity will lead 

to the disappearance of the general tolerance towards diversity in the society (Azeem et al., 2019; 

Besley & Peters, 2020), and jeopardise equal participation which is key to political equality as one of 

the main principles of democracy (Verba, 2003, 2006). A country of genuine belief in the values of 

democracy and diversity should have the courage to enfranchise minorities, rather than discouraging 

their participation by stigmatisation or marginalisation (Banks, 2014). Genuine dialogue and 
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institutional partnership should be developed between authorities, the media and minority 

communities to promote civic engagement and community cohesion (Dinham, 2013).  

The discussion above reveals the necessity of more transparent, systematic and in-depth 

understanding, communication and cooperation between minority communities and the democratic 

institutions of the host society. A recent governmental framework statement published by the Human 

Rights Commission (2019), Religious Diversity in Aotearoa New Zealand, has recognised the freedom 

of New Zealanders to believe and practise their faith (or no faith) without fear for their safety, or for 

the security of their place of worship or their gathering being targeted. Similarly, New Zealand would 

benefit from a statement on the civic engagement of immigrants, especially ethnic and religious 

minorities.  

Such a statement on immigrant or minority civic engagement should explicitly state two 

perspectives. On the one hand, immigrants should be engaged and empowered to participate and take 

actions to pursue their unique identities, actualise social justice and improve human conditions from 

their perspectives, which may challenge existing customs and conventions (Banks, 2014). On the other 

hand, immigrant groups, ethnic and religious minority groups are obligated to cooperate with 

government in a transparent and responsive manner. Participation and “the responsiveness of 

immigrant groups to the institutions, organisations and people who have already made their lives in 

New Zealand” is important so that all residents can “have confidence that their ways of life will not be 

compromised or jeopardised” (Spoonley et al., 2005, p. 86) by the participation of new settlers.  

These concerns can find endorsement from the aforementioned statement by the Human 

Rights Commission (2019). This statement elaborates eight guidelines, the last of which is named 

“Cooperation and Understanding.” It states: “government and faith communities have a responsibility 

to build and maintain positive relationships with each other, and to promote mutual respect, 

understanding and cooperation” (p. 5). Religious organisations have the responsibility to cooperate 

with the government to promote the common benefits of both the immigrants they attract and the 

host society in which civic engagement plays a pivotal role. Under this guideline, policy makers also 
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have a responsibility, and may work on a more detailed structure and specific strategies by which the 

mediation and mobilisation function of religion towards civic engagement can be guided, managed 

and enhanced. The substantial improvement of immigrant civic engagement in New Zealand calls for 

the establishment of a framework in which the cultural, ethnic and religious diversity in New Zealand 

is recognised and appreciated; the civic engagement of minorities is requested and endorsed; the 

directing and cooperating role of the government in their civic engagement is stated and detailed; and 

the mutual responsibility of minority groups and local authorities is agreed and confirmed.  

This study has highlighted the previous inadequacy of studies on the impact of religion on civic 

engagement and provided a clearer theoretical framework for understanding and measuring the 

relationship between religion and civic engagement. It has presented the practical civic engagement 

predicament of religious minorities and prospected a policy framework for supporting and guiding the 

civic engagement of immigrants, especially ethnic and religious minorities. I trust that this study will 

contribute to the improvement of immigrant civic engagement, the integration of ethnic and relig ious 

minorities into the host society, and the wellbeing of the New Zealand democracy.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Participant Information Sheet (Religious Leaders) 

 
 

 
 

 
School of Counselling, Human Services and Social Work 

Faculty of Education and Social Work, The University of Auckland 

Private Bag 92601, Symonds Street, Auckland 1150, NEW ZEALAND 

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 

(Religious Leaders) 

Project title: The Impact of Religion on Civic Engagement among Immigrants  
Name of Researcher: Ruiqing Liu  

The researcher is a PhD student in Social Work at the Faculty of Education and 
Social Work, the University of Auckland. For her doctoral research she is conducting 
an anonymous online survey of migrant communities to better understand the political, 
civil and religious life of immigrants in New Zealand. By informing better immigration 
service and citizenship education, this research will benefit the wellbeing of New 

Zealand society as well as the settlement of immigrants. Religious people who were 
born overseas and came to New Zealand after 18 years of age and after the year 1987 

are the most ideal participants. 

You have been contacted because you are a recognised religious leader in 

Auckland, and the researcher requests your assistance to publicise her research to 
members of your community and recruit prospective participants. This would involve 
sending the enclosed advertisement to members of your community, posting hard 
copies (supplied) in prominent places, and perhaps including a short-form notice in 
any regular mail-out that you send to community members. Your assistance is 

completely voluntary and you are free to stop at any time. 

Besides, the researcher invites you to be a cultural advisor of this research. She 
may consult you about how to conduct the research properly and avoid any possible 
cultural or religious offence.  

Since you are contacted in person by the researcher, you are not anonymous to 
the researcher in this process. Your involvement in this research may be mentioned 
in related publications but no identifier of you or your organisation will be included if 
no permission is sought from you in advance. Your discussion with the researcher may 

be audiotaped for better recall. The recordings will be used for research purposes only, 
kept strictly confidential and stored in a hard drive for a maximum of six years before 
completely deleted from its storage device. 

Participation of members of your community in the survey is completely voluntary. 

They have the right to refuse to answer any questions or to stop at any time. The 
completion of the online questionnaire will be taken as consent to participation. There 
are no more than 39 questions in the survey, involving tick-boxes and short answers. 
It should take participants about 20-30 minutes to complete. Participants will be 

entirely anonymous. The researcher will not know the identity of any participant – 

therefore no participant identities will be disclosed to any party.  

The information collected in the survey will be used for research purposes only. 
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The data will be stored in electronic text form in a hard drive and kept for a maximum 

of six years before being completely deleted from its storage device. The data will be 
used in the researcher’s doctoral thesis, and may be quoted in related publications, 
but no participant will be able to be identified in any way.  

The researcher will remain sensitive to the cultural and religious identity of 

participants and respect it with special attention. Any unfavourable findings related to 
certain ethnic or religious minority groups will be interpreted in the light of their 
particular political and social situations and reported with caution. Any hint that may 
lead to discrimination will be handled with extra carefulness. A summary of findings 
can be sent to you upon your request when the whole research is finished. 

The research has a second phase which will involve 40 interviews with people of 
the same characteristics as participants in this survey. At the end of the survey, 
participants will be invited to contact the researcher by email and join the second 
stage. They will go into the draw to win one of the five $20 shopping voucher i f they 

would like to be interviewed. They will have chance to share their experience as an 
immigrant in religious, political and civil participation with the researcher in a more 
detailed and vivid way according to their wishes.  

For any queries regarding this research, please contact:  

  Researcher, Ruiqing Liu. ruiqing.liu@auckland.ac.nz  
  Supervisor, Allen Bartley. a.bartley@auckland.ac.nz Tel. +64 9 373 7599 ext 

48140 

  Head of School, Christa Fouche. c.fouche@auckland.ac.nz Tel. +64 9 373 7599 
ext 48648 

For any queries regarding ethical concerns you may contact: 

The Chair, The University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee,  
The University of Auckland, Research Office, Private Bag 92019, Auckland 1142.  
Telephone: 09 373-7599 extn. 83711. Email: ro-ethics@auckland.ac.nz    

 

 

mailto:ruiqing.liu@auckland.ac.nz
mailto:a.bartley@auckland.ac.nz
mailto:c.fouche@auckland.ac.nz
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Appendix B: Consent Forms 

 

 

 
School of Counselling, Human Services and Social Work 

Faculty of Education and Social Work, The University of Auckland 

Private Bag 92601, Symonds Street, Auckland 1150, NEW ZEALAND 

CONSENT FORM 

(Religious Leaders) 

THIS FORM WILL BE HELD FOR A PERIOD OF 6 YEARS 

Project title: The Impact of Religion on Civic Engagement among Immigrants  

Name of Researcher: Ruiqing Liu  

I have read the Participant Information Sheet for Religious Leaders, have 
understood the nature of the research and why I have been contacted. I have had 
the opportunity to ask questions and have them answered to my satisfaction.   

the research and recruiting prospective participants. 

search and have discussion with the 

researcher. 

to stop my assistance and the discussion at any time. 

 
research purposes only. 

 

publications of this research without any identifier of myself and my organisation if no 
permission is sought in advance.  

by email and have chance to win a shopping voucher as reward. 

engagement and religion among immigrant adherents of                  (name of 
religion). 

 

    My address is                                          (email or postal as you 

wish). 

destroyed.  

Name     _______________Name of Organisation_____                      _ 

Signature___________     _        __Date_______                        ___ 
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School of Counselling, Human Services and Social Work 

Faculty of Education and Social Work, The University of Auckland 
Private Bag 92601, Symonds Street, Auckland 1150, NEW ZEALAND 

 

CONSENT FORM 

(Organisation Leaders) 

THIS FORM WILL BE HELD FOR A PERIOD OF 6 YEARS 

Project title: The Impact of Religion on Civic Engagement among Immigrants  

Name of Researcher: Ruiqing Liu  

I have read the Participant Information Sheet for Organisation Leaders, have 
understood the nature of the research and why I have been contacted. I have had 
the opportunity to ask questions and have them answered to my satisfaction.   

the research and recruiting prospective participants. 

researcher. 

to stop my assistance and the discussion at any time. 

research purposes only. 

 

publications of this research without any identifier of myself and my organisation if no 
permission is sought in advance.  

by email and have chance to win a shopping voucher as reward. 

engagement and religion among immigrant adherents of                  (name of 
religion). 

 

    My address is                                          (email or postal as you 
wish). 

destroyed.  

Name     ______________Name of Organisation_____                      __  

Signature___________     _        __Date_______                        ___   
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Appendix C: Questionnaire (Print) 
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You may keep this page 

Appendix D. Information Sheet for Individual Participants 

 

 

 

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 

(Individual Participants) 

Project title: The Impact of Religion on Civic Engagement among Immigrants  
Name of Researcher: Ruiqing Liu  

This survey is being conducted by Ruiqing Liu, a PhD candidate in Social Work at 
the Faculty of Education and Social Work, the University of Auckland.  

This survey will help the researcher to understand the political, civil and religious 
life of immigrants and the role of religions in their adaption and integration. The 
findings of this survey may help to achieve better immigration service and citizenship 
education. Overseas-born New Zealand permanent residents and citizens who 

migrated to New Zealand after the year 1987 as adults are the most ideal 
participants.  

To participate in this survey, you will need to tick a box or boxes, or write in the 

space provided, on the questionnaire. There are no more than 39 questions. It 

should take you about 15 - 30 minutes to complete. If you are unsure about which 
response to give to a question, please choose the one that appears most appropriate. 
This can often be your first response.  

Your participation in this survey is entirely anonymous, which means that the 

researcher will not know the identity of any participant – therefore no participant 
identities will be disclosed to any party. Please feel free to give your personal answers. 

No matter how you are recruited, your participation in this survey is completely 
voluntary. You have the right to refuse to answer any questions or to stop at any 
time. However, if the results are to be accurate, the completeness of your answer is 

essential. Your completion of this questionnaire will be taken as your consent 

to participation. 

All information collected will be kept strictly confidential and used for research 

purposes only. The data will be stored in electronic text format in a hard drive and 

kept for a maximum of six years before completely deleted from its storage device. It 
may be quoted in related publication without any identifier of participants.  

The research includes a further interview stage in the future. You are invited 
to share your experience as an immigrant with us. If you would like to participate in 

a short interview, please contact the researcher at ruiqing.liu@auckland.ac.nz and 
you will go into the draw to WIN one of the five $20 shopping vouchers!      

For any queries about this study or if you wish to receive a research report, you may 
also contact:  

Researcher: Ruiqing Liu. ruiqing.liu@auckland.ac.nz 
Supervisor: Allen Bartley. a.bartley@auckland.ac.nz Tel. +64 9 373 7599 ext 

48140 
Head of School: Christa Fouche. c.fouche@auckland.ac.nz Tel. +64 9 373 7599 

ext 48648 

    School of Counselling, Human Services and Social Work,  
    Faculty of Education and Social Work, The University of Auckland,  

mailto:ruiqing.liu@auckland.ac.nz
mailto:a.bartley@auckland.ac.nz
mailto:c.fouche@auckland.ac.nz
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If you prefer to take the survey online, please type in the link below on your PC. Thank you. 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/religion_civic_engagement_and_immigration 

    Private Bag 92601, Symonds Street, Auckland 1150, NEW ZEALAND 

For any queries regarding ethical concerns you may contact: 

The Chair, The University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee,  
The University of Auckland, Research Office, Private Bag 92019, Auckland 1142. 
Telephone: 09 373-7599 extn. 83711. Email: ro-ethics@auckland.ac.nz   

  

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/religion_civic_engagement_and_immigration
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