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GOAL 1: No Poverty

GOAL 2: Zero Hunger

GOAL 3: Good Health and Well-being

GOAL 4: Quality Education

GOAL 5: Gender Equality

GOAL 6: Clean Water and Sanitation

GOAL 7: Affordable and Clean Energy

GOAL 8: Decent Work and Economic Growth
GOAL 9: Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure
GOAL 10: Reduced Inequality

GOAL 11: Sustainable Cities and Communities
GOAL 12: Responsible Consumption and Production
GOAL 13: Climate Action

GOAL 14: Life Below Water

GOAL 15: Life on Land

GOAL 16: Peace and Justice Strong Institutions
GOAL 17: Partnerships to achieve the Goal
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Social Work Practice

— How do you envision SDGs in social work practice?

O

Social Work Research

— How do you see SDGs in social work research?

— What is the extent of using the available data in our research?

O

Lt,

u.S.:

— How can we advocate for inclusion of social-data (usable) in the SDGs data collection agenda?

— How do we make social work voices relevant in the SDGs agenda through our research?

Social Work Education
— How do you see SDGs in social work education?

— Advocate for using SDGs framework in SW education? Are there examples where this is being
done?

— How do we move the agenda to infuse SDGs into SW curriculum?

Assessing Effect of Bridging Social Capital on the Attitudes Toward Immigrants in the
Does Race Matter? 2

full text: Chu, Y., & Yang, J. (2019). Assessing Effect of Bridging Social Capital on the

Attitudes Toward Immigrants in the U.S.: Does Race Matter? Race and Social Problems,
11(212-224).
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O EAA:: 2006 U.S. Social Capital Community Survey (SCCS) data set
O AZALo]=: N=11,863
O

AZ=Z] 2] Multiple imputation using the multivariate model based on 20 imputed data

sets
O W
— F%W S “Immigrants are getting too demanding in their push for equal rights.”
— SPAS wFH AZAE 1) generalized trust, 2) diversity in personal networks, 3) trust

towards others who are different
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O EAHHH: multinomial regression analysis employing a heterogeneous choice model
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a Reference category

. Agree strongly (the least favorable towards immigrants)

Agree somewhat"  Disagree somewhat  Disagree strongly
(Most favorable

towards immi-

grants)
RRR (SE) RRR (SE) RRR (SE)

Key independent variables

Diversity in personal relationships 1.00 (.12) 1.30 (.16)* 1.97 (.28)***
Trust towards diverse others 1.60 (.09)*** 1.68 (.10)#** 1.45 (.09)***
Generalized trust®

People can be trusted 1.35 (.09)*** L77 (L12)%%* 1.96 (.15)*#*

Interaction effects’

Lnsigma™ (diversity in friendship) —.40(.24) =53 (L15)%** —.66 (.13)***
Diversity X African American .78 (.26) TJ2(.21) 65(.18)
Diversity X other race 1.39 (.70) 79 (.35) 1.27 (.56)
Diversity x Hispanic 1.42 (.44) 1.45 (.49) 1.32(.42)

Lnsigma™ (trust) —.01 (L08) —.16 (.06)** — .45 (.06)***
Trust X African American 92 (.15) 1.00 (.10) 90 (.04)*
Trust x other race TJ4(.17) SO .86 (.06)*
Trust x Hispanic 85 (.14) 1.05 (.13) .96 (.05)

Lnsigma™ (generalized trust) —-.03(.14) —.25 (.08)** —.60 (.08)*x*
Generalized trust X African American 82(.19) 7 (.15) 76 (.13)
Generalized trust X other race 74 (.23) T1(.19) 68 (.16)
Generalized trust x Hispanic T7(.19) 94 (.22) 1.00(.18)
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Introduction Results

* The number of immigrants—persons living in a country other + Multinomial logit model Results + Heterogeneous Choice Model
than the one in which they were born—has continued to grow
S|gn|-ﬁcantIyA ) o _ . ) = The effect of diversity in personal networks on attitudes toward immigrants is = First, for ‘trust towards diverse others, overall racial lm p | |Cat| (0]
* [Public perceptions towardsimmigrantsi their hast countries significantly different from 0 (p < .001). Studying each model more closely, minorities benefit less than whites from having bridging
has become an important issue, causing discrimination and we saw that the positive relationship between diversity in friendships and social capital. Subjective Health: Positive relationship « The development of interventions that strengthen bridgin
conflicts in cultural and social norms, as well as a decrease in attitudes toward immigrants was supportedin all combinations: ‘agree (p<.001). Specifically, the positive effect of social capital on 'ale 'tan t b' nd ! red 1eng laging
social cohesion (Banulescu-Bogdan & Benton, 2017). somewhat vs. agree strongly’ (RRR=1.00, p>.10); ‘disagree attitudes toward immigrants becomes weaker for African Social capiaimust bencerseored.
Study Aims somewhat tVS- E:Qfessgonglg;RRRgo11.30, p < .05) and ‘disagree strongly Americans and other races, compared to whites. 5 To Srestismore terastions betWeen groups, policyiakers and
* vs. agree strongly’ =197,p<. 2 - . . CoE i
+ This study examines how bridging social capital, = Our r%sult shom?ezi Ehat ‘trust tow:rds othgrs who are different’ positively practitionerswill need ta fagilitate oppartunities andicivic
operationalized as generalized trust, trust towards others affects the respondents favorable atitudes toward immigrants (p < .001). RS ITeS Sar A5 Pl POl Tt maige
who are different, and diversity in personal networks, Moreover, the relationship appears to be positive and statistically significant = people o diverse backgroundsio.engagewith sodicties a
affects attitudes towards immigrants in the U.S. in all comparisons. neighbors.
+ This study examines whether these associations differ by = Our result showed that generalized trust positively affects attitudes toward @ . ) o o
racial and ethnic minorities. immigrants (p < .001). Trusting others increases a respondent’s odds of « Trustis an important factor in attitude towards immigrants, and

trustintersects with the issue of racial inequality in American
society.
— The inequality in trustis not the result of individuals; instead, it
is the result of the intersection between racial issues and unequal

values of bridging social capital.
Sl — The results of the current study support the need to
understand complex social contexts of inequality in social capital

having favorable attitudes toward immigrants in all comparisons
« Hypothesis 1

Natives with a higher level of bridging social capital (generalized — SupportH1

Triist, diversity inipersonal networks, and ust towards Gthers who a Reference category: Agree strongly (the least favorable towards immigrants)
are different) are more likely to have favorable attitudes toward Agre somewhat® _Disagree somewhat _Disagree strongly

immigrants in the U.S. (Most favorable

towards immi-

Pr(The Most Favorable Attitude towards Immigrants

* Hypothesis 2 grants) CE| and its interactions with racial issues.
There will be a difference in the relationship between bridging RRR (SE) RRR (SE) RRR (SE) 1 Trlist towards, Others WHo ars Difforent 2
social capital (generalized trust, diversity in personal networks. Key independent variable:
- div ! , y independent variables —a— Black  —e— Other P 0 . 0
and trust towards others who are different) and attitudes towards Divessity i persoial elitionships 100(12) L3016 1.97 (28)%* e Bl Limitations & Future Direction
immigrants across racial minorities. Trust towards diverse others 1.60 (.09)**+ 1.68 (.10)#** 145 (.09)#**
Generalized trust® . .
IVI eth Od S People can be trusted 1.35 (.09)#** 1.77 (12)=** 1.96 (.15)#** + The interpretation of the study results should not be
e ol eneralized to contexts beyond the study sample. Future
Interaction effects
Lnsigma™ (diversity in friendship) —.40 (24) —.53 (15)**= —.66 (.13)*#* = The relationship between generalized trust/diversity in :Zsfjgg:&?i\:g'z:;bﬁmgﬁ'gobjgecﬂ;,f%?ﬂ ;2?223;2& this
« Data Diversity X African American .78(.26) 72(21) 65 (.18) personal networks and attitude towards immigrants did not tpd P
= 2006 U.S. Social Capital Community Survey (SCCS) data Diversity X other race 1.39 (.70) 79(.35) 1.27 (.56) vary across racial groups (p>.05). Stdy-
set Diversity x Hispanic 142 (44) 1.45 (49) 132 (42) : § - . .
+ Sample Size and Missing Strategy Losigma (trust) 01 (08) .16 (06 45 (06 > Partially Support H2 * This S‘“"{hs meals.fref"tfhbrt'gg.'gg. social .Calp'ta'_g”?s notable to
= N=11,863 Trustx African American 92(.15) 1.00 (.10) 90 (.04)* measure the quality o that bridging social capital.
= Multipleimputation using the multivariate normal model Trustxother race J4(17) A0(11) 86 (.06)*
based on 20 imputed data sets Trust x Hispanic 85 (.14) 1.05 (.13) 96 (.05)
« Analytic Strategy Lnsigma™ (generalized trust) —.03(.14) —.25 (.08)** —.60 (.08)***

trust X African American 82(.19) 77(.15) 76 (.13)
Generalized trust X other race 74(23) T1(19) 68 (.16)
Generalized trust X Hispanic T7(.19) 94(22) 1.00 (.18)

= Multinomial logit model

= Multinomial regression analysis employing a
heterogeneous choice model in order to
examine the moderating effect of racial groups.



