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    CHAPTER 1   

    The world has become more interconnected and will require future lead-
ers who are equipped for responsible participation in a diverse democratic 
society (Bernstein and Cock  1997 ; Checkoway  2001 ; Colby et al.  2003 ; 
Ehrlich  2000 ; Jacoby  2009 ; Levine  2007 ; Thomas  2010 ). In their criti-
cal roles as “agents of democracy,” colleges and universities across the 
USA are charged with preparing their graduates to be active, effective 
citizens who can consciously contribute to the nation’s dynamic democ-
racy (Boyte and Hollander  1999 , p. 8). The roots of this charge can be 
traced to the birth of the colonial nation, when Thomas Jefferson com-
bined the principles of American democracy and education with objectives 
to produce public leaders of talent and virtue at the University of Virginia. 
Since that time, citizenship education has been recognized as a primary 
function of public higher education in the USA, with a particular accen-
tuation placed upon research universities to educate future citizens, given 
their intersecting missions of innovation, knowledge generation, public 
engagement, and education. Given their prioritization on research, schol-
arship, entrepreneurship, technology, and medicine, among other areas, 
research universities encounter pressure to contribute back to their imme-
diate communities or support state and federal development; thus, these 
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institutions are inherently driven to be public-oriented or civic-minded in 
their approaches. 

 Research universities are resource-rich in that they possess immense 
intellectual and human capital, structural support mechanisms, labora-
tories and academic support facilities, and the capacity to generate more 
resources with their prestige. As such, research institutions often exercise a 
“disproportionate infl uence over other colleges and universities” because 
of their emphasis on producing scholarship that infl uences all academic dis-
ciplines, spearheading initiatives sparking changes in other institutions, and 
educating the majority of faculty who work at other colleges and universi-
ties (Checkoway  2001 , p.  126). American research universities embody 
their original missions—to serve a strong public purpose, build the nation, 
and develop future leaders; yet, as leaders with signifi cant infl uence on 
other colleges and universities in the USA, scholars and policymakers 
have argued that research universities should work harder to renew their 
civic missions and serve as exemplars for citizenship education (Boyte and 
Hollander  1999 ). Public research universities, in particular, are closely con-
nected with the states in terms of state regulations, funding structures, and 
governing boards, thus further enhancing the public nature of their work. 

 As research universities seek to respond to these calls to reinvigorate 
their civic missions—especially as they relate to educating undergradu-
ates for participation in democracy—several practical concerns arise. First, 
there is a signifi cant lack of research regarding the extent to which under-
graduates at these institutions are engaging in community or civic efforts. 
Without such data, administrators and researchers are left with little 
understanding of whether they are achieving their citizenship education 
goals, how they might compare to peer institutions, and whether their 
undergraduates leave their institutions prepared to work with others from 
diverse backgrounds to effect social change. Research universities are also 
left with little awareness about whether their students receive equitable 
opportunities to engage in community-based efforts. 

 Second, while research associated with the benefi ts of undergraduates’ 
civic and community engagement abounds, research focused specifi cally on 
the outcomes achieved by undergraduates at research universities is limited 
to date. Given the unique opportunities available at research universities—
including the community contexts within which these institutions are situ-
ated, opportunities to work in collaborative research with faculty, ongoing 
community partnerships in research or medical centers, and much more—
students’ outcomes based upon their engagement work may differ from 
those of students at different types of institutions. 
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 Finally, an absence of literature and scholarship specifi c to research 
universities may lead to assumptions that the “status quo” remains the 
best pathway to citizenship education when, in fact, radical alterations 
may be required given the signifi cant changes to the constitution of our 
democracy in the last several decades. Without critical examinations of 
citizenship education, systems of power and privilege are reinforced, 
and students are not educated in a manner conducive to genuine social 
change. 

 The purpose of this volume is to respond to those three gaps in our 
current understanding of citizenship education in research universities. 
Below, we offer a deeper historical context of citizenship education in 
research universities, with a particular focus on public universities. Next, 
we describe the impetus for continued work to enhance undergraduates’ 
citizenship education at research universities. Finally, we offer a preview of 
the contents of this volume. 

    EXAMINING THE HISTORICAL LEGACY 
OF CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION 

 Dewey ( 1916 ) believed the American democratic society required civic 
engagement to realize the potential of its citizens and communities—and 
that education was the key to fostering civic engagement. Nodding ( 2000 ) 
affi rmed the deep connection between civic engagement and education in 
the nation by writing that “A liberal democracy depends on the continu-
ing and voluntary affi rmation of a critical citizenry … thus the state has a 
compelling interest to enforce forms of education that will produce such 
a citizenry” (p. 291). Enlightened through education, the citizenry pre-
serves the ideals of a democratic society, such as human rights and equality, 
and contributes to the overall social good. 

 Research universities—especially public research universities—were 
explicitly founded with the goals of educating citizens to contribute to the 
nation’s pluralistic democracy. The public intersection with  administration 
and control was written into the charter of the University of Virginia, which 
made it a public enterprise (Brubacher and Rudy  1997 ). The public uni-
versity in America is an established social institution, one that was “created 
and shaped by public needs, public policy, and public investment to serve 
a growing nation” (Duderstadt and Womack  2003 , p. 6). The public uni-
versity, created by public policy and supported through public tax dollars, 
serves the function of a  public good . In exchange for public support, the 
public university provides service to society through research, development 
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of professional fi elds, preparing leaders for public service, educating citi-
zens to serve democracy, and contributing to economic development 
(Duderstadt and Womack  2003 ; Kezar et al.  2005 ). Distinguished from 
elite private universities that have been historically important in “setting 
the standards determining the character of higher education in America,” 
public universities “provided the capacity and diversity to meet the nation’s 
vast needs for postsecondary education” (Duderstadt and Womack  2003 , 
p. 204). 

 In 1862, the federal government entered the arena of higher educa-
tion with the passage of the Morrill Land Grant Act, which provided land 
in exchange for serving the educational needs of society via mechanical, 
agricultural, and military sciences. The fi rst Morrill Act and subsequent 
Acts were also implemented to expand access to higher education and 
to advance democracy (Benson et al.  2005 ; Brubacher and Rudy  1997 ; 
McDowell  2001 ). Kerr ( 2001 ) identifi ed this development as signifi cant 
in linking universities closely with the daily life of individuals in American 
society. McDowell wrote, “Both by virtue of their scholarly aims and who 
they would serve, the land-grant universities were established as people’s 
universities. This was their  social contract ” ( 2001 , p. 3, emphasis added). 
The extent to which the social contract or charter in public higher educa-
tion has been upheld, neglected, or in need of renegotiation is a source 
of signifi cant discussion among authors and in national higher educa-
tion organizations such as Campus Compact, the American Council on 
Education, the National Forum on Higher Education for the Public Good, 
and the Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U).  

    CALLS TO RENEW THE CIVIC MISSION OF PUBLIC 
HIGHER EDUCATION 

 Harry Truman was the fi rst USA President to engage with a national 
higher education policy when he appointed the President’s Commission 
on Higher Education. Among the recommendations in the 1947 Truman 
Commission report, one called for a curriculum that would promote a 
sense of common culture and citizenship (Smith and Bender  2008 ). 
Nearly four decades later, the Carnegie Foundation (Newman  1985 ) 
released a report that called upon colleges and universities to assume 
more responsibility in what was perceived as a need for economic, politi-
cal, and social renewal in the USA. While the need to respond to a new 
world economy was identifi ed as important, Newman ( 1985 ) argued that 
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“the most critical demand is to restore higher education to its original 
purpose of preparing graduates for a life of involved and committed citi-
zenship” (p. xiv). Newman called for a transformation of liberal education 
to go beyond the provision of a broad base of knowledge and intellectual 
skills to include a focus on the development of an entrepreneurial spirit 
and a sense of civic responsibility. One of the primary recommendations 
associated with civic responsibility was to provide more student aid for 
student involvement in community service. 

 In the  Wingspread Declaration on the Civic Responsibilities of Research 
Universities , Boyte and Hollander ( 1999 ) called on research universities 
to renew the civic mission of American higher education. The authors cri-
tiqued research universities as drifting away from their civic missions and 
neglecting to prioritize citizenship education amid their other objectives. 
Ehrlich ( 2000 ) and Bok ( 2006 ) argued that higher education can play a 
role in reversing the declining trends in civic engagement and political 
participation and should revitalize citizenship education. Bok argued that 
the role of higher education in the civic engagement arena takes on special 
signifi cance given the connection between the level of education and vot-
ing rates, and the likelihood that college graduates will assume leadership 
roles in the public sphere. Bok stated that “developing citizens is not only 
one of the oldest educational goals but a goal of great signifi cance for 
educators themselves” (p. 193). He called upon faculty and college leaders 
to model the way and encourage students to participate in politics, public 
issues, student organizations, and service opportunities. 

 National organizations such as Campus Compact, the American 
Council on Education, the National Forum on Higher Education for the 
Public Good, and the AAC&U have become active in the arena of enhanc-
ing civic engagement by promoting research, experiential learning, and 
the review of institutional accreditation to highlight the moral and civic 
development of undergraduate students. For example, the AAC&U cre-
ated a consortium of institutions committed to advancing ethical, civic, 
and moral development in order to respond to the nation’s unprecedented 
ethical and civic challenges. The Research Universities Civic Engagement 
Network (TRUCEN) was established in 2005 by Campus Compact and 
Tufts University and includes over 30 universities interested in fostering 
the civic education of their students (Hollander  2011 ). The National 
Forum on Higher Education for the Public Good (formerly the Kellogg 
Forum on Higher Education for the Public Good) was established in 
2000 at the University of Michigan. The forum evolved “out of concern 
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for the shifting role that colleges and universities were playing in address-
ing important social issues and preparing their students for the civic, eco-
nomic, and cultural demands of this and future generations” (Chambers 
 2005 , p. 17). 

 Other efforts have led to reforms in the ways in which research universi-
ties have reprioritized their focus on citizenship education. For instance, in 
2007, the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching added 
an elective classifi cation of “Community Engagement,” which requires 
that teaching, learning, and scholarship engage faculty, students, and 
community in mutually benefi cial collaborations that address community- 
identifi ed needs, deepen students’ civic and academic learning, contribute 
to the well-being of the community, and enrich scholarship. As of January 
2015, there are 361 institutions that have received the community engage-
ment classifi cation and, among the fi rst-time recipients, 29 were classifi ed 
as research universities (Carnegie Community Engagement  2015 ).  

    CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION: A RENEWED CALL TO ACTION 
 A renewed call to action is warranted given the state of civic engagement in 
the nation. Evidence suggests undergraduates’ civic engagement, interest 
in social justice, and interest in social change are lower than desired—and 
dwindling over time. Although rates of community service and volun-
teerism among undergraduate students have risen over the last few decades, 
experts report that many students lack a deep sense of personal and social 
responsibility necessary to advance the democratic nation (Hurtado 
et al.  2012 ). For instance, a recent survey of 153,015 fi rst-year students 
enrolled at 227 USA colleges and universities indicated that approximately 
one in three students believed that helping to promote racial understand-
ing was “very important” or “essential” to them personally, a number that 
has remained stagnant for more than two decades (Eagan et al.  2014 ). 
When asked about their knowledge of others from different racial or cul-
tural backgrounds, 44.2 % of students indicated that they were “somewhat 
strong” or that this knowledge was one of their “major strengths” (Eagan 
et al.  2014 ). Only 50.3 % of fi rst-year students believed there was a very 
good chance that they would vote in state, local, or national elections 
that year. Finally, 35.8 % indicated that becoming a community leader was 
“essential” or “very important” to them. 

 There are also differences between students’ civic engagement between 
public and private universities that suggest public universities may not be 
fulfi lling their civic missions. For instance, data suggest that fi rst-year 
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 students attending private institutions are more likely than those attending 
public institutions to indicate that the ability to see the world from some-
one else’s perspective, work cooperatively with diverse people, and discuss 
and negotiate controversial issues are major strengths or somewhat strong 
areas for them. Students at private institutions are more likely to believe 
that they would participate in volunteering or community service (46.3 %) 
compared to those at public institutions (34.4 %) (Eagan et al.  2014 ). 

 Other data paint a concerning picture of students’ growth in citizen-
ship abilities as a consequence of attending higher education. Comparisons 
of fi rst-year students and undergraduate seniors show that there are few 
major areas of growth in civic outcomes; for instance, longitudinal studies 
suggest only 4.2 % more students were likely to indicate that becoming a 
community leader was essential or very important between their fi rst year 
and senior year (38.3 % to 42.5 %) (Franke et al.  2010 ). The same data 
suggested seniors were only 3 % more likely to indicate that infl uencing the 
political structure was essential or very important (20.6 % to 23.5 %), 3.5 % 
were more likely to indicate promoting racial understanding was essential 
or very important, and 6.2 % more likely to indicate participating in a com-
munity-action program was important (29.8  % to 36  %). Furthermore, 
while 81.3 % of fi rst-year undergraduate students reported volunteering in 
at least 30 minutes of community service per week, the number dropped 
to 56.2 % by students’ senior year of study (Franke et al.  2010 ). 

 Similar studies, such as the longitudinal Wabash National Study of 
Liberal Arts Education, suggest that one-third of students experienced no 
growth or a decline in their commitment to socially responsible leadership 
and 58 % experienced no growth or a decline in their political and social 
involvement (Finley  2012 ). It is estimated that nearly two-thirds of stu-
dents reported no growth or a decline in their openness to diversity and 
challenge (Finley  2012 ). Similar statistics suggest that approximately one- 
quarter of undergraduate seniors reported having much stronger knowl-
edge about problems facing their communities, abilities to get along with 
people from different races and cultures, leadership abilities, and knowl-
edge of people from different races or cultures (Franke et al.  2010 ). While 
69.3 % of undergraduate fi rst-year students reported frequently socializ-
ing with someone of another racial/ethnic group, only 49.9 % of seniors 
reported the same (Franke et al.  2010 ). 

 Finally, undergraduate students themselves are likely to report that they 
are not receiving opportunities for citizenship education at their respective 
institutions that are congruent with their civic interests. In a national sur-
vey of over 24,000 students at 23 diverse institutions, researchers found 
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that the longer students stayed in higher education, the wider the gap 
between their beliefs that social responsibility should be a goal of higher 
education and their assessment of whether their institutions provide 
opportunities for growth in that area. For instance, 59 % of undergradu-
ate seniors strongly agreed that contributing to a community  should be  a 
major focus of their collegiate experience, although only 38 % believed 
that contributing to a community  was  a major focus at their institutions 
(Dey et  al.  2009 ). Furthermore, only 33.0 % of students believed that 
administrators publicly advocate the need for students to become active 
and involved citizens and that only 35.8 % of faculty advocated the same 
message (Dey et al.  2009 ). 

 These persistent patterns are distressing and, we argue, should compel 
institutions to invest more efforts into meeting their civic missions. The 
purpose of this volume is to serve as a catalyst toward those reforms and 
strategies by providing researchers, administrators, and policymakers at 
public research universities with information they can utilize to benchmark 
their institutional efforts, examine the benefi ts of students’ participation in 
civic-related endeavors at research universities, and critically analyze their 
current citizenship education practices.  

    STARTING A CONVERSATION: CONTRIBUTIONS 
OF THIS VOLUME 

 The fi rst section of the volume addresses institutional conditions that frame 
undergraduates’ civic and citizenship engagement at research universities. 
The book begins with a chapter using data from the 2010 University of 
California Undergraduate Experience Survey (UCUES). Kim, Franco, 
and Rennick investigate the higher education experiences that contrib-
ute to students’ civic attitudes development and how these contributing 
undergraduate experiences differ by students’ gender, race/ethnicity, and 
socioeconomic status. Their research underscores the different higher 
education experiences that may be effective in developing civic attitudes, 
as well as how students might benefi t differently from those experiences 
across race, gender, and socioeconomic lines. In Chap.   2    , Kliewer and 
Priest present a conceptual framework for a deliberative civic engagement 
designed to increase the civic leadership capacity of individuals interested 
in making progress on tough challenges. Using examples from a lead-
ership seminar facilitating community-based dialogues on critical issues, 
they discuss how to create the necessary conditions to support forms of 
political learning focused on identifying common interests and values. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-55312-6_2
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 Chapter   3     offered by Porterfi eld, like Kim, Franco, and Rennick’s, 
investigates the different impacts of civic learning opportunities on 
diverse student populations. Using data from the Student Engagement 
in the Research University (SERU) survey, Porterfi eld offers a needed 
quantitative assessment of whether classroom engagement enhances civic 
and community engagement among students from disadvantaged back-
grounds attending large, public research universities. Also using SERU 
data, Chap.   4    , by Williams, Soria, and Erickson, offers important insights 
into the rates of participation in community-engagement activities at 
public research universities. Looking at institutions that have received 
the elective Community Engagement Classifi cation from the Carnegie 
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, this study helps us under-
stand how participation in community engagement differs at institutions 
that have received the classifi cation in comparison to those that have not. 

 The fi rst section ends with the presentation of a multidimensional 
developmental model theorizing the development of civic engagement of 
undergraduates. In Chap.   5     Ponjuan, Alcantar, and Soria aim to advance 
our understanding of the construct of civic engagement through a critical 
review of the literature that captures how students develop civic-related 
capabilities across developmental domains. This model of civic-related 
capabilities is a valuable resource for practitioners, researchers, and poli-
cymakers to better understand student development of civic engagement. 

 In the second section of the book, we turn to discussions of undergrad-
uate students’ participation in community service and service-learning to 
better understand how students are involved and the outcomes developed 
as a result of that engagement. In the fi rst chapter of this section, Chap.   6     
of the book, Kirk and Grohs explore associations between three civic 
learning opportunities—living learning communities, volunteering, and 
service-learning—and civic attitudes. Their research affi rms what we feel 
is a key learning from this text: explicit and intentional integration of civic 
learning in the undergraduate experience is essential to achieving the dem-
ocratic aims with which public research universities have been charged. 

 In the next chapter data from the Community and Civic Engagement 
Module of the 2010 multi-institutional SERU survey were used to develop 
and test two structural equation models that estimated the potential direct 
and indirect effects of service-learning involvement on undergraduate 
students. Furco, Jones-White, Huesman, and Gorny explore students’ 
perceptions of their academic and sociocultural development in Chap.   7    . 
The models offer useful insights into the relationship between service- 
learning and students’ perceptions of their citizenship and civic behaviors. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-55312-6_3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-55312-6_4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-55312-6_5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-55312-6_6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-55312-6_7
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The section continues with a chapter from Soria, Johnson, and Mitchell 
that utilizes data from the ACT College Outcomes Survey. In this study, 
they investigate relationships between undergraduate students’ growth in 
citizenship and two critical outcomes: students’ development of leadership 
and multicultural competence. 

 Section two concludes with Chap.   9     that uses data from the 2014 
SERU survey. Trolian, San Giovanni, and Jacobson examine relationships 
between community service and service-learning experiences and student 
satisfaction with their higher education experience. Their chapter is espe-
cially valuable in its implications, which support higher education profes-
sionals in considering strategies through social and academic experiences 
to improve student satisfaction. 

 The fi nal section of the book offers critical perspectives on students’ 
civic engagement and aims to challenge research universities to consider 
their roles in preparing students for social justice and social change work. 
Recognizing how many research universities are grappling with how 
to carry out their student development goals tied to diversity, Barrera, 
Kukahiko, Willner, and O’Byrne begin this section with Chap.   10     by 
presenting a pedagogical framework. Their critical approach begins with 
identity awareness aimed at supporting a focus on sociopolitical develop-
ment in service-learning. Student activism is rarely considered in discus-
sions of service-learning and community engagement, but Chap.   11     by 
Heinecke, Cole, Han, and Mthethwa reminds us that dissent and activism 
are important expressions of civic leadership. In their qualitative study, 
confl icting defi nitions of democracy and citizenship are uncovered. The 
authors call for research universities to engage in introspection and self- 
study to understand how campus culture may limit students’ abilities to 
take civic action in service of social justice. 

 Mitchell and Soria conclude this section with Chap.   12    , a study 
utilizing SERU survey data that explores how students characterize 
their community service and service-learning experiences. They look 
at relationships between how students’ characterize their community-
engagement activity (e.g., charity, empowering others, social change, 
social justice) and their self-reported development of outcomes consid-
ered essential to preparing students for active engagement in a diverse 
democracy. 

 As the book concludes, we hope that this volume serves to further the 
conversation about the role of public research universities in the civic 
engagement movement. Several chapters in this text present research 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-55312-6_9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-55312-6_10
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-55312-6_11
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-55312-6_12
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using large data sets that provide signifi cant insight into community-
engaged practice and its resulting outcomes that can be used to advance 
research and practice. The models and frameworks offered highlight 
how public research universities have responded to the challenges of the 
 Wingspread Declaration  and  Crucible Moment  revealing the challenges 
of community- engaged practice and the possibilities to strengthen our 
work. We encourage readers to engage deeply with this text, connect 
with the ideas that resonate most with their unique institutional contexts, 
reconsider the roles of research universities in preparing undergraduates 
for critical public- centered work, and enhance university programs to 
better prepare undergraduates with the civic capacities needed to sustain 
our democracy.     
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    CHAPTER 2   

    Postsecondary education in the USA has long been charged with foster-
ing the intellectual development and civic responsibility of undergraduates 
(Pascarella and Terenzini  2005 ). Although reduced attention to foster-
ing civic responsibility occurred during the industrialization and educa-
tional specialization of the nineteenth century, focus on the development 
of civic attitudes among undergraduate students has regained priority as 
institutions respond by promoting students’ understanding of and com-
mitment to local, national, and global communities (Colby et al.  2003 ; 
Sax  2004 ). Despite this resurgence among higher education institutions to 
focus on developing civic attitudes, a recent report by the US Department 
of Education ( 2012 ) conveyed a lack of clarity as to whether civic oppor-
tunities for students lead to an increase in students’ civic readiness. Even 
less is known about the development of civic attitudes across different 
gender, racial, and socioeconomic subgroups of students—especially 
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as they might exist at large, American public research universities, which 
have been explicitly charged with promoting such outcomes in their stu-
dents (Boyte and Hollander  1999 ). 

 This chapter examines ways in which large public research universities 
can enhance the civic outcomes of undergraduate students. Our goal is 
to improve our understanding of undergraduate students’ civic attitudes 
development by investigating not only the undergraduate experiences that 
contribute to students’ civic attitudes development, but also how these 
contributing undergraduate experiences differ by students’ gender, race/
ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. Implications for practice go beyond 
traditional models of scholarship and practice, as most research and policy 
reports focus on repetitive inquiries related to the shortcomings of under-
represented college students (Harper  2010 ). As opposed to exacerbating 
the failure of underrepresented students by framing research, analysis, and 
practice using a defi cit-achievement framework, more critical thought will 
be given in this study to examining the experiences that uniquely contrib-
ute to the development of civic attitudes among students from diverse 
gender, racial/ethnic, and socioeconomic groups. Specifi cally, the research 
questions guiding this study are: (1) How does the level of civic attitudes 
among undergraduate students at American research universities change 
over time during the undergraduate years? How does the change in the 
level of civic attitudes differ by their gender, race/ethnicity, and socio-
economic status? (2) What undergraduate experiences contribute to the 
development of civic attitudes among undergraduate students at American 
research universities? (3) How do the undergraduate experiences contrib-
uting to civic attitudes development at American research universities dif-
fer by students’ gender, race/ethnicity, and socioeconomic status? 

    CIVIC ATTITUDES DEVELOPMENT AMONG 
UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS 

 The development of citizenship among USA undergraduate students has 
been a long-standing goal of higher education (Sax  2004 ). Early efforts 
toward building civic-minded undergraduate students began in the 1800s 
as religiously affi liated liberal arts colleges closely tied religious and moral 
values to institutional missions and curricula in an effort to graduate stu-
dents who were wiser and more sensitive to their moral and ethical respon-
sibilities (Bryant et al.  2012 ; Pascarella and Terenzini  2005 ). Major shifts 
occurred during the 1900s with the rise of public research universities 
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and the fragmentation of knowledge, which led to the development of a 
wide array of academic disciplines (Pascarella and Terenzini  2005 ). Such 
changes brought about a more diverse undergraduate student popula-
tion, an expansion of curriculum beyond the classics, and the develop-
ment of general education curriculum, which minimally included civic and 
moral education (Bryant et al.  2012 ). Preparing undergraduate students 
for lifelong active citizenship and civic engagement returned as a core 
outcome of higher education in the USA by the late 1900s as a result 
of increasing concern that students were not internalizing the civic mis-
sions of higher education institutions (O’Leary  2014 ). Many USA higher 
education institutions are reevaluating their civic functions (Colby et al. 
 2003 ) and increasingly applying their intellectual and fi nancial resources 
to developing civically educated undergraduate students who are prepared 
to address pressing local, national, and global issues (Pew Partnership for 
Civic Change  2004 ).  

    IMPACT OF UNDERGRADUATE EXPERIENCES ON STUDENTS’ 
CIVIC ATTITUDES 

 Evidence suggests that the development of civic attitudes is enhanced by 
students’ degree of involvement during higher education (Sax  2000 ); 
therefore, many higher education institutions seek to enhance a sense of 
social concern among their students using both curricular and co-curricular 
forms of involvement (Colby et al.  2000 ). While some institutions have 
developed intentional and broad-based strategies for developing civic atti-
tudes among their students, others have taken less comprehensive and 
more mixed approaches (Colby et al.  2000 ). In general, citizenship devel-
opment among undergraduate students is fostered by certain types of 
civic, peer, faculty, and academic involvement, often resulting in increased 
commitment to helping others in diffi culty, infl uencing social values and 
the political structure, and participating in community-action programs 
(Sax  2000 ). 

 All students benefi t from participating in institutional involvement that 
is educationally meaningful; however, some researchers have found that 
certain student subgroups experience greater gains from select types of 
involvement compared to their peers (Feagin et al.  1996 ; Kim et al.  2014 ; 
Swail et al.  2005 ). For example, female undergraduates reported higher 
levels of civic and social values after 4 years of higher education than their 
male peers (Astin and Antonio  2004 ). Kim et al. ( 2014 ) found that gains 
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in civic outcomes were experienced by students from all racial and ethnic 
subgroups, although Latino students reported experiencing the greatest 
gains in the development of civic attitudes compared to their peers from 
other racial groups. The study also found that students’ socioeconomic 
status uniquely shapes their development in civic outcomes during higher 
education. Focusing on some major types of institutional involvement 
found to be related to undergraduates’ civic development, the next sec-
tion summarizes fi ndings of the effects of college students’ institutional 
involvement on their civic outcomes. 

    Undergraduates’ Student Satisfaction and Belonging 

 Undergraduates’ satisfaction and belonging are among the most tradi-
tional predictors of civic outcomes because students’ perceived invest-
ment and membership in the campus community may encourage them 
to develop pro-social behaviors and values that are aligned with those of 
their peers and faculty (Hurtado et al.  2012 ). In a study using multiple 
datasets, researchers assessing undergraduates’ social responsibility and 
civic learning found that students’ sense of belonging positively predicted 
their understanding of self and others, civic awareness, pluralistic orienta-
tion, social agency, and civic engagement (Hurtado et al.  2012 ). While 
self-reported levels of sense of belonging and satisfaction have been found 
to be greatest among White students compared to their peers from other 
racial groups, Latino students’ sense of belonging and satisfaction with 
their undergraduate experience has been found to positively predict their 
civic outcomes (Kim et al.  2014 ). Therefore, research suggests that stu-
dents who experience varying levels of belonging and satisfaction may dif-
ferentially develop civic outcomes.  

    Civic Involvement 

 According to data from the Cooperative Institutional Research Program 
(CIRP) Freshman Survey, approximately 75 % of undergraduate freshmen 
in 1998 reported volunteering on a weekly basis compared to approxi-
mately 63 % in 1988 (Sax  2000 ). Along with this increase in time spent 
volunteering among undergraduates, research suggests that frequent 
engagement in volunteer work positively infl uences the development of civic 
values among undergraduate students (Hurtado and DeAngelo  2012 ; 
Lott II  2013 ; Sax  2000 ). Astin and Sax ( 1998 ) used CIRP data to examine 



CIVIC ATTITUDES DEVELOPMENT 21

the effects of service participation on the development of civic respon-
sibility. Findings revealed that involvement in service positively affected 
students’ civic-responsibility outcomes, including students’ commitment 
to participate in a community-action program, help others who are in 
diffi culty, promote racial understanding, become involved in programs to 
clean the environment, serve the community, and infl uence social values 
and political structure (Astin and Sax  1998 ). These fi ndings are supported 
by Astin et al. ( 1999 ) study on the postgraduate effects of undergraduates’ 
volunteering. Findings suggest that, even after controlling for students’ 
inputs and other confounding variables, participation in service positively 
infl uenced students’ commitment to helping others in diffi culty and pro-
moting racial diversity even after graduating from higher education.  

    Peer Involvement 

 Undergraduate campuses offer interpersonal environments both in and 
outside of the classroom, which infl uence socialization and student devel-
opment and have been found to mediate institutional-level peer group 
effects (Antonio  2004 ). Peer engagement outside of the classroom often 
occurs within the setting of student clubs and organizations. Estimates 
from the 2010 National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) indicate 
that 53 % of undergraduate students spend at least an hour or more per 
week participating in student clubs and organizations and 80 % of students 
participate in at least one academically affi liated organization by the end 
of their senior year (Dugan and Komives  2007 ). Researchers suggest the 
role-taking opportunities that often accompany co-curricular engagement 
are important for developing principled moral reasoning among under-
graduate students (Lind  1997 ). Civic attitudes development has also been 
found to occur among certain types of friendship networks. Low-density 
friendship networks, characterized by multiple independent friendships 
among a widely diverse student composition who do not typically interact 
with one another, have been shown to signifi cantly and positively affect 
undergraduates’ moral reasoning levels (Derryberry and Thoma  2000 ). 
These fi ndings suggest that low-density friendship networks provide stu-
dents with a more diverse social environment, which allows for greater 
exposure to different ideas, values, and experiences (Derryberry and 
Thoma  2000 ). Sax’s ( 2000 ) study on undergraduates’ citizenship devel-
opment confi rms such fi ndings. An increased sense of empowerment and 
community involvement was found to be positively affected by belonging 
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to a diverse peer group (i.e., socioeconomic diversity, racial/ethnic diver-
sity) (Sax  2000 ). Therefore, sociability across race through peer groups 
contributes to students’ sense of civic responsibility, cultural awareness, 
service to the community, faith formation, and understanding of others 
(Astin and Antonio  2004 ).  

    Faculty Involvement 

 Student-faculty interactions, both inside and outside the classroom, are 
critical experiences found to develop undergraduate student outcomes, 
including civic outcomes (Astin  1993 ; Checkoway  2001 ; Pascarella et al. 
 1988 ). A meta-analysis by Hurtado and DeAngelo ( 2012 ) linked diver-
sity and civic-minded practices with student outcomes. Review of the lit-
erature revealed that faculty engaged in civic-minded practices, such as 
engaging undergraduates on their research project, also typically engage 
in student-centered practices which can lead to civic attitudes development 
among students. Astin’s ( 1993 ) analysis of students’ attitudes toward social 
issues revealed that student-faculty interaction contributed toward increas-
ing social activism among students, as well as positively affected students’ 
beliefs and values regarding liberalism, libertarianism, and feminism. Yet, 
when quality of faculty instruction in the major and students’ research or 
creative projects experience was explored, no signifi cant effects were found 
on students’ civic outcomes (Kim et  al.  2014 ). Additionally, Pascarella 
et al. ( 1988 ) suggested that undergraduate students benefi ted differently 
from student-faculty interaction as it relates to civic outcomes. For exam-
ple, White students’ familiarity with faculty and staff positively infl uenced 
their development of humanitarian and civic values, yet that was not the 
case for African American undergraduates.  

    Academic Involvement 

 Research suggests there is a link between academic involvement and student 
development in civic attitudes (Astin  1993 ; Kim et  al.  2014 ; Pascarella 
and Terenzini  2005 ). Academic involvement such as time spent studying, 
completing homework, and attending class and labs have been shown to 
positively contribute to promoting students’ racial understanding (Astin 
 1993 ), commitment to social activism (Sax  2004 ), and social awareness 
(Schreiner and Kim  2011 ). Curricular activities such as taking ethnic and 
women’s studies courses, majoring in social science, frequently  performing 
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community service as part of a class, and participating in study abroad 
have all been shown to foster civic awareness and skills needed for students 
to participate in a diverse democracy (Hurtado and DeAngelo  2012 ; Lott 
II  2013 ). Additionally, students’ academic involvement and initiative, 
critical- reasoning classroom activity, and elevated academic effort were 
found to positively predict civic outcomes (Kim et al.  2014 ). Such forms 
of academic engagement have been shown to empower students and fos-
ter their self-discovery, which often creates ideal conditions for civic atti-
tudes development among undergraduates (Lott II  2013 ).   

    METHODS 

    Data Source 

 For this quantitative study, we used data from the 2010 University of 
California Undergraduate Experience Survey (UCUES). The UCUES 
is distributed online to all students system-wide on a biennial basis and 
is administered by the Center for Studies in Higher Education at the 
University of California, Berkeley, and the University of California Offi ce 
of the President. The 2010 survey was administered to all undergradu-
ate students across all ten University of California campuses, yielding a 
response rate of 43 %, or 74.410 responses. Since our study was designed 
to examine “development” or “gains” in civic attitudes among students 
after they were fully exposed to university experiences, the sample was 
limited to junior and senior undergraduate students. We cleaned our data 
to meet the statistical assumptions of the study and the fi nal sample size 
for the data analysis was 31,432.  

    Participants 

 Participants in this study included 56 % female students and 40 % male 
students. Participants also included 2.3 % African American students, 14 % 
Latino, 39 % Asian American, and 34 % White. Some racial/ethnic groups, 
including Native Americans, were severely underrepresented in our data; 
hence, they were excluded from this study for the purpose of data analysis. 
Students with middle-class family backgrounds were in the majority, rep-
resenting 39 % of the sample, while students from low-income or working- 
class families made up 35  % of the sample and students from wealthy, 
professional, or upper-middle-class families made up 24 % of the sample.  
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    Variables 

 The dependent variable of this study was students’ level of civic attitudes 
at their junior or senior year, as measured by a factor scale that included 
three individual survey items that assessed students’ ability to (1) appreci-
ate, tolerate, and understand racial and ethnic diversity, (2) appreciate cul-
tural and global diversity, and (3) understand the importance of personal 
social responsibility. To control for the level of civic attitudes upon enter-
ing the university, we also utilized an identical factor scale that measured 
students’ retrospective self-assessment of civic attitudes when they entered 
the institutions. Table  2.1  displays the factor loadings and reliability esti-
mates of both pretest and posttest civic attitudes factor scales.

   The independent variables of the study included a broad range of 
higher education environments and experiences thought to impact stu-
dents’ development. They included three factor scales that represented 
campus climate for diversity (i.e., climate personal characteristics, freedom 
to express beliefs, climate of respect for personal beliefs); a factor scale for 
students’ satisfaction and sense of belonging; an individual survey item 

   Table 2.1    Factor loadings and internal consistency on civic attitudes measures   

 Factor and survey items  Factor 
loading 

 Internal 
consistency (α) 

 Civic attitudes factor scale: posttest  0.84 
  Please rate your level of profi ciency in the following areas when 
you started at this campus and now  ( current ability level ): 

 Ability to appreciate, tolerate, and understand racial and 
ethnic diversity 

 0.90 

 Ability to appreciate cultural and global diversity  0.88 
 Understanding the importance of personal social 
responsibility 

 0.84 

 Civic attitudes factor scale: pretest  0.86 
  Please rate your level of profi ciency in the following areas when 
you started at this campus and now  ( started ability level ): 

 Ability to appreciate, tolerate, and understand racial and 
ethnic diversity 

 0.91 

 Ability to appreciate cultural and global diversity  0.88 
 Understanding the importance of personal social 
responsibility 

 0.85 

   Note:  All contributing items of the factor scales were measured by a six-point Likert scale, ranging from 
1 = very poor to 6 = excellent  
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for civic involvement (i.e., community service or volunteer work); indi-
vidual survey items for peer involvement (i.e., participation in clubs or 
organizations, socializing with friends, working with a group of students 
outside of class, helping a classmate understand material better); two fac-
tor scales for faculty involvement (i.e., faculty involvement with academ-
ics; research engagement with faculty); and four variables for academic 
involvement (i.e., active learning environments factor scale, high-order 
cognitive activities factor scale, raised standards for acceptable effort due 
to high  standards of a faculty member, extensively revised a paper at least 
once before submitting for a grade). 

 We also controlled for a number of student-background characteris-
tics, including gender, race/ethnicity, socioeconomic family background, 
parental education level, immigrant status, language heritage, and transfer 
status. Finally, we controlled for students’ major as represented in one of 
fi ve academic disciplines: (1) social sciences, (2) engineering and computer 
sciences, (3) physical and biological sciences, (4) arts and humanities, and 
(5) professional schools. Variable defi nitions and coding schemes may be 
found in Table  2.2 . Factor loadings and reliability estimates of composite 
measures utilized in this study may be found in Table  2.3 .

       Analysis 

 We used IBM SPSS Statistics version 23 to analyze data. To meet the 
assumptions of our statistical methods, we cleaned our data to address miss-
ing values, outliers, univariate and multivariate normality, and homosce-
dasticity. To answer our fi rst research question about the differences in the 
development (or change) of civic attitudes during higher education across 
different student subgroups (i.e., gender, race, socioeconomic subgroups), 
we conducted a series of paired samples  t -tests, independent samples  t -tests, 
and ANOVAs. For the second research question concerning undergraduate 
experiences that contribute to the development of civic attitudes, we con-
ducted hierarchal multiple regression analyses using our aggregate sample. 
Informed by Astin’s ( 1993 ) Inputs-Environments- Outcomes model, we 
conducted regression analyses using fi ve blocks of independent variables: 
(1) pretest variable, (2) student- background characteristics, (3) academic 
discipline, (4) campus climate for diversity, and (5) undergraduate experi-
ences. To begin, we conducted a hierarchical multiple regression analysis 
on the aggregate sample using the forward method in order to identify 
undergraduate experience variables that signifi cantly contributed to our 
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   Table 2.2    Variable defi nitions and coding schemes   

 Variables  Coding schemes 

  Student background characteristics  
 Gender  1 = female, 2 = male 
 Ethnicity 

 African American, Latino, Asian 
American, White 

 All dichotomous: 0 = no, 1 = yes 

 Socioeconomic status  1 = low income or working class; 2 = middle 
class; 3 = wealthy, upper-middle, or 
professional class 

 Language heritage  0 = English is not native language 
 1 = English is native language 

 Immigrant status  0 = US Born, 1 = Immigrant 
 Transfer status  0 = Native or lower division transfer student 

 1 = Upper division transfer student 
  Academic discipline  (Ref: Social sciences) 

 Engineering and computer sciences  All dichotomous: 0 = no, 1 = yes 
 Physical and biological sciences 
 Social sciences 
 Professional schools 

  Climate for diversity  
 Climate for personal characteristics  Factor scale (range 0–8) 
 Freedom to express beliefs  Factor scale (range 0–8) 
 Freedom to express political beliefs  Factor scale (range 0–8) 

  College experiences  
 Satisfaction and sense of belonging  Factor scale (range 1–6) 
 Community service or volunteer work  Hours per week: 1 = 0 h, 2 = 1–5 h, 

3 = 6–10 h, 4 = 11 or more hours 
 Participation in clubs or organizations  Hours per week: 1 = 0 h, 2 = 1–5 h, 

3 = 6–10 h, 4 = 11 or more hours 
 Worked with group of students outside 
of class 

 Likert scale: 1 = never, 6 = very often 

 Helped classmate understand material 
better 

 Likert scale: 1 = never, 6 = very often 

 Raised standard for acceptable effort due to 
high standards of a faculty member 

 Likert scale: 1 = never, 6 = very often 

 Extensively revised a paper at least once 
before submitting for grade 

 Likert scale: 1 = never, 6 = very often 

 Involved in faculty research projects  0 = no, 1 = yes 
 Active learning environments  Factor scale (range 1–6) 
 Student-faculty interaction  Factor scale (range 1–6) 
 High order cognitive activities  Factor scale (range 1–6) 

   Note : For information on factor loadings and internal reliability on factor scales, please see Table  2.3 .  



CIVIC ATTITUDES DEVELOPMENT 27

    Table 2.3    Factor loadings and internal consistency on scale items   

 Factor and survey items  Factor 
loading 

 Internal 
consistency (α) 

 Climate for personal characteristics a   0.86 
  Indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of 
the following statements  ( Likert scale :  1  =  strongly disagree , 
 6  =  strongly agree ): 

 Students are respected here regardless of their economic 
or social class 

 0.86 

 Students are respected here regardless of their gender  0.88 
 Students are respected here regardless of their race 
or ethnicity 

 0.88 

 Students are respected here regardless of their sexual 
orientation 

 0.68 

 Freedom to express beliefs a   0.82 
  Indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of 
the following statements  ( Likert scale :  1  =  strongly disagree , 
 6  =  strongly agree ): 

 I feel free to express my political beliefs on campus  0.91 
 I feel free to express my religious beliefs on campus  0.91 

 Climate of respect for personal beliefs a   0.81 
  Indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of 
the following statements  ( Likert scale :  1  =  strongly disagree , 
 6  =  strongly agree ): 

 Students are respected here regardless of their 
religious beliefs 

 0.86 

 Students are respected here regardless of their political 
beliefs 

 0.89 

 Satisfaction and sense of belonging  0.84 
  Please rate your level of satisfaction with the following aspects 
of your university education  ( Likert scale :  1  =  very dissatisfi ed , 
 6  =  very satisfi ed ): 

 Satisfaction with the overall academic experience  0.80 
 Satisfaction with the overall social experience  0.76 
 Satisfaction with the value of your education for the 
price you are paying 

 0.70 

  Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements  
( Likert scale :  1  =  strongly disagree ,  6  =  strongly agree ): 

 Knowing what I know now, I would still choose to enroll 
at this campus 

 0.84 

 I feel that I belong at this campus  0.84 

(continued)
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Table 2.3 (continued)

 Factor and survey items  Factor 
loading 

 Internal 
consistency (α) 

 Student–faculty interaction  0.76 
  How frequently during this academic year have you done each 
of the following ? ( Likert scale :  1  =  never ,  6  =  very often ): 

 Talked with the instructor outside of class about course 
material 

 0.83 

 Communicated with a faculty member by email or in 
person 

 0.81 

 Worked with a faculty member on an activity other than 
coursework 

 0.71 

 Taken a small research-oriented seminar with faculty  0.68 
 Active learning environments  0.90 

  How frequently have you done each of these activities during 
this academic year ? ( Likert scale :  1  =  never ,  6  =  very often ): 

 Asked an insightful question in class  0.90 
 Brought up ideas or concepts from different courses 
during class discussions 

 0.89 

 Contributed to a class discussion  0.88 
 Interacted with faculty during lecture class sessions  0.81 
 Found a course so interesting that you did more work 
than was required 

 0.70 

 Made a class presentation  0.58 
 Higher order cognitive activities  0.89 

  Thinking back on this academic year ,  how often have you done 
each of the following ? ( Likert scale :  1  =  never ,  6  =  very often ): 

 Examined how others gathered and interpreted data and 
assessed the soundness of their conclusions 

 0.86 

 Reconsider own position after assessing other arguments  0.83 
 Incorporate ideas or concepts from different courses 
when completing assignments 

 0.76 

 Used facts and examples to support your viewpoint  0.63 
  Thinking back on this academic year ,  how often were you 
REQUIRED to do the following ? ( Likert scale :  1  =  never , 
 6  =  very often ): 

 Create or generate new ideas, products, or ways of 
understanding 

 0.70 

 Judge the value of information, ideas, actions, and
conclusions based on the soundness of sources,
methods, and reasoning 

 0.65 

   a Factor scales were developed by the Center for Studies in Higher Education, UC Berkeley  
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outcome measure (i.e., students’ civic attitudes) and remove those that 
did not. Once we identifi ed the most parsimonious model, we again con-
ducted a hierarchical multiple regression analysis using the enter method. 
Then, to examine how the strength of the relationship between those sig-
nifi cant undergraduate experiences and civic attitude development varies 
by students’ gender, race/ethnicity, or socioeconomic background (third 
research question), we disaggregated the data and conducted a series of 
hierarchical multiple regression analyses using the same exploratory tech-
niques we used for the aggregate sample.   

    RESULTS 

    Patterns of Civic Attitudes Development 

 All students in our sample, regardless of their gender, race/ethnicity, or 
socioeconomic background, made signifi cant gains in their civic attitudes 
during their time in higher education; however, there were some statisti-
cally signifi cant differences in students’ mean scores at the fi rst year, mean 
scores in their third or fourth year, and mean gains from the fi rst year to 
their third or fourth year. Those differences are discussed in Table  2.4  and 
below.

      Gender 
 The women in our study indicated higher mean scores of civic attitudes 
than men at both the freshman and junior or senior years. In other words, 
female undergraduates appear to have entered higher education with higher 
levels of civic attitudes than male students. Female students also experi-
enced slightly larger gains than male students during their undergraduate 
experiences, indicating that women may benefi t more than men from their 
undergraduate experiences in terms of civic attitudes development.  

    Race/Ethnicity 
 African American students in our study reported the highest mean scores 
of civic attitudes both at the freshman and junior or senior years, while 
Asian American students indicated the lowest scores at both the freshman 
and junior or senior years. That is, it appears that the African American stu-
dents entered higher education with a higher level of civic attitudes than 
students of other races/ethnicities. It also appears that Asian American 
students entered higher education with the lowest level of civic attitudes; 
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however, African American students did not indicate the most gains in 
civic attitudes during higher education, nor did Asian American students 
indicate the least gains. Instead, Latino students reported the most gains 
in civic attitudes during college, and White students indicated the least 
gains during their higher education experiences.  

    Socioeconomic Status 
 Students from wealthier family backgrounds indicated the highest level 
of civic attitudes upon entering higher education, while students with the 
lowest-income family backgrounds indicated the lowest level of civic atti-
tudes upon entering higher education; however, the lowest-income stu-
dents in our study appear to have “caught up” with other students as 
mean scores at the junior or senior year were nearly identical across all 
socioeconomic groups.   

   Table 2.4    Differences on gains in civic attitudes factor scale by gender, race/
ethnicity, and socioeconomic status   

 Background characteristics  Mean at 
Freshman 

year 

  SD   Mean at 
junior or 

senior year 

  SD   Mean 
gains 

  SD  

 Gender 
 Female ( n  = 17,607)  4.61  0.91  5.15  0.73  0.54  0.73 
 Male ( n  = 12,342)  4.38  0.93  4.89  0.81  0.52  0.80 

 Race/ethnicity 
 African American ( n  = 735)  4.75  0.93  5.33  0.65  0.59  0.72 
 Latino ( n  = 4396)  4.55  0.96  5.21  0.71  0.66  0.81 
 Asian American ( n  = 12,113)  4.39  0.94  4.94  0.80  0.55  0.72 
 White ( n  = 10,670)  4.60  0.88  5.08  0.74  0.48  0.70 

 Socioeconomic background 
 Low income/working class 
( n  = 10,873) 

 4.47  0.97  5.05  0.79  0.58  0.78 

 Middle class ( n  = 12,073)  4.53  0.90  5.03  0.76  0.50  0.69 
 Upper middle/wealthy ( n  = 7444)  4.56  0.90  5.05  0.77  0.49  0.70 

   Note 1 : Paired samples  t -tests show that all longitudinal changes were signifi cant ( p  < 0.001) within all 
subgroups:  t  scores varied as follows: female,  t  = 154.72; male,  t  = 129.60; African American,  t  = 20.95; 
Latino,  t  = 50.93; Asian-Filipino-Pacifi c Islander,  t  = 77.65; White,  t  = 64.71; low income or working class, 
 t  = 71.38; middle class,  t  = 74.07; upper-middle/professional/wealthy class,  t  = 56.98 
  Note 2 : ANOVA or independent samples  t -test results indicated signifi cant differences in mean gain scores 
(mean change between freshman and junior/senior year) between all gender, racial/ethnic, and socioeco-
nomic subgroups.  F  ratio scores or  t  scores and  p  values varied by subgroups: gender,  t  = 2.54,  p  < 0.05; 
race/ethnicity,  F  = 69.103,  p  < 0.001; socioeconomic status,  F  = 40.23,  p  < 0.001  
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    College Experiences Contributing to Civic Attitudes Development 

 After controlling for students’ input characteristics and academic  discipline 
in the aggregate sample, a number of undergraduate experiences were found 
to impact civic attitudes development among undergraduates (Table  2.5 ). 
Undergraduate experiences that positively affected students’ civic attitudes 
development included a favorable campus climate for diversity, civic involve-
ment, undergraduates’ satisfaction and sense of belonging, peer involve-
ment, and academic involvement. Among these undergraduate experiences, 
students’ satisfaction and sense of belonging and their academic involve-
ment were the strongest positive predictors of civic attitudes development. 
Peer involvement was shown to have a small but positive effect on civic atti-
tudes development. While research engagement with faculty was found to 
have a small negative effect on civic attitudes development, faculty involve-
ment with academics had no impact on civic attitudes development.

       Conditional Effects of Undergraduate Experiences 
on Civic Attitudes Development 

 When the sample was disaggregated by gender, racial/ethnic, and socio-
economic subgroups, several conditional effects of undergraduate experi-
ences on civic attitudes development were observed (refer to Table  2.5 ). 
While most of the undergraduate experiences had similar effects on civic 
attitudes development across the different student subgroups, albeit with 
varying degrees of infl uence, the effects of some other undergraduate expe-
riences were found to be conditioned by various student characteristics. 

    Gender-Based Conditional Effects 
 Two factor scales representing campus climate for diversity were found 
to impact civic attitudes development among students in the aggregate 
sample; however, when the sample was disaggregated by gender, we found 
that the campus climate of respect for personal beliefs in religious or 
political matters was a signifi cant predictor of civic attitudes development 
among male students but not among female students. The same pattern 
was observed in academic involvement: male students appeared to benefi t 
from extensively revising papers while female students did not. Opposite-
gender- based conditional patterns were observed for peer involvement: 
participation in student clubs or organizations seemed to impact civic atti-
tudes development for female students but not for male students. In the 
aggregate sample, we observed that involvement with faculty research was 
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a negative predictor of civic attitudes development; however, in the sample 
disaggregated by gender, we observed that the effect was only true for 
female students and had no signifi cant effect on male students.  

    Race/Ethnicity-Based Conditional Effects 
 Unlike the other races/ethnicities in our study, African American students 
appeared not to benefi t in terms of their civic attitudes development from 
undergraduate experiences in some areas of campus climate for diversity 
(i.e., freedom to express religious or political beliefs on campus), civic 
involvement (i.e., community service or volunteer work), some aspects 
of peer involvement (i.e., socializing with friends), and some aspects of 
academic involvement (i.e., higher order cognitive activities, raising stan-
dards for acceptable effort due to high standards of faculty). On the other 
hand, Asian American students’ civic attitudes development appeared to 
benefi t from one aspect of peer involvement (i.e., working with a group of 
students outside of class), while their peers in other racial/ethnic groups 
did not. White students were the only group who were positively affected 
by certain aspects of academic involvement (i.e., the practice of extensively 
revising papers at least once before submitting for a grade) and negatively 
affected by research engagement with faculty.  

    Conditional Effects by Socioeconomic Status 
 Differential effects of peer, faculty, and academic involvement were also 
observed when the data were disaggregated by socioeconomic background. 
When it comes to peer involvement, it appears that lower-income and 
middle-class students who participated in clubs or organizations tended 
to report higher gains in civic attitudes development; however, this fi nd-
ing did not emerge for wealthier students in our sample. When it comes 
to academic involvement, middle-class students who engaged in the act of 
extensively revising papers at least once prior to submitting for a grade also 
reported higher gains in civic attitudes development. The positive effect 
was not the case for lower-income or wealthier students. For low-income 
students, we also observed that participation in faculty research appeared to 
have a small but signifi cant negative effect on civic attitudes development.    

    DISCUSSION AND PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS 
 Results of this study are unique in that we examined the conditional 
effects of undergraduate experiences on civic attitudes development 
across different gender, race/ethnicity, and socioeconomic subgroups. 
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Several other studies have examined civic attitudes development among 
undergraduates (Bowman et  al.  2015 ; Hurtado and DeAngelo  2012 ; 
Hurtado et al.  2012 ). Our study, however, sheds light on how the impact 
of higher education experiences on civic attitudes development is condi-
tioned by student characteristics (i.e., gender, race/ethnicity, socioeco-
nomic background) at public research universities. 

 Results of comparative analyses in this study revealed stark differences 
regarding the development of civic attitudes during higher education. For 
example, we found that White students tended to obtain the least gains 
in their civic attitudes during their time in higher education compared 
to those among their peers of other races/ethnicities. Latino students 
appeared to obtain the largest gains in civic attitudes compared to their 
peers, a fi nding consistent with Lott II’s ( 2013 ) study. 

 In another study, Asian American freshman students were found to be 
more civically engaged and were more likely to hold civic values, includ-
ing in the area of racial understanding, compared to the national average 
(Park et al.  2008 ). While this fi nding is contradictory to the results of our 
study, we can assume that the lower levels of civic attitudes observed among 
Asian American students of our sample may be related to the unique nature 
of our dataset (e.g., highly selective institutions, public 4-year research uni-
versities). Nevertheless, results from our regression analyses suggest several 
ways to improve civic attitudes outcomes among Asian American students. 
In our study, sense of belonging and satisfaction appeared to be among 
the best predictors of civic attitudes development among Asian American 
students; however, our analyses also revealed that Asian American students 
in our study had the lowest mean score in sense of belonging and satisfac-
tion compared to their peers of other racial/ethnic groups. That is, Asian 
American students were less likely to feel that they belonged on campus 
(despite being the majority), raising questions about the effort that public 
research institutions are making on behalf of this group of students. This 
fi nding is even more perplexing, given that Asian American students are the 
majority within the University of California system. These fi ndings should 
initiate a more purposeful and proactive approach to developing a sense of 
satisfaction and belonging among this group of students. 

 The picture becomes more complex when dissecting the implications 
of these results for White students. As the dominant group in a country 
that is increasingly becoming more diverse and continues to struggle with 
racial inequities, strife, and misunderstanding, it becomes especially incum-
bent upon educational institutions with a mission toward civic-minded 
outcomes to proactively engage the dominant or advantaged group in 
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their development of global and racial understanding and appreciation, as 
well as a full appreciation of their own social agency. This appreciation is 
even more important when considering that, according to the US Census 
( 2012 ), the White majority is in steady decline and is projected to end by 
2043. Although full discussion of this topic is beyond the scope of this 
chapter, it is worth noting that students from dominant or advantaged 
groups may in their futures act as agents that either reinforce or challenge 
oppressive practices and policies through civic engagement and leadership. 
The results of this study are, therefore, especially concerning for White 
students who ideally should be refl ecting development in civic attitudes at 
levels equivalent to students of other races/ethnicities. 

 The examination of the conditional effects also revealed that African 
American students do not appear to benefi t in terms of their civic atti-
tudes development from many types of institutional involvement com-
pared to their peers. There may be more than one possible explanation 
for these results; for example, our fi ndings indicated a few variables 
that contributed to African American students’ civic attitudes develop-
ment during their time in higher education, including participation in 
clubs or organizations. Perhaps, at least for their civic attitudes devel-
opment, African American students seem to benefi t more from their 
experiences with a group of homogenous peers than those with stu-
dents of other races/ethnicities. Another possible explanation is that 
a great deal of their development in civic attitudes occurred prior to 
attending the institution. It makes more sense that, for many African 
American undergraduate students, civic attitudes development occurs 
in the everyday context of facing racial challenges much more than in 
an educational or college context. Theoretically, this means that we are 
missing some confounding precollege experiences that help explain civic 
attitudes development among African American college students. More 
research should focus on the qualitative aspects of college experiences 
on civic attitudes development to gain a deeper understanding of inter-
nal processes and more nuanced experiences attributed to civic attitudes 
development. 

 Our fi ndings also revealed some differences between male and female 
students. Similar to previous research (Astin and Antonio  2004 ), our 
results indicated that women gained more in civic attitudes development 
during higher education than men. In addition, the mean score at the 
end of their junior or senior year indicated that women perceived their 
civic attitudes at signifi cantly higher levels than men. Our regression 
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analyses also illuminate some areas of signifi cant impact on civic atti-
tudes  development for men. In particular, male students were the only 
subgroup in our study to show that a campus climate of respect for per-
sonal beliefs (i.e., religious, political) had a signifi cant and positive effect 
on civic attitudes development. It seems that male students at American 
public research universities uniquely benefi t from campus climates that 
value diverse political and religious beliefs or that regard those beliefs as 
worthy. In addition, we also found that, unlike the women in our study, 
men benefi ted in terms of civic attitudes development from participa-
tion in clubs and organizations. Our analyses revealed that while there 
was no statistical difference in participation in clubs and organizations 
between male and female students, participation overall was quite low. 
Roughly 43  % of the men and women in our study did not partici-
pate in such activities at all, revealing perhaps a missed opportunity for 
American public research institutions to meet the goals of their civic 
missions. 

 Although this study was more interested in examining the conditional 
effects, it also identifi ed some undergraduate environments and experi-
ences that were benefi cial to  all  students. Namely, all students appeared to 
benefi t in terms of their civic attitudes development from a campus climate 
where they felt comfortable in expressing religious and political beliefs, a 
fi nding that further clarifi es previous research on the benefi ts of diversity 
on the development of civic outcomes. Studies have demonstrated that 
positive interactions with diverse peers is positively related to civic out-
comes among undergraduates (Astin and Antonio  2004 ; Bowman et al. 
 2015 ; Engberg  2007 ; Hurtado and DeAngelo  2012 ; Hurtado et al.  2002 ; 
Lott II  2013 ). The fi ndings from this study support and expand the pre-
vious fi ndings on the positive link between students’ diversity engage-
ment (mostly “behavioral” aspect of diversity) and their civic outcomes by 
underscoring the infl uence of campus diversity climate (“psychological” 
aspect of diversity) on these outcomes. 

 Additionally, all students seemed to benefi t from their satisfaction with 
their undergraduate experience and their sense of belonging on campus, 
mirroring previous research on Latino students’ civic attitudes develop-
ment (Kim et al.  2014 ) and further elucidating the benefi ts for students 
with varying characteristics (i.e., gender, race/ethnicity, socioeconomic 
background) at public research institutions. Students who experience a 
sense of satisfaction with the overall higher education experience, overall 
social experience, and value of their education and students who acquire 
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a sense of belonging are all more likely to develop positive civic attitudes 
during college, indicating another area of interest for American public 
research institutions to meet their civic missions. 

 Previous research has extolled student-faculty interaction as one of the 
critical infl uences of a broad range of positive student outcomes, includ-
ing civic outcomes (Astin  1993 ; Checkoway  2001 ; Pascarella et al.  1988 ). 
It was interesting to fi nd in our study that student–faculty interaction on 
academic matters appeared to have no statistically signifi cant effect or, in 
the case of participation in faculty research, a small negative effect on civic 
attitudes development. This fi nding was also the case in a previous study 
by Hurtado and DeAngelo ( 2012 ) who also found that student–faculty 
interaction was not a signifi cant predictor of pluralistic orientation. Both 
our study and the Hurtado and DeAngelo study utilized factor scales to 
represent student–faculty interaction and perhaps examining individual 
survey items might illuminate more nuanced effects of faculty interaction 
on students’ civic outcomes. Because of the critical infl uence of faculty on 
student development and undergraduate outcomes, it is also promising to 
employ a qualitative approach to investigate how and why student–faculty 
interaction uniquely shapes undergraduates’ civic outcomes development.  

    FOSTERING CIVIC OUTCOMES AMONG 
UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS 

 The results of this study underscore not only the ways in which a variety 
of undergraduate experiences at research universities might be effective 
in the development of civic attitudes but also how different student sub-
groups might benefi t more or less from those experiences. As Bowman 
( 2011 ) pointed out, disaggregating data to better understand the condi-
tional effects of undergraduate experiences on civic outcomes provides a 
more nuanced understanding of student development that helps practi-
tioners develop optimally effective interventions. We hope that the fi nd-
ings of this study provide that understanding and direction. Thus, based 
on our fi ndings, we recommend the following institutional conditions for 
developing civic attitudes:

•    Given the general positive effects of participating in active learn-
ing environments on the development of civic attitudes among  all  
students, faculty should be encouraged and provided with the tools 
needed to create such dynamic learning environments.  
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•   Campus climates in which students feel free to express their per-
sonal beliefs are likely to produce gains in civic attitudes among most 
 students; therefore, institutions should be intentional about creating 
climates that feel safe for students of all backgrounds to engage in 
this high impact practice.  

•   Given the general positive effects of satisfaction and sense of belong-
ing on the development of civic attitudes among  all  students, institu-
tional professionals should be more aware of the levels of satisfaction 
and sense of belonging experienced by various student subgroups 
and be more intentional about fostering such positive institutional 
and academic connections among a diverse student body.  

•   Asian American students reported the lowest mean scores of satis-
faction and sense of belonging, which is alarming given that they 
account for the racial/ethnic majority in the UC.  The predictive 
strength of sense of belonging and satisfaction for civic attitudes 
development among Asian Americans shows great promise as an 
institutional strategy for furthering its civic mission.  

•   White students reported experiencing the lowest gains in civic atti-
tudes from freshman to junior or senior year. Higher education 
researchers and professionals should facilitate environments where 
White students can proactively engage in their development of 
global and racial understanding and appreciation so that they are 
more prepared to civically engage in a complex and multicultural 
society.    

 Furthermore, higher education leaders must recognize that not all 
students experience the same levels of involvement, nor do they benefi t 
from such participation in the same way. Higher education institutions 
must be accountable for the civic development of all college and univer-
sity students and committed to ensuring that institutional involvement is 
designed to be responsive to the unique needs of a diverse undergraduate 
student population. Based on our fi ndings, we recommend the following 
strategies for increasing institutional involvement and their accompanying 
benefi ts for certain undergraduate subgroups:

•     Civic involvement : Institutions could benefi t by acknowledging 
broader forms of civic engagement that could be occurring among 
African American students outside of higher education’s traditional 
civic and educational engagement models.  
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•    Peer involvement : Participation in clubs and organizations and social-
izing with friends contributed greatly to the signifi cant gains in civic 
attitudes among low-income/working-class students. In addition, 
participation in clubs or organizations was a signifi cant predictor of 
civic attitudes development among African American students, while 
other forms of peer interaction were not. Hence, institutions must 
ensure that such involvement opportunities continue to be accessible 
to these student subgroups.  

•    Faculty involvement : Clearly, this form of involvement was not a sig-
nifi cant indicator of civic attitudes development among all students, 
and for some student subgroups the experience actually produced 
negative effects. Given the contrary fi ndings of previous studies, 
more research is needed to understand how the impact of faculty on 
students’ civic attitudes development is conditioned by institutional 
type and selectivity.  

•    Academic involvement : Male students reported both the lowest 
mean scores during their freshman and junior or senior years as well 
as in gains made throughout higher education compared to their 
female peers. All four academic involvement items demonstrated 
a strong positive effect on males’ civic attitudes development and 
should therefore be seen as evidence-based strategies for enhancing 
civic-mindedness among males.    

 Overall, fi ndings of this study suggest that not only do select under-
graduate experiences contribute to students’ civic attitudes development, 
but that the nature of the contribution is conditioned by various student 
characteristics. Therefore, higher education institutions should acknowl-
edge the undergraduate experiences that uniquely shape the development 
of civic attitudes among students from diverse gender, race, and socioeco-
nomic groups in order to maximize the positive infl uence of institutional 
involvement on civic attitudes development for all students.     
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    CHAPTER 3   

    The challenges facing our world require a new kind of leadership and com-
mitment to participation in civic life (Harward  2013 ; Levine and Soltan 
 2013 ; Mathews  2014 ). Education that supports meaningful democratic 
engagement necessitates a shared commitment to deep, theoretical, and 
practical understandings of the values and processes of democracy (Saltmarsh 
and Hartley  2011 ). Public engagement, academic service- learning, and 
community-engaged scholarship are examples of types of educational 
practices that promote learning linked to citizenship, civic- mindedness, 
and socially responsible leadership development (Dugan et  al.  2013 ; 
Steinberg et  al.  2011 ). The transformative potential of community- 
engaged practices hinges on the ability not only to cultivate the personal 
and civic capacity of individuals, but also to create conditions for democ-
racy to thrive more widely in society (Kliewer  2013 ). The latter cannot 
be accomplished through only  learning about  and  minimally experiencing  
values and processes of democratic engagement in the context of neatly 
structured courses, programs, or partnerships. 

 Creating the Conditions for Political 
Engagement: A Narrative Approach 

for Community-Engaged Scholarship 
and Civic Leadership Development                     
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 Forms of community-engaged scholarship that expand spaces of civic 
learning are necessary in order for large public universities to make prog-
ress toward the vision of public engagement set forth by the  Wingspread 
Declaration . For students, faculty, and institutions to become “agents of 
democracy” (Boyte and Hollander  1999 , p. 7) requires leadership: more 
specifi cally, exercising leadership by creating conditions that enable indi-
viduals and groups to share the responsibility for making progress on civic 
challenges (Chrislip and O’Malley  2013 ; Ganz  2010 ). Indeed, exercising 
civic leadership (i.e., leadership as engagement in democracy for the pur-
pose of advancing democracy) requires a commitment to shared purpose 
and to the common good, as well as an ability to navigate the uncertainty 
and messiness of civic work (Chrislip and O’Malley  2013 ; Ganz  2010 ). 

 The project of civic leadership exists within the larger adaptive leader-
ship framework (Chrislip and O’Malley  2013 ; Heifetz et  al.  2009 ) and 
presumes the activity of leadership should be reform oriented and that 
it does not require individuals to act from a position of formal author-
ity. This chapter presents an approach to civic leadership education and 
development that accounts for the political.  The political  is the space 
in which groups of people negotiate power and choice (Wolin  2004 ). 
Power, understood from a postmodern perspective, includes power  over,  
power  with , power  to , and power  within  (Rowlands  1997 ). Choice is sim-
ply the representation between different values, interests, and positions 
(Nabatchi and Leighninger  2015 ). Decoupling civic leadership education 
from neatly organized civic learning infrastructure releases the work into 
 the  political  in potentially transformative ways. Public research universi-
ties have a responsibility not only to citizenship and civic learning, but 
also to create the capacity of individuals and communities to productively 
respond to political contestation. 

 Many American public universities use approaches to civic engagement 
and service-learning that introduce students and community members to 
preexisting civic learning infrastructure (Harkavy  2006 ; Harkavy et al.  2011 ; 
Hartley and Harkavy  2011 ). By preexisting civic learning infrastructure 
we mean negotiated partnerships that are entirely conceived by faculty, 
staff, and/or community-engagement professionals. Of course, structured 
service experiences that lay the groundwork for more developmentally 
challenging civic work are appropriate in certain circumstances, such as 
fi rst-year experience courses (e.g., Priest et al.  2015 ). However, within 
more advanced learning contexts (e.g., upper-level courses, adult learn-
ing spaces, and collaborative forms of community-engaged scholarship), 
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such traditional, highly structured, and controlled approaches to civic 
education and civic leadership development can sterilize the messiness 
involved in civic work, at best, and can perpetuate a range of stereotypes 
associated with civic work, at worst. Removing the “messiness” from civic 
work can be effi cient and affi rming from an administrative perspective. 
Such protection, direction, and order undermine the type of learning 
necessary to maneuver and manage politically contested spaces. Instead, 
it perpetuates transactional community–campus partnerships: civic learn-
ing presumes that all values and processes of democratic engagement are 
cumulative and linear and that civic learning is—and should be—insulated 
from external critique. In many cases preexisting civic learning infrastruc-
ture promotes civic work that is transactional and has resolved potentially 
politically contested aspects of the work before stakeholders even interact. 

 Consequently, the well-intentioned infrastructure that often informs 
civic learning can actually limit the development of students’ higher-
order civic leadership desires, motivations, skills, and dispositions. They 
may view civic engagement as merely a noble gesture, without atten-
tion to—or understanding of—the moral, social, and political aspects 
of engagement (Berger  2010 ). Current approaches to political and civic 
learning may therefore develop civic-minded graduates who still lack 
the tacit knowledge, motivations, and practices necessary to intervene 
in less-than-ideal civic situations. For example, a student participating in 
a course that uses service-learning may demonstrate the ability to work 
across differences within a neatly structured community-engagement 
experience; however, when attempting to exercise inclusive leadership 
in a business setting that marginalizes segments of the community at 
the intersection of class and race, they fi nd themselves unable to effec-
tively intervene because they lack the contextual ability to navigate the 
 political contestation associated with marginalization. This example high-
lights the realities of civic-minded work, which require a more sophisti-
cated set of skills that include working through political contestation to 
surface common interests and values. 

 Through our own experience as leadership educators and community- 
engaged scholars at a large public university, we have developed a delibera-
tive civic engagement framework that positions the political at the center of 
civic leadership education and development, rather than having points of 
political contestation negotiated before community is convened to engage 
in civic work. Integrating elements of community organizing and civic stud-
ies (Ganz  2010 ; Harward  2013 ; Levine and Soltan  2013 ; Levy  2013 ), our 
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approach to civic leader development through community- engaged scholar-
ship aims to improve the quality of collective action and decision-making 
by creating the space for a contextual, community-driven experience that 
emerges from the political realities of civic challenges. 

 In this chapter, we outline the rationale for this civic leadership approach 
by unpacking literature related to deliberative democracy, community- 
engaged scholarship, and deliberative civic engagement. Next, we offer 
a narrative framework that can be applied to upper-level civic leadership 
courses designed to advance civic and political learning outcomes. We locate 
the theoretical framework within LEAD 405: Leadership in Practice, an 
upper-level civic leadership course that was offered by the Staley School 
of Leadership Studies at Kansas State University in the spring semester of 
2015. Our work is contextualized within the land-grant tradition, and also 
an undergraduate leadership studies minor program. The public narra-
tive principles associated with the framework (Ganz  2010 ) are illustrated 
through the civic work associated with the course. We conclude the chapter 
with a general discussion of how this approach creates the conditions for 
an improved civic and political imagination that is necessary to make prog-
ress on the tough challenges of the twenty-fi rst century, including specifi c 
insights for scholar-practitioners at large public research universities. 

    DELIBERATIVE DEMOCRACY 
 Institutions of higher education have historically played a role in cultivat-
ing the necessary conditions of democracy and citizenship (Hatcher  1997 ; 
Saltmarsh  1996 ). The underlying presumption is that public education 
equips students not only with skills, behaviors, and dispositions necessary 
for democratic engagement, but also with educational practices that have 
the potential to create the conditions necessary for democracy to fl ourish 
in community. Democracy from this perspective is more than a form of 
government: it is a strategy for sustainable collective action and decision- 
making in social, political, economic, environmental, and cultural arenas. 
In a sense democracy becomes an art—a way of being and, at a general 
level, a way of understanding self in relation to others (Colby et al.  2003 ). 
Our understanding of democracy is positioned under the deliberative 
democracy framework (Gutmann and Thompson  2010 ; Habermas  1996 ; 
Offe and Preuss  1991 ; Young  2000 ). 

 Gutmann and Thompson ( 2010 ) distinguished deliberative democracy 
from other models of democracy in three ways. First, the principles and 
processes that determine deliberative democracy practices are constantly 
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being reevaluated, which means that points of political contestation, 
understandings of individual rights, values, and procedural questions are 
always open to debate and reconsideration. Second, the model assumes 
that public positions are not fi xed. Infl uencing and creating the conditions 
to infl uence viewpoints allow leadership activity to enter the model. Third, 
the model allows the deliberative process to produce multiple interpreta-
tions of individual rights (Gutmann and Thompson  2010 ). Integrating 
this broader understanding of democracy within higher education creates 
the space to include values and processes of democratic engagement into 
knowledge creation, dissemination, and mobilizing efforts.  

    THE FIT OF COMMUNITY-ENGAGED SCHOLARSHIP WITHIN 
THE DELIBERATIVE DEMOCRACY MODEL 

 Community-engaged scholarship “consists of (1) research, teaching, 
integration, and application scholarship that (2) incorporate reciprocal 
practices of civic engagement into the production of knowledge” (Barker 
 2004 , p. 124). Sandmann ( 2006 ) noted that “scholarship is  what  is done, 
engaged scholarships is  how  it is done, and for the common or public good 
 toward what end it is done ” (p. 82). Community-engaged scholarship in 
the form of deliberative civic engagement is, therefore, both process and 
product, informed by a values orientation for the common or public good. 
Thus, the values and processes associated with community-engaged schol-
arship are positioned to advance the practices of deliberative democracy. 

 The two main values of deliberative democracy that inform our approach 
to community-engaged scholarship are political equality and delibera-
tion.  Political equality  theoretically assumes that each person has an equal 
chance of participating in decision-making processes and an equal chance 
of infl uencing the outcome of a collective decision (Fishkin  2009 ). The 
value of equity is demonstrated through “processes that enable citizens, 
civic leaders, and governmental offi cials to come together in public spaces 
where they can engage in constructive, informed, and decisive dialogue 
about important public issues” (Nabatchi  2012  p. 7). Civic engagement 
activity is considered  deliberative  when it allows for careful consideration 
of public issues among community members. More specifi cally, delib-
erative civic engagement includes the following four components: (1) a 
“demographically representative set of peoples,” (2) facilitates small 
group discussions “designed to move talk towards action,” (3) provides 
the opportunity to “compare values and experiences in relation to relevant 
policy, positions, and information,” and (4) functions with an intention 
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to “produce  outcomes that more closely align systems, organizations, and 
institutions with the attitudes and behaviors of citizens” (Leighninger 
 2012 , p. 20). This model of deliberative democracy includes a space for 
exercising leadership because it is assumed that individuals’ political posi-
tions and interests are not fi xed; rather, they can be infl uenced through 
collaborative forms of civic leadership. Furthermore, deliberative democ-
racy allows community- engaged scholarship or engaged discovery to be 
located within community as a leadership activity. Questions of knowl-
edge, knowledge creation, dissemination, and evaluation are redefi ned 
as potential interventions needed to change systems, organizations, and 
institutions in society. 

    Political Positions and Interests 

 To more fully realize the benefi ts of civic leadership education, in the con-
text of deliberative democracy, the activity should turn more fully toward 
political questions. A brand of politics that emphasizes position-taking is 
consistent with political polarization found in the USA (McCarty et al. 
 2006 ). Political polarization describes the movement of individuals to 
the ideological right and left. Functionally, political polarization makes 
it more diffi cult for political community to fi nd a common ground of 
contested issues. In the USA, movement toward the political extreme and 
away from the middle has been consistent since the 1970s (Dimock et al. 
 2014 ). Political polarization makes it very diffi cult for community to sur-
face common values and interests, and the current default political practice 
associated with polarization is public position-taking. 

 Intentional models of deliberative civic engagement and deliberative 
democracy allow individuals exercising civic leadership to make distinc-
tions between political positions and interests. Public or political posi-
tions are defi ned by “what a person or group wants; they represent the 
demand being made” (Nabatchi and Leighninger  2015 , p. 244). Public or 
political positions are inherently adversarial and anchored to points of dis-
agreement. In contrast, interests are the “reasons—the needs, values, and 
 concerns—underlying a position; they represent why a person or group 
wants something” (Nabatchi and Leighninger  2015 , p. 244). 

 Civic leadership activity, in the context of deliberative civic engage-
ment, is centered on creating the conditions for people to make prog-
ress by considering potential ways common interests and values overlap 
(Ganz  2010 ). An emphasis on fi nding overlapping interests and values 
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place the focus of civic leadership activity on creating the conditions to 
work past political polarization. An intentional focus on common interests 
can overcome forms of disagreement associated with political positions. 
Individuals exercise leadership in systems, organizations, and institutions 
through interpersonal, structural, and/or procedural interventions (Ganz 
 2010 ). Leveraging community-engaged scholarship to create new pro-
cesses, devise structural interventions, or build new interpersonal relation-
ships is the point in which knowledge creation and dissemination inherent 
to community-engaged scholarship touches on political skill and activity. 
The structure of the deliberative civic engagement process supports disori-
enting political experiences. Our model assumes that, through disorient-
ing experiences, individuals have the potential to transform the way they 
think about, understand, and express political activity (Mezirow  1981 , 
 1997 ). Such a perspective shift can lead to a reformed civic identity and 
a deeper commitment to activate in civic spaces (Diaz and Perrault  2010 ; 
Horton and Freire  1990 ). 

 Personal transformation in the context of deliberative civic engagement 
and civic leadership can lead to a new way to interface with politics. Current 
political practices emphasize public position-taking, and very few structures 
encourage individuals to work to fi nd some type of overlapping agreement 
or consensus. Longo ( 2013 ) noted that “deliberative pedagogy in the com-
munity” frames a style of education that can lead to a new kind of politics 
(p. 2). Academic service-learning and forms of community- engaged schol-
arship can create a space for civic leadership development when individuals 
are invited to engage in political dialogue, deconstruct traditional models 
of service, approach civic work from an asset-based perspective, experi-
ment with perspective taking, and understand that civic work is a larger 
change movement (Koliba  2004 ). When these conditions are met, forms 
of community-engaged scholarship prepare citizens with cognitive gains, 
behaviors, attitudes, and skills that allow them to intervene in educational, 
workplace, and social arenas using values and processes associated with 
deliberative democracy frameworks (Diaz and Perrault  2010 ).   

    DELIBERATIVE CIVIC ENGAGEMENT FRAMEWORK FOR 
CIVIC LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT 

 Our framework begins with the assumption that the current political 
structure primarily supports public position-taking. The factors that con-
tribute to political polarization are complex, but our framework attempts 
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to make progress at the individual level. Specifi cally, we are interested in 
how interpersonal relationships respond and contribute to political struc-
ture. Imagining a new politics requires creating the conditions for indi-
viduals to move beyond the default behavior of position-taking to the 
behavior of identifying overlapping values and interests (Fig.   3.1 ).We 
draw from deliberative civic engagement strategies such as story circles 
and community- based arts, which have been shown to be effective tools 
to create such conditions (e.g.,  Imagining America n.d. ; Leonard  2013 ; 
O’Neal  2006 ; O’Neal et al.  2006 ). The strategies were developed through 
our work, teaching an upper-level undergraduate leadership in practice 
course in the spring semester of 2015. We integrated Ganz’s ( 2010 ) 
 public-narrative approach (story of self, us, and now) into the design of a 
series of deliberative dialogues as a form of community-engaged scholar-
ship for civic leadership development. The civic purpose of these forums 
was to increase local community members’ leadership capacity, and to 
inform the strategic planning efforts of our collaborators, the United Way 
and Harvesters Community Food Network. In doing so, we also explored 
how community- engagement strategies contributed to students’ own 
civic leadership development.

   Twenty undergraduate students facilitated eight community conver-
sations across six local counties. Students were challenged to engage in 
this work as scholar-practitioners; their role was more than just engaging 
in the practices of facilitation, and also included intentional participant 
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o bservation, data collection, refl ection, and analysis. They made observa-
tions during the conversations, recorded those observations through fi eld 
notes, and interpreted fi ndings through written refl ections and in-class 
 discussion/theming. As a result of the experience, they created a variety 
of practical and scholarly works designed to help our community collabo-
rators make progress on their goals. Below, we outline each of the stages 
within our framework (see Fig.  3.1 ) and provide illustrations from practice. 

    Stage 1: Story of Self 

 At this stage of the process, participants were invited into an inclusive- and 
intentional-designed space to tell their own story. In groups of 12 or less, 
participants sat in a circle with a facilitator and notetaker/timekeeper. The 
facilitator asked participants to consider the following prompt:  When have 
you observed or participated in an experience that helped to make progress 
on an issue or need facing our community?  Each person around the circle 
responded in the form of a short (1–3  minute) story. The purpose of 
responding in storied form, rather than traditional dialogue, is because 
stories translate values into action; that is, stories reveal “the choices that 
have made us who we are, and the values that shaped these choices” (Ganz 
 2010 , p. 541). Thus, these individual stories are a form of public position- 
taking. Facilitation techniques needed to frame this stage of the process 
include building rapport, encouraging active listening, and creating a 
sense of community.  

    Stage 2: Story of Us Part 1 (Common Values and Processes) 

 Sharing personal stories served as a social transaction that honored the 
storyteller’s past experience, and surfaced positions through the lens of 
values and processes (Ganz  2010 ). The next stage reframed the focus of 
the dialogue from individual positions to overlapping interests and values. 
Creating the conditions to identify common themes or patterns within the 
stories is an integral step in imagining a new approach to political activity. 
We specifi cally asked community members to identify shared values and 
processes of civic leadership that were surfaced by the stories, as illustrated 
by Stage 2 in Fig.  3.1 . These themes began to surface a shared story and an 
emerging collective identity of the group (Ganz  2010 ). In practical terms, 
facilitators recorded themes of shared values and processes needed for 
leadership and change on fl ip chart paper. This stage relied on  traditional 
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modes of communication, knowing, and experiences (using and record-
ing words, phrases, symbols, and images). However, in our framework, 
the story of us was a two-step process to disrupt common position- taking 
politics and moving toward a shared interest and value paradigm.  

    Stage 3: Story of Us Part 2 (Disrupting the Paradigm) 

 The story of us extended into the next stage, using an approach not com-
mon to traditional forms of deliberative civic engagement. Based on the 
common themes identifi ed, participants were then asked to “embody” the 
values and processes of leadership and change by arranging their bodies into 
“story statues” (see Leonard  2013 , for examples of applied theater). The 
rationale to support types of inclusion attached to the story statue is three-
fold. First, story statues support more inclusive modes of knowing, experi-
encing, and being. When capturing common themes, values, experiences, 
and process, it is easier for some to surface those intersections in ways that 
feel the most natural to a person. This physical embodiment allows partici-
pants to express ideas differently, disrupting dominant patterns of commu-
nication and linear patterns of thought while generating alternative ways of 
communicating, knowing, and experiencing the meaning-making process. 
Second, the story-statues method is rooted in a collective meaning-making 
process that runs counter to political position- taking. In order for the story 
statues to represent the nuances of the conversations, participants often 
have to collaborate to cocreate a story statue that refl ects the complexity 
of community. Story statues also require a commitment to the group/
community that has been formed and a willingness to engage in actions 
that may feel risky to some participants. Third, the story-statue process 
also creates a jolting experience for participants that struggle to imagine a 
politics that moves beyond accepted paradigm of political position-taking. 

 Ultimately, the underlying goal of the story-statue process invites 
participants to apply the new mindset to community issues. This form 
of engagement requires an element of case-in-point facilitation, which 
creates the conditions for individuals to exercise leadership  in the room  
(Green and McBride  2015 ). In this instance, participants work together 
to enact the values and processes they have identifi ed as necessary for civic 
leadership. Through the debriefi ng process, the facilitator continues to 
support meaning-making through observation, refl ection, and interven-
tion. Thus, the stages of the story of us can be considered an iterative, 
generative process.  
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    Stage 4: Story of Now (Creating “Next Stories”) 

 The fi nal level of public narrative in our framework is the story of now, 
which “articulates the urgent challenge to the values that we share that 
demands action now” (Ganz  2010  p. 18). Considering the shared values 
and processes participants have generated through the story-circle pro-
cess, the facilitator asked them to identify (1) a cause or challenge they 
care about, (2) a role they plan in their own “circle,” or sphere of infl u-
ence, and (3) at least one key action step to make progress on that chal-
lenge. The overlapping space of each of these areas was referred to as 
the participant’s “next story.” Participants individually crafted their “next 
story” in writing, also verbally shared their plans with the group as a public 
commitment to exercise leadership for community change. This framing 
served as an acknowledgment in advance of how their individual actions 
would become part of a collective participation under a common interest 
paradigm (illustrated by the fi nal image in Fig.  3.1 ).  

    Learning as Leadership 

 This deliberative civic engagement activity supported the production of 
community-engaged scholarship. All data collected from the community 
conversations (pictures, fl ip charts, notes, next-stories) were archived and 
used to create detailed fi eld notes. The fi eld notes were used as a way to 
capture the features of the community conversation and also served as 
the basis of data collection that were eventually used to produce scholarly 
artifacts that synthesized and analyzed the outcomes of the community 
conversation. In this way, students exercised leadership through their civic 
engagement and learning.   

    CONCLUSION 
 Embracing the political turn of civic leadership education, deliberative 
civic engagement, and community-engaged scholarship surfaces a series 
of new theoretical and practical questions for the fi eld. The ecosystem 
of civic work activity creates the conditions to imagine new ways power, 
choice, and action can be managed. Reorganizing how community– 
campus partnerships fi t within larger practices of civic activity points to 
the type of radical institutional change that the  Wingspread Declaration  
supported. Not only was our civic work interdisciplinary, but in many ways 
challenges standard notions of knowing, being, and experiencing in large 
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social–political–economic systems outside of higher education. Our frame-
work provides an approach to not only think about teaching and learning 
in new ways, but illustrates emergent roles civic learning has in creating 
new community-centered governance structures. The next phase is to 
begin determining how civic leadership practices become institutionalized 
and normed outside of the walls of academe. The capacity to imagine 
alternative political practices and systems is essential to making progress 
on the tough challenges of the twenty-fi rst century. Our hope is that this 
framework is twofold. First, we are calling on civic work practitioner-
scholars to turn in toward the political dimensions of the work. Second, 
we hope practitioner-scholars will understand civic work and application 
of this framework as a strategic intervention that cultivates the capacity of 
collective political imagination. 

 The political is core to civic leadership, deliberative civic engagement, 
and community-engaged scholarship. The work is collective by nature and 
requires people to navigate structures of power and a range of choices 
that determine the scope and breadth of public activity. In the past, tra-
ditional forms of academic service-learning and institutions of higher 
education have kept political questions at arms’ length. The tenuous rela-
tionship between higher education and the political can be seen in how 
civic learning is often operationalized in assessment and evaluation frame-
works. Most civic learning approaches look to evaluate the potential for 
political activity, but fail to consider how learning for democracy requires 
the nuanced application of certain attitudes, dispositions, and behaviors. 
The type of learning that is required for democracy and civic leadership 
requires explicit acknowledgment of the political context. It is not enough 
to develop teaching and learning strategies that emphasize democratic 
skills and acknowledgment, but are removed from predominant social, 
political, and economic systems. Our framework calls on the fi eld—and in 
particular those of us in large public universities—to position civic leader-
ship education, deliberative civic engagement, and community-engaged 
scholarship activity in the political with the explicit purpose of rebuilding 
the capacity for political and civic association. 

 When civic leadership education, deliberative civic engagement, and 
community-engaged scholarship are leveraged to rebuild political infra-
structures, practitioner-scholars push on the limits of objectivity tradition-
ally accepted within higher education. It is important to note we are not 
calling for civic work to be explicitly partisan; instead, we are calling on 
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practitioner-scholars to intentionally recognize the ways civic work has 
the potential to reframe the rules of politics to be more just, democratic, 
and sustainable. Our framework models a way in which civic leadership, 
deliberative civic engagement, and community-engaged scholarship can 
be organized to reframe how community understands politics. 

 Redefi ning both formal and informal rules of politics requires cultivat-
ing a robust collective political imagination. Many communities in the 
USA fi nd it easier to imagine political and civic catastrophe compared to 
the mindset required to envision a signifi cantly altered social, political, and 
economic reality that is more just, democratic, and sustainable. A power-
ful and dynamic civic and political imagination is what is required to make 
progress on the tough challenges of the twenty-fi rst century. Recognizing 
the central role of civic and political imagination elevates the importance 
of learning in civic leadership and democracy work. 

 In the current context, authentic learning is an act of civic leadership 
for democracy. Our framework not only recognizes learning as central 
to our twenty-fi rst-century democracy but also illustrates the scope and 
breadth of political activity embedded within civic leadership education, 
deliberative civic engagement, and community-engaged scholarship. 
Student learning is absorbed into the larger project of community impact 
and community-capacity building. The political turn requires practitioner- 
scholars to examine most assumptions that inform traditional approaches 
to teaching and learning. For example, students exercising leadership by 
facilitating in a deliberative civic engagement forum are obviously devel-
oping skills and knowledge associated with course objectives. 

 In many ways, students’ learning is framed and evaluated in relation 
to their academic courses; however, in our suggested framework, stu-
dents’ learning is given context because the facilitation has to respond 
to real moments of political contestation in community. Learning in the 
 context of deliberative civic engagement and community-engaged schol-
arship becomes a civic leadership activity when participants are given the 
space to experiment with interventions that respond to contextual fea-
tures of deliberation. Learning is not understood through the lens of the 
academic course; instead, learning becomes a leadership activity that is 
focused on creating the conditions for an alternative social, political, and 
economic reality. It is this type of civic leadership activity that can moti-
vate a civic and political imagination toward a more just, democratic, and 
sustainable world.     
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    CHAPTER 4   

    Civic engagement through community service and political activities has 
been integral to the practice of higher education for over a century. Civic 
engagement yields benefi ts to the individual and society at large; how-
ever, the landscape of higher education has changed dramatically over the 
recent past. Many institutions are faced with urgent issues that go to the 
heart of what higher education is and does, and as such, the signifi cance of 
civic education has essentially been placed on the back burner. Although 
recent attention to the decline of civic engagement has caused many uni-
versities to reevaluate their practices and recommit to practices that foster 
civic engagement, young adults are still voting at historically low rates 
(File  2013 ). Moreover, young individuals from disadvantaged groups, 
mainly lower socioeconomic status and racial/ethnic minority groups, 
are less engaged in community and political activities (Pasek et al.  2006 ). 
Students from disadvantaged backgrounds may not engage civically 
due to the lower quality of their education (Flanagan and Levine  2010 ; 
Kawashima-Ginsberg and Levine  2014 ) and are less likely to have parents 
who engage in these activities that infl uence students’ civic behavior and 
social capital (Flanagan and Levine  2010 ; Morimoto and Friedland  2013 ). 
Therefore, civic education in colleges and universities can play a critical role 
for these groups—especially at large public research universities that are 
explicitly charged with promoting such work (Boyte and Hollander  1999 ). 

 Civic and Community Engagement Impact 
on Economically Disadvantaged Students                     

     Victoria     Porterfi eld     
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A careful evaluation needs to be conducted to determine whether public 
research universities are adequately addressing the civic education needs 
of students from disadvantaged backgrounds, and if not, what they can do 
to improve these conditions. 

    CIVIC ENGAGEMENT IN THE USA 
 Active and strong civic engagement is an essential piece of maintaining an 
effective democracy. Civic engagement often incorporates both political 
and community engagement because it involves meeting the needs of com-
munity (community engagement) and involves political and social activ-
ism to address and solve issues (political engagement) (Chapman  2014 ). 
Therefore, these two aspects are often intertwined when discussing and/
or analyzing civic engagement. 

 Voting is a critical component of civic engagement often referred to 
as one’s “civic duty.” Yet, in the USA, many eligible individuals do not 
vote or may vote without being fully informed. Higher education can play 
a role in improving knowledge and engagement that will better prepare 
eligible citizens to make informed voting choices. Since higher levels of 
education are positively correlated with voter registration and turnout, 
the important role that higher education plays in eliciting positive civic 
behaviors is evident (The National Task Force on Civic Learning and 
Democratic Engagement  2012 ). 

 Students’ political civic engagement is not limited to voting. Higher 
education can better prepare students for roles as leaders in the community. 
Student government and other organizations also provide opportunities 
for students to learn about and engage in community service. Leadership 
in these groups can be good training for future roles in the community 
(Astin and Astin  2000 ; Dugan  2006 ; Soria et al.  2013a ). Civic engagement 
has also been found to have positive benefi ts to individual students 
(Astin and Sax  1998 ; Cress et al.  2001 ; Knefelkamp  2008 ). For example, 
Astin and Sax ( 1998 ) found that undergraduates who  participated in 
volunteer service programs had enhanced academic development, civic 
responsibility, and life skills. 

 Involvement with civic and/or community service also provides stu-
dents with the opportunity to work with other students from different 
backgrounds. Enhancing diversity has become more linked with the 
civic mission of higher education institutions (Hurtado  2007 ); however, 
because many public secondary schools in the USA are organized region-
ally and often with respect to socioeconomic status and racial makeup, 
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they tend to lack the diversity that many college and university environ-
ments offer. Therefore, attending higher education institutions may pres-
ent the fi rst opportunity that students from different backgrounds will 
work collectively with one another. Civic and/or community service also 
exposes students to a more diverse community at large. Heightened expo-
sure to individuals from different backgrounds provides students with 
broader perspectives about the world around them, all of which can lead 
to the development of more well-rounded individuals. 

    Decline in Civic Engagement 

 Despite the importance of civic engagement in higher education during 
the nineteenth century and most of the past century, overall civic involve-
ment has declined since the 1980s (Bryant et al.  2012 ; Pryor et al.  2007 ; 
Putnam  2000 ). What caused this drop in civic involvement among col-
lege and university students? A compelling argument is that competing 
agendas within higher education have made it more diffi cult to focus on 
the civic engagement objective. According to Wellman ( 2000 ), “Part of 
the reason that civic teaching and service activities are not assessed or 
accounted for is because these roles are not a high priority either for the 
institutions or their patrons” (p. 328). As fi nancial resources have become 
scarce in higher education, more emphasis has been placed on areas in 
high demand, such as job training. 

 One might blame student indifference to community and political 
awareness for lower levels of civic and political engagement; however, stu-
dent apathy does not appear to be a reason for this decline. Pryor et al. 
( 2007 ) examined 40-year trends using data collected through the CIRP 
Freshmen Survey. The researchers found that, while there was a large 
deterioration of student political involvement over the course of time, 
aspects of community involvement such as volunteer work increased. 
Additionally, they found that community service activities in the last year 
of analysis were the highest they had been in 20 years. Therefore, students 
do not appear to be unconcerned about civic work; instead, they are less 
concerned about politics. Political disengagement is further demonstrated 
by declining voter participation of Americans between the ages of 18 and 
24 since 1964 (File  2013 ). Younger Americans are also much less likely to 
vote compared to older age groups, particularly in nonpresidential elec-
tion years (File  2013 ). Such evidence of political disengagement suggests 
that more attention needs to be paid to enhancing political involvement 
among college-aged youth.  
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    Impacts on Students from Disadvantaged Backgrounds 

 Students from disadvantaged backgrounds—particularly students from 
low-income households and underrepresented minorities such as Black 
and Hispanic students—are perceived to be less likely to engage politically 
or civically. Pasek et al. ( 2006 ) surveyed over 1500 young people between 
the ages of 14 and 22 using the 2004 National Annenberg Risk Survey 
of Youth. Their fi ndings revealed that Black and Hispanic youths and 
individuals from low-income households were signifi cantly less likely to 
engage in political or civic activity. 

 The impact of the falloff in civic engagement may be the most severe 
for students from disadvantaged backgrounds because they may lack the 
early exposure to political and civic engagement that students from more 
affl uent backgrounds receive. Since parental civic engagement is positively 
associated with student engagement, many students who come from dis-
advantaged backgrounds will have little or no civic participation because 
their parents are not civically engaged (Flanagan and Levine  2010 ). 

 Higher education institutions expect students to demonstrate leader-
ship qualities and high levels of civic engagement upon entry; however, 
the expectation can cause a dilemma for students from disadvantaged 
backgrounds, such as low income, minority, and with parents who did not 
attend higher education. These factors make it more diffi cult to prepare for 
these entrance requirements, which are often left out of secondary schools’ 
coursework. Morimoto and Friedland ( 2013 ) found that high school stu-
dents from working-class families who were motivated to help others did 
not have the social or cultural capital to transform their activities into aca-
demic pursuits. Students from middle-class and wealthy backgrounds were 
more goal-oriented with their activities, which may stem from having a 
greater understanding of how to prepare for higher education. 

 The quality of education that fosters civic engagement can exacer-
bate inequalities for students from different backgrounds. For instance, 
Kawashima-Ginsberg and Levine ( 2014 ) surveyed over 4000 American 
citizens between the ages of 18 and 24 and found students who reported 
higher quality civics education in high school were from wealthier districts 
and had signifi cantly higher levels of electoral engagement and informed 
voting. This research lends support to the argument that the inequality 
gap further marginalizes students from disadvantaged backgrounds since 
quality civic education is largely dependent on one’s household income 
(Flanagan and Levine  2010 ). 
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 Social networks appear to be signifi cant in transmitting civic- mindedness 
to students. Family life appears to have an infl uence on civic behavior. 
Children with parents who volunteer to activist or nonactivist causes are 
more likely to volunteer to causes similar to their parents (Caputo  2010 ). 
Likewise, having family and close friends who vote is positively correlated 
with a student’s intention to vote (Glynn et al.  2009 ). Other aspects of 
individuals’ social networks, such as a church or place of work, can also 
impact students’ civic behavior. 

 Students from higher socioeconomic backgrounds are more likely to 
be exposed to civic learning at earlier ages through their community and 
educational setting. According to Kawashima-Ginsberg ( 2013 ), the results 
of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) Civics test 
revealed that secondary school students from affl uent communities were 
more likely to be exposed to civic learning opportunities when compared 
to students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds. On the other hand, 
Caputo ( 2010 ) found that students from poorer backgrounds were 
1.4 times less likely to volunteer to nonactivist causes when compared 
to students from affl uent backgrounds. Since students from wealthier 
backgrounds are more likely to be civically involved before going into 
the university setting, they are less likely to be impacted by the decline 
of civic engagement in higher education. However, the decline in civic 
engagement in higher education can be detrimental to students from 
disadvantaged backgrounds.  

    Research Questions 

 The existence of factors that exacerbate inequalities also highlight the 
important potentially remedial role that higher education institutions 
can play in meeting the need for civic engagement. The importance of 
civic involvement for higher education institutions has received renewed 
attention; yet, civic engagement is still lower than it has been in the past. 
According to the literature, this is particularly true for political engage-
ment. Voting is remarkably low for college-aged individuals, despite the 
rise in higher education access. About half of Americans between the 
ages of 18 and 29 voted in the 2008 election (Kirby and Kawashima- 
Ginsberg  2009 ); however, signifi cant disparities in voting behaviors are 
evident among college and university students. While 82.5  % of White 
undergraduate seniors voted in the 2008 election, only 66.9 % of Asian 
students voted (Higher Education Research Institute  2010 ). In a national 
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sample of 18–29 year olds, Latinos were reported to have a signifi cantly 
lower voting rate compared to their peers from other racial and ethnic 
backgrounds (Center for Information and Research on Civic Learning 
and Engagement  2008 ). 

 Ultimately, the lack of emphasis on civic education from a college or 
university could have harmful effects on students, and also the nation at 
large; however, the research on voting behavior and community service 
activity reveals that students from disadvantaged backgrounds are less likely 
to engage civically relative to their peers, resulting in detrimental effects 
that could affect their academic development, civic responsibility, and life 
skills (Astin and Sax  1998 ). Since the impact of higher education may not 
be discernible in early undergraduate years, voting and community service 
behavior may change for these groups, the longer the students attend higher 
education. Therefore, it becomes increasingly important for colleges and 
universities to discover factors that encourage students from disadvantaged 
backgrounds to vote and the motivations that encourage these students 
from disadvantaged backgrounds to perform community service. 

 To overcome some of those barriers, faculty and staff can implement 
practices to encourage students from underrepresented backgrounds in 
developing political and civic engagement. For instance, factors such as time 
spent inside the classroom discussing and refl ecting on social issues may 
reveal areas that are working well or can be improved upon to expand civic 
engagement at their institution; however, the effi cacy of these areas in pro-
moting students’ political engagement is, to date, unknown. Therefore, the 
purpose of this chapter is to answer the following research questions:

    1.    Does discussion of and refl ection upon social issues in the classroom 
promote voting behaviors for students from underrepresented 
backgrounds?   

   2.    Does discussion of and refl ection upon social issues in the classroom 
promote community service participation for students from under-
represented backgrounds?       

    DATA AND METHODS 

    Data Collection 

 The Student Experience in the Research University (SERU) survey is 
based at the Center for Studies of Higher Education at the University 
of California, Berkeley. The SERU survey is administered via email to 
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all undergraduate students in participating institutions during the spring 
semester. Each student responds to a series of questions that evaluates 
the student’s major, time use, campus climate, and satisfaction, which 
is followed by questions from one of four randomly assigned modules. 
This analysis used information from the community and civic engagement 
module from the 2013 administration which included questions regarding 
the 2012 presidential election. 

 A total of 109,065 students over the age of 18 from 13 large uni-
versities completed the SERU survey. These institutions are classifi ed by 
the Carnegie Foundation as having very high research activity and are 
located across the USA, with two in the Northeast, four in the Midwest, 
two on the West Coast, three in the Southeast, and two in the South. 
The response rate for the overall survey was 30.6 %, reasonable for most 
student web-based surveys. However, this trend is a persistent limitation 
in its ability to perfectly predict the behaviors of the entire student com-
munity (Groves et al.  2009 ). The community and civic engagement mod-
ule was completed by 10 % of all undergraduate students ( n  = 10,886). 
International students ( n  = 426) were removed from the dataset because 
they are not eligible to vote in the USA.  

    Respondent Profi le 

 A description of students in this sample used for this study is reported in 
Table   4.1 . Most students were female (61.1 %), upperclassmen (25.2 % 
juniors and 43.7 % seniors), White (66.2 %), and came from schools in the 
Southeast (35 %). Only 5.2 % of students were fi rst-generation undergrad-
uate students and 21.3 % came from households that had a self-reported 
family income below $50,000.

       Variables 

    Dependent Variables 
  Voting . Students were asked whether they voted in the 2012 presidential 
election. The variable was dummy coded to indicate whether a student 
voted (1 = Yes, 0 = No). 

  Community service . Students were asked whether they performed com-
munity service during the academic year. The variable was dummy coded 
to indicate whether a student performed community service (1 = Yes, 
0 = No).  
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    Factor Analysis Variables 
 The survey included items that were related to activities students might do 
in the classroom that would foster greater civic engagement. Researchers 
have found evidence for the importance of social perspective-taking among 
undergraduates, for example, in fostering their appreciation of diver-
sity, community engagement, and engagement in creating social change 
(Johnson et al.  2015 ; Soria et al.  2013b ). In the survey, students were asked 
“in the classroom, how often do you” and responded to ten items on a fre-
quency scale of one (never) to six (very often) (Table  4.2 ). A factor analysis 
was conducted on these ten items with an oblique rotation (varimax). The 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verifi ed the sampling adequacy for the analyses 
(KMO = 0.92). Three components were retained with an eigenvalue greater 
than 0.7 and explained 83.6 % of the variance. These three components 

   Table 4.1    Respondent demographics ( n  = 10,460)   

 Category  Number of respondents  Percent of respondents 

 Gender 
  Male  4049  38.9 % 
  Female  6391  61.1 % 
 Class level 
  Freshmen  1198  11.5 % 
  Sophomore  2053  19.6 % 
  Junior  2639  25.2 % 
  Senior  4570  43.7 % 
 Race/ethnicity 
  Black  515  4.9 % 
  Hispanic  1128  10.8 % 
  Other  1889  18.1 % 
  White  6928  66.2 % 
 Parent education 
  No parent went to college  545  5.2 % 
  At least one parent went to college  9915  94.8 % 
 Household income 
  Under $50,000  2228  21.3 % 
  $50,000–$99,999  3381  32.3 % 
  $100,000–$199,999  3406  32.6 % 
  More than $200,000  1445  13.8 % 
 University regions 
  Southeast  3665  35.0 % 
  Midwest  2613  25.0 % 
  South  1976  18.9 % 
  West Coast  971  9.3 % 
  Northeast  1235  11.8 % 
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were identifi ed as  social perspective-taking ,  identifying challenges and solu-
tions , and  refl ection and action on community issues . The rotated patterns 
of the three components are displayed in Table  4.2 , with factor loadings 
above 0.60 in bold. Each component had high reliability with Cronbach’s 
alpha ≥ 0.90. Factor scores for each component were computed using the 
regression method and standardized to have a mean of zero and a standard 
deviation of one. The range of the factor scores for  social perspective-taking  
is (−3.88, 3.59),  identifying challenges and solutions  is (−3.97, 3.64), and 
 refl ection and action on community issues  is (−3.92, 3.21).

        Covariates 

 The demographic variables used in analyses were dummy-coded. Students 
were considered to come from low-income households if their annual 
household income was less than $50,000, which is the maximum household 

    Table 4.2    Summary of rotated factor pattern for classroom activities   

 Item  Social perspective- 
taking 

( α  = 0.90) 

 Identifying 
challenges and 

solutions ( α  = 0.92) 

 Refl ection and 
action on community 

issues ( α  = 0.91) 

 Appreciate the world from 
someone else’s perspective 

  0.820   0.265  0.326 

 Acknowledge personal 
differences 

  0.779   0.153  0.371 

 Interact with someone with 
views that are different from 
your own 

  0.756   0.435  0.138 

 Discuss and navigate 
controversial issues 

  0.663   0.443  0.366 

 Implement a solution to an 
issue or challenge 

 0.176   0.846   0.330 

 Refl ect upon the solution of 
an issue or challenge 

 0.335   0.811   0.334 

 Defi ne an issue or challenge 
and identify possible solutions 

 0.440   0.789   0.204 

 Act on community or social 
issues 

 0.236  0.237   0.864  

 Refl ect on your responsibility 
for community or social issues 

 0.422  0.394   0.741  

 Refl ect on community or 
social issues as a shared 
responsibility 

 0.454  0.439   0.674  
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income for most Pell grant recipients (Baum et al.  2013 ). The variables 
of particular interest are the race/ethnic groups, fi rst-generation students, 
and students from low-income households, as these students are tradi-
tionally considered to come from disadvantaged backgrounds (Flanagan 
and Levine  2010 ; Morimoto and Friedland  2013 ; Pasek et  al.  2006 ). 
Contextual effects, such as the specifi c university in which students were 
enrolled, were also of interest.  

    Analytic Methods 

 A series of logistic regression models were estimated to predict the probabil-
ities of voting and community service participation. Models were estimated 
to examine the effect of focal independent variables on the probability of 
voting and community service while controlling for relevant covariates, 
which should help make the model estimates more precise. For each depen-
dent variable, three models were run with each model incrementally includ-
ing more variables in an effort to determine how the effect of the focal 
variables change across models and improvements in model fi t. The fi rst 
model included all the focal independent variables, and the second model 
included all focal independent variables and all demographic covariates. The 
fi nal model displayed below included regional fi xed effects that control for 
all the unmeasured, time invariant factors within university region. 

 Results are reported in the form of raw coeffi cients, odds ratios, mar-
ginal effects, and predicted probabilities. Regression coeffi cients and stan-
dard errors for each variable and the corresponding odds ratios for voting 
and community service behavior models are displayed in Tables  4.3  (vot-
ing) and  4.4  (community service). Since the third model included all the 
relevant covariates and the regional fi xed effects, and produced the high-
est pseudo  R  2  for both voting and community service behavior, it was 
retained for interpretation. Predicted probabilities(shown in Table   4.5 )
were calculated to estimate the probability of an outcome occurring (vot-
ing or community service) for each independent variable based on the 
model. Predicted probabilities were calculated for each discrete variable 
holding all other variables at their means (e.g., the probability of vot-
ing for the typical female when average scores on all the other variables 
is 73.9  %). Predicted probabilities for the factor scores (i.e., the focal 
variables) show the probability of voting for students engaged in social 
perspective-taking, or identifi cation of challenges and solutions or refl ec-
tion/action on community issues holding all other independent variables 
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     Table 4.5    Predicted probabilities and marginal effects of voting and community 
service   

 Probability 
of voting 
( Y  = 1) 

 Marginal 
effect 
(SE) 

 Probability of 
community 

service ( Y  = 1) 

 Marginal 
effect 
(SE) 

  Classroom activities  
 Social perspective-taking  0.723  0.027 

(0.005)** 
 0.671  0.038 

(0.005)** 
 Identifying challenges and 
solutions 

 0.723  0.007 
(0.005) 

 0.671  0.010 
(0.005)* 

 Refl ection and action on 
community issues 

 0.723  0.004 
(0.005) 

 0.671  0.051 
(0.005)** 

  Demographics  
 Female  0.739  0.043 

(0.010)** 
 0.719  0.132 

(0.010)** 
 Freshmen  0.670  −0.060 

(0.016)** 
 0.639  −0.036 

(0.016)* 
 Sophomore  0.706  −0.021 

(0.013) 
 0.675  0.006 

(0.012) 
 Junior  0.715  −0.010 

(0.012) 
 0.672  0.002 

(0.012) 
 Black (non-Hispanic)  0.709  −0.015 

(0.022) 
 0.698  0.029 

(0.022) 
 Hispanic  0.639  −0.093 

(0.017)** 
 0.640  −0.034 

(0.016)* 
 Other race/ethnicity  0.493  −0.271 

(0.013)** 
 0.674  0.003 

(0.013) 
 First-generation college  0.693  −0.031 

(0.021) 
 0.661  −0.010 

(0.022) 
 Students from low- income 
households 

 0.651  −0.090 
(0.012)** 

 0.622  −0.062 
(0.012)** 

  Regional factors  
 Southeast  0.768  0.072 

(0.014)** 
 0.733  0.098 

(0.015)** 
 Midwest  0.762  0.053 

(0.015)** 
 0.664  −0.009 

(0.012) 
 South  0.650  −0.089 

(0.018)** 
 0.783  0.142 

(0.015)** 
 West Coast  0.701  −0.016 

(0.020) 
 0.670  −0.000 

(0.020) 

  Note: *indicates statistically signifi cant at 0.05 <  p  < 0.01, **indicates statistically signifi cant at  p  < 0.01  
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at their means. Marginal effects are also computed (Table   4.5 ) for each 
independent variable, and are interpreted as the change in the probability 
of voting/community service for a small change (for continuous variables) 
or a discrete change (in dichotomous variables) in the variable.

     Additionally, predicted probabilities for ideal types of students were 
computed to summarize the effects of key variables. The predicted prob-
abilities of voting and community service by student type were calculated 
using the signifi cant predictors in the regression models. Due to the indis-
tinguishability of the other ethnic/race category, these students were 
removed from this analysis. The maximum and minimum factor scores of 
classroom activities were used to determine whether these activities had 
an effect on civic engagement, particularly among Hispanic students and 
students from low-income households.   

    RESULTS 
 As mentioned above, the results are reported in the form of raw coeffi -
cients, odds ratios, as well as marginal effects and predicted probabilities. 
The reported results had similar trends and revealed that certain class-
room activities enhanced voting and community service activity. Social 
perspective- taking had a signifi cant positive effect on both voting and 
community service. The other two factor variables—identifying challenges 
and solutions and refl ection/action on community issues—have positive 
signifi cant effects on community service behavior, but these factors did 
not appear to contribute to voting behavior. According to the calculated 
odds ratios in Tables  4.3  and  4.4 , social perspective-taking increases the 
odds of voting by 15 % and the odds of community service participation 
by 19 %. Identifying challenges and solutions in the classroom increases 
the odds of community service participation by 4 % and refl ection and 
action on community issues in the classroom increases the odds of com-
munity service participation by 26 %. 

 Additionally, predicted probabilities in Table  4.5  demonstrate that stu-
dents who engaged in social perspective-taking are predicted to have a 
72.3 % probability of voting and 67.1 % probability of engaging in com-
munity service. All other independent variables are set at their mean 
when calculating these probabilities. The marginal effects show that a 
unit increase in social perspective-taking increases the probability of vot-
ing by 2.7 % and that of community service participation by 3.8 %. Also, 
a small increase in engaging in identifying challenges and solutions in 
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the classroom increases the probability of community service by 1 %, while 
small increases in refl ection and action on community issues in the class-
room increases community service by 5.1 %. 

 The results of the model also suggest that Hispanic students and stu-
dents from low-income households are both signifi cantly less likely to vote 
and perform community service. Additionally, fi rst-year students are also 
signifi cantly less likely to perform these activities. Students from other 
non-White backgrounds are also much less likely to vote. On the other 
hand, females are signifi cantly more likely to vote and perform community 
service. 

 The results of the predicted probability of voting based on student 
characteristics of interest and classroom engagement that were signifi cant 
are shown in Table  4.6 . Students who are Hispanic and from low-income 
households are least likely to vote when compared to students from less 
disadvantaged backgrounds, but their probabilities are affected by the 
amount of classroom civic engagement. For instance, the probability of 
voting for a Hispanic student from a low-income household who reported 
low levels of social perspective-taking was approximately 44 %, whereas 
the same type of student who reported high levels of social perspective- 
taking had a 69 % chance of voting. As the level of classroom civic engage-
ment went from low to high, the probability for a Hispanic student from 
a low-income household to vote increased by 25  % where the level of 
engagement had less of an effect on a White student who was not from a 
low-income household (19 %).

   The results of predicted probabilities of community service participa-
tion based on the same type of students profi led in Table  4.6  are shown 
in Table  4.7 . Similar to voting results, students from Hispanic and low- 
income households are least likely to perform community service when 
compared to students from less disadvantaged backgrounds, but their 

    Table 4.6    Predicted voting rates based on classroom engagement for students 
from disadvantaged backgrounds   

 Classroom activity  Level of participation  Not low income  Low income 

 White  Hispanic  White  Hispanic 

 Social perspective-taking  High  0.84  0.77  0.77  0.69 
 Moderate  0.76  0.67  0.67  0.57 
 Low  0.65  0.54  0.54  0.44 
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probabilities are affected by the amount of classroom civic engagement. 
However, the probabilities for all student types increased at the same 
relative rate across all three types of classroom activities separately and 
combined.

       DISCUSSION 
 The results of this study suggest social perspective-taking has a signifi cant 
positive effect on all students’ probability of voting and participating in 
community service. Students who were asked to identify challenge/solu-
tions to social problems and refl ect/act on community issues in the class-
room were also more likely to participate in community service. 

 Additionally, the results of this study suggest Hispanic students and 
students from lower-income households are signifi cantly less likely to 
vote and perform community service—fi ndings corroborated by previous 
research (Center for Information and Research on Civic Learning and 
Engagement  2008 ). Females are more likely to vote and participate in 
community service—fi ndings also corroborated by prior research (Higher 
Education Research Institute  2010 ). Hispanic students and students 
from low-income backgrounds were more likely to participate in voting 
and community service if they had increased rates of social perspective-
taking. These results suggest that increased opportunities to connect 
with classmates in the classroom and develop perspective-taking skills 

   Table 4.7    Predicted community service participation rates based on classroom 
engagement for students from disadvantaged backgrounds   

 Classroom activity  Level of 
participation 

 Not low income  Low income 

 White  Hispanic  White  Hispanic 

 Social perspective-taking  High  0.66  0.60  0.62  0.56 
 Moderate  0.51  0.45  0.48  0.41 
 Low  0.35  0.29  0.32  0.26 

 Identifying challenge and 
solutions 

 High  0.55  0.48  0.51  0.44 
 Moderate  0.51  0.45  0.48  0.41 
 Low  0.47  0.41  0.44  0.37 

 Refl ection and action on 
community issues 

 High  0.69  0.63  0.65  0.59 
 Moderate  0.51  0.45  0.48  0.41 
 Low  0.30  0.25  0.27  0.22 

 All classroom activities  High  0.82  0.78  0.80  0.75 
 Moderate  0.51  0.45  0.48  0.41 
 Low  0.16  0.13  0.14  0.11 
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(e.g., appreciating the world from someone else’s perspective, acknowl-
edging personal differences, interacting with someone with views that 
are different from your own, and discussing and navigating controver-
sial issues) are potentially quite powerful ways to foster civic engagement 
among students who traditionally have the lowest civic engagement rates 
compared to their peers. 

 For the most part, the fi ndings in this chapter suggest that classroom 
activities can enhance civic engagement among students from disadvan-
taged backgrounds; however, the current study has some limitations. 
The declining response rates of undergraduate surveys have made the 
ability to predict the behaviors of the entire student community more 
questionable. Although the current response rate is in line with that of 
many web-based undergraduate surveys, it is important to address the 
limitation and its potential effect on the quality of student representa-
tion. The fi ndings also did not yield signifi cant negative results for Black 
students and students who are the fi rst in their families to attend higher 
education—a fi nding likely due to the relatively low number of students 
in these categories, as well as the larger Black voter turnout during the 
2008 and 2012 elections (Higher Education Research Institute  2010 ; 
Taylor  2012 ). 

 As the data in this study and previous research shows, students from 
 disadvantaged backgrounds are less likely to be civically engaged;  however, 
these students appear to yield greater gains in voting rates when exposed 
to a high level of classroom civic engagement and are also likely to increase 
their probability of performing community service by a substantial amount. 
These fi ndings suggest that students from disadvantaged backgrounds can 
be greatly impacted by the university environment, particularly civically 
engaging activities in the classroom. 

 The current study demonstrates the importance that university class-
room activities have on fostering overall civic engagement. Although the 
focus on this study is on students from disadvantaged backgrounds, it is 
also evident that civically engaging classroom activities enhances voting 
rates and community service participation for all students. The signifi -
cant positive effect of all three classroom activities on community service 
participation as well as the signifi cant positive effect of social perspective- 
taking on voting suggests that the quality of classroom activities is essential 
to enhance civic engagement among undergraduate students. Therefore, 
incorporating aspects into a classroom that can foster greater civic engage-
ment such as discussions among students where issues are defi ned, refl ected 
on, and/or acted on is encouraged whenever possible.     



80 V. PORTERFIELD

   REFERENCES 
    Astin, A. W., & Astin, H. S. (2000).  Leadership reconsidered: Engaging higher edu-

cation in social change . Battle Creek, MI: W. K. Kellogg Foundation.  
      Astin, A. W., & Sax, L.  J. (1998). How undergraduates are affected by service 

participation.  Journal of College Student Development, 39 (3), 215–263.  
    Baum, S., Bailey, T., Bettinger, E., Dynarski, S., Hauptman, A., Holzer, H., et al. 

(2013).  Rethinking Pell grants . New  York, NY: College Board Advocacy & 
Policy Center.  

    Boyte, H., & Hollander, E. (1999).  Wingspread declaration on renewing the 
civic mission of the American research university . Providence, RI: Campus 
Compact.  

    Bryant, A., Gayles, J. G., & Davis, H. A. (2012). The relationship between civic 
behavior and civic values: A conceptual model.  Research in Higher Education, 
53 (1), 76–93.  

     Caputo, R. K. (2010). Family characteristics, public program participation, and 
civic engagement.  Journal of Sociology & Social Welfare, 37 (2), 35–61.  

     Center for Information & Research on Civic Learning & Engagement (CIRCLE). 
(2008).  Trends by race, ethnicity and gender . Medford, MA: Tufts University 
Tisch College of Citizenship and Public Service.  

    Chapman, C. (2014). A civic engagement graduation requirement on an urban 
college campus.  International Journal of Civic Engagement and Social Change, 
1 (4), 1–27.  

    Cress, C. M., Astin, H. S., Zimmerman-Oster, K., & Burkhardt, J. C. (2001). 
Developmental outcomes of college students’ involvement in leadership activi-
ties.  Journal of College Student Development, 42 (1), 15–27.  

    Dugan, J. P. (2006). Involvement and leadership: A descriptive analysis of socially 
responsible leadership.  Journal of College Student Development, 47 (3), 
335–343.  

     File, T. (2013). Young-adult voting: An analysis of presidential elections, 1964–
2012.  United States Census Bureau (April 2014).  Washington, DC: U.S. Census.  

        Flanagan, C., & Levine, P. (2010). Civic engagement and the transition to adult-
hood.  Future of the Children, 20 (1), 159–179.  

    Glynn, C. J., Huge, M. E., & Lunney, C. A. (2009). The infl uence of perceived 
social norms on college students’ intention to vote.  Political Communication, 
26 (1), 48–64.  

    Groves, R. M., Fowler, F. J., Jr., Couper, M. P., Kepkowski, J. M., Singer, E., & 
Tourangeau, R. (2009).  Survey methodology  (2nd ed.). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.  

      Higher Education Research Institute. (2010).  Voting behavior among college stu-
dents . Los Angeles, CA: University of California Los Angeles.  

    Hurtado, S. (2007). Linking diversity with the educational and civic missions of 
higher education.  The Review of Higher Education, 20 (2), 185–196.  



IMPACT ON ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS 81

   Johnson, M. R., Dugan, J. R., & Soria, K. M. (2015, March). Try to see it my way: 
What predicts social perspective-taking among college students? Paper pre-
sented at the annual meeting of American College Personnel Association 
(ACPA), Tampa, FL.  

     Kawashima-Ginsberg, K., & Levine, P. (2014). Policy effects on informed political 
engagement.  American Behavioral Scientist, 58 (5), 665–668.  

    Kirby, E. H., & Kawashima-Ginsberg, K. (2009).  CIRCLE fact sheet: The youth 
vote in 2008 . Medford, MA: Tufts University Tisch College of Citizenship and 
Public Service.  

   Kawashima-Ginsberg, K. (2013). Do discussion, debate, and simulations boost 
NAEP civics performance? (CIRCLE Fact Sheet). Medford, MA: Center for 
Information and Research on Civic Learning and Engagement. 

     Knefelkamp, L. L. (2008). Civic identity: Locating self in community.  Diversity 
and Democracy, 11 (2), 1–3.  

      Morimoto, S. A., & Friedland, L. (2013). Cultivating success: Youth achievement, 
capital, and civic engagement in the contemporary United States.  Sociological 
Perspectives, 56 (4), 523–546.  

      Pasek, J., Kenski, K., Romer, D., & Jamieson, K. H. (2006). America’s youth and 
community engagement: How use of mass media is related to civic activity and 
political awareness in 14- to 22-year olds.  Communication Research, 33 (3), 
115–135.  

     Pryor, J., Hurtado, S., Saenz, V. B., Santos, J. L., & Korn, W. S. (2007).  The American 
freshman: Forty year trends . Los Angeles, CA: Higher Education Research 
Institute, University of Los Angeles.  

    Putnam, R. D. (2000).  Bowling alone: The collapse and revival of American com-
munity . New York, NY: Simon & Schuster.  

    Soria, K. M., Fink, A., Lepkowski, C., & Snyder, L. (2013a). Undergraduate stu-
dent leadership and social change.  Journal of College and Character, 14 (3), 
241–251.  

    Soria, K. M., Nobbe, J., & Fink, A. (2013b). Examining the intersections between 
undergraduates’ engagement in community service and development of socially 
responsible leadership.  Journal of Leadership Education, 12 (1), 117–140.  

    Taylor, P. (2012).  The growing electoral clout of Blacks is driven by turnout, not 
demographics . Washington, DC: Pew Research Center.  

    The National Task Force on Civic Learning and Democratic Engagement. (2012). 
 A crucible moment: College learning and democracy’s future . Washington, DC: 
Association of American Colleges and Universities.  

    Wellman, J. V. (2000). Accounting for the civic role: Assessment and accountabil-
ity strategies for civic education and institutional service. In T. Ehrlich (Ed.), 
 Civic responsibility and higher education  (pp. 323–344). Phoenix, AZ: American 
Council on Education/Oryx Press.    



© The Editor(s) (if applicable) and The Author(s) 2016
K.M. Soria, T.D. Mitchell (eds.), Civic Engagement 
and Community Service at Research Universities, 
DOI 10.1057/978-1-137-55312-6_5

83

    CHAPTER 5   

    Several researchers have shown the positive impact of community service 
and service-learning on students’ learning and development (Astin et al. 
 2000 ; Eyler and Giles  1999 ; Hébert and Hauf  2015 ; Hoy and Johnson 
 2013 ; Kuh  1995 ,  2008 ); however, amid the calls for public universities 
to work actively to open these opportunities for students (Boyte and 
Hollander  1999 ), little is known about the rates at which undergradu-
ates attending large public research universities are engaging in these 
important endeavors although several reports suggest these universities 
have substandard performance on civic- and community-based initiatives 
(Checkoway  2001 ; Curley and Stanton  2012 ; The Research University 
Civic Engagement Network  2015 ; Weerts and Sandmann  2008 ,  2010 ). 

 Given the lack of data specifi c to public research universities, the pur-
pose of this chapter is to highlight recent data regarding the rates at which 
undergraduates participate in community engagement and service- learning 
at these types of institutions. A second goal of this chapter is to explore 
whether there are differences between students’ participation in commu-
nity service and service-learning at research universities with a Carnegie 
Community Engagement Classifi cation ( 2015 ) and at institutions without 
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this classifi cation. In our analysis, we hope to discover whether the 
Carnegie Community Engagement designation may help administrators 
leverage support to increase students’ community engagement. 

    UNDERGRADUATES’ COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 
AND SERVICE-LEARNING 

 Researchers have documented several benefi ts to undergraduates’ partici-
pation in community engagement efforts. For instance, undergraduates 
who participate in community service are more likely to “encounter new 
perspectives on the world through the development of connections with 
others” (Soria, Nobbe, & Fink,  2013 , p. 119). When students encounter 
diversity and difference through community service and engagement, these 
community endeavors can act as a catalyst for refl ective experience and the 
self-questioning of assumptions (McGowan et al.  2013 ). Eyler and Giles 
( 1999 ) suggested that community-based endeavors can spur transforma-
tive learning opportunities for students, noting that “Transformational 
learning occurs when individuals confront disorienting dilemmas; perspec-
tive transformation becomes possible when this dilemma raises questions 
about fundamental assumptions” (p. 141). 

 Second, in addition to bringing their assumptions into question, stu-
dents learn a greater appreciation for diversity. Consequently, changes 
in their interpretation of others are depicted by “the reduction of nega-
tive stereotypes” (Eyler and Giles  1999 , p. 29) and inspired by a greater 
appreciation for diversity. Engberg and Fox ( 2011 ) found that commu-
nity service participation enhanced students’ sense of civic responsibility 
and global perspective-taking. Along with identity development, civic 
knowledge, and dialogue across difference, community engagement also 
increases students’ communication skills (Astin et al.  2000 ) and sense of 
belonging at their institutions (Soria et al.  2012 ). 

 As an educational construct under community engagement, service- 
learning affords students the chance to connect directly with local agen-
cies and to enact change in the community (Levesque-Bristol et al.  2010 ). 
Through this experience, student learning out of the classroom has 
the potential to exceed in-class learning (Tucker and McCarthy  2001 ). 
Participation in service-learning and community service at the undergrad-
uate level has proven to have positive effects on the personal development 
of undergraduates by providing opportunities for students to be active 
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positive contributors to society (Soria et  al.  2013 ). While the literature 
overwhelmingly supports the positive effects of service-learning on under-
graduate students (Astin et  al.  2000 ), researchers have been interested 
in narrowing down which defi nitive measures affect students involved in 
service-learning and community service the most. For instance, service- 
learning cultivates critical thinking and problem-solving skills (Astin et al. 
 2000 ; Checkoway  2001 ; Moely et al.  2002 ), promotes community engage-
ment and interpersonal skills (Astin et al.  2000 ; Gallini and Moely  2003 ; 
Hébert and Hauf  2015 ; Moely et al.  2002 ), and helps students to increase 
their leadership abilities (Astin et al.  2000 ; Hébert and Hauf  2015 ; Moely 
et al.  2002 ). According to Celio et al. ( 2011 ) students showed signifi cant 
increase in their “attitudes toward self, attitudes toward school and learn-
ing, civic engagement, social skills, and academic achievement” (p. 174). 

 In other studies, researchers have looked closer at categories based on 
certain educational frameworks. Kilgo et al. ( 2014 ) found that students 
who participated in service-learning reported higher gains in outcomes 
associated with liberal arts education, including critical thinking, moral 
reasoning, inclination to inquire and learn lifelong, intercultural effective-
ness, psychological well-being, and political and social involvement. There 
are strong commonalities found across research conducted on the effects 
of service-learning and community service. One such outcome of commu-
nity engagement is the potential for these endeavors to unleash “power-
ful opportunities for students to critically consider alternate viewpoints as 
they form their own identities and worldviews” (Soria et al.  2013 , p. 119).  

    BARRIERS TO COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT IN 
RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES 

 Many researchers assert that research universities have lacked a strong 
emphasis in promoting and enhancing community engagement (Curley 
and Stanton  2012 ; Hoy and Johnson  2013 ; Weerts and Sandmann  2008 , 
 2010 ). With the responsibility to solve problems on local, national, 
and global levels, research universities have fallen behind in providing 
community- focused and collaborative research and teaching (Campus 
Compact  2010 ). These types of community-focused research and teach-
ing opportunities can provide pathways for undergraduates’ engagement 
in community service and service-learning as well; consequently, such con-
nections should not be overlooked in research universities. 
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 One impediment to elevating research on engagement within the 
research university context is that faculty who research civic and com-
munity engagement often experience diffi culty validating engagement- 
oriented work in their respective fi elds and institutions. Weerts and 
Sandmann ( 2010 ) suggested research universities’ lethargy toward com-
munity engagement results from their larger, more complex, and more 
decentralized structure when compared to smaller colleges and universi-
ties. Additionally, Weerts and Sandmann described tendencies of research 
university faculty to limit their scholarship to traditional parameters, thus 
inhibiting the possibilities of collaborating with community partners. Such 
impediments likely reduce undergraduates’ opportunities for community 
engagement as well. 

 Originally founded to strengthen a nation in its infancy, research uni-
versities have diverted focus away from collective gain in favor of allocat-
ing energies and resources toward academic departments and disciplinary 
societies (Checkoway  2001 ). In 1998, a group of university presidents, 
provosts, deans, faculty members, and organizational representatives con-
vened to discuss how the civic mission fi t within the context of higher 
education. They asserted higher education held the capability of contrib-
uting to civic engagement; however, most research universities do not 
perceive themselves as part of the problem or of its solution (Boyte and 
Hollander  1999 ). With a group of seasoned higher education profession-
als representing institutions across the USA, the attendees determined 
their purpose was to “formulate strategies for renewing the civic mission 
of the research university, both by preparing students for responsible citi-
zenship in a diverse democracy, and also by engaging faculty members to 
develop and utilize knowledge for the improvement of society” (Boyte 
and Hollander  1999 , p.  6). The group agreed to champion a restora-
tion of the universal democratic spirit and documented their ideas in the 
 Wingspread Declaration on Renewing the Civic Mission of the American 
Research University  (Boyte and Hollander  1999 ). 

 Following the  Wingspread Declaration , research universities still 
seemed to expend lesser effort toward the promotion of civic engagement 
than their liberal arts colleges and state university counterparts (Curley 
and Stanton  2012 ). Weerts and Sandmann ( 2008 ) suggested community 
partners cited the size and complexity of institutions as barriers to engage-
ment with land grant and urban universities. Building on the tradition 
of the  Wingspread Declaration , Campus Compact decided in 2005 to 
assemble scholars from research universities known for their distinct focus 
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on civic work (Curley and Stanton  2012 ). Different from the  Wingspread 
Declaration ’s primary focus of increasing the democratic spirit on campus, 
The Research University Civic Engagement Network’s (TRUCEN) near- 
annual meetings created space to share best practices in research univer-
sity civic engagement initiatives. TRUCEN colleagues shared how their 
respective institutions promoted engagement on campus and throughout 
the community and the successes and challenges that accompanied those 
initiatives (Campus Compact  2010 ). Ultimately, this group has provided 
invaluable space for consistent dialogue regarding how administrators and 
faculty address the opportunities and unique challenges relating to civic 
engagement work at research-intensive institutions (Curley and Stanton 
 2012 ). Since its creation, this network has steadily increased its member-
ship across a diverse geographical representation of research universities. 

 Additionally, to encourage universities to highlight their efforts in civic 
engagement, the Carnegie Foundation for Advancement of Teaching cre-
ated a new classifi cation in 2006 to recognize a category of community- 
engaged institutions that defi ne themselves by their dedication to the 
ideals of public engagement (Weerts and Sandmann  2008 ). Carnegie 
defi ned community engagement as “the collaboration between institu-
tions of higher education and their larger communities (local, regional/
state, national, global) for the mutually benefi cial exchange of knowl-
edge and resources in a context of partnership and reciprocity” (Carnegie 
Community Engagement Classifi cation  2015 , para. 12). According to 
Carnegie, the overall purpose of community engagement is

  the partnership of college and university knowledge and resources with those 
of the public and private sectors to enrich scholarship, research, and cre-
ative activity; enhance curriculum, teaching and learning; prepare educated, 
engaged citizens; strengthen democratic values and civic responsibility; 
address critical societal issues; and contribute to the public good. (para. 13) 

   There are currently 361 institutions across the USA that hold the 
Community Engagement Classifi cation (Carnegie Community Engagement 
Classifi cation  2015 ). To achieve classifi cation, institutions submit an applica-
tion detailing whether community engagement is a priority in their mission 
statements, formal recognition of engagement activities happen through 
campus-wide awards and celebrations, and mechanisms exist for system-
atic assessment of community perceptions of the institution’s engagement 
with the community. Additional questions include whether community 
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engagement is mentioned in marketing materials, whether executive lead-
ers promote community engagement, and whether the institutions have 
a coordinating infrastructure to support and advance community engage-
ment efforts. 

 Despite over a decade in which institutions have received community 
engagement classifi cations, little is known about whether these classifi ca-
tions might be associated with increases in undergraduates’ community 
engagement. One purpose of this study is to examine whether signifi cant 
differences exist in the rates at which undergraduates participate in com-
munity engagement activities at large American public research-intensive 
universities who have and have not received the Carnegie Community 
Engagement Classifi cation.  

    METHODS 

    Student Experience in the Research University (SERU) Survey 

 Headquartered at the University of California at Berkeley Center for 
Studies in Higher Education, the Student Experience in the Research 
University (SERU) survey is a multi-institutional endeavor spanning sev-
eral years (Center for the Studies of Higher Education  2013 ). With the 
mission to help improve the undergraduate experience and educational 
processes, the project obtains longitudinal information on undergradu-
ate experience in a research university through administering an online 
survey annually to undergraduate students at consortium member institu-
tions. Of note, each of the large public research institution consortium 
members is also a member of the Association of American Universities 
(Center for the Studies of Higher Education  2013 ). In this chapter, we 
used data gathered from the 2013 SERU survey, which was administered 
to 14 research universities across the USA.  

    Measures 

 We utilized several items from the SERU survey in this descriptive analysis. 
The items were derived from a civic and community engagement survey 
module that was randomly assigned to 10–20  % of students depending 
upon institutions’ preferences. In the survey, students were asked if they 
had ever participated in community service either on campus or off cam-
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pus (yes, or no) and then were asked to estimate the total hours of ser-
vice they completed during the academic year (1–10 hours, 11–20 hours, 
21–50  hours, 51–100  hours, or over 100  hours). We also computed a 
separate variable to see whether students had participated in service both 
on campus and off campus. 

 Additionally, students who indicated participating in community service 
(either on or off campus) were asked to indicate whether each item on a 
list of 14 items represented a signifi cant reason (Yes or No) they became 
involved in community service (e.g., opportunity to learn new things, belief 
in the particular cause). Finally, students were asked whether they had ever 
enrolled in a course that had a service-learning component (no; yes, dur-
ing this current academic year; or yes, but not during this current academic 
year). Those who indicated enrollment in a service-learning course were also 
asked the average number of hours of service they completed for a course.  

    Data Analysis 

 We computed descriptive statistics for all institutions in the sample and 
then provided comparative statistics between institutions that had received 
the Carnegie Classifi cation for Community Engagement ( n  = 5) and those 
that did not have this designation ( n  = 9). There were approximately 4200 
students in the sample of institutions with the classifi cation and 9400 
students in the sample of institutions without classifi cation. Among the 
institutions with the classifi cation, responses were between 580 and 1100 
students per institution and the responses were between 600 and 2600 
students per each non-classifi ed institution. 

 In addition to computing descriptive statistics, we also utilized chi- 
square tests to determine whether there may be statistically signifi cant 
differences in students’ rate of participation between the classifi ed and non- 
classifi ed institutions. In our results below, we noted where we observed 
statistically signifi cant differences using a  p -value criterion of  p  < 0.05.   

    RESULTS 
 Overall, the results of the analyses suggest that 42.3 % of undergraduates 
enrolled at the large public research universities in 2013 participated in 
community service  on campus  while 56.7 % of students reported engaging 
in community service  off campus  (Table   5.1 ). Furthermore, 32.0  % of 
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   Table 5.1    Descriptive statistics of students’ participation in community service and 
service-learning (average and by Carnegie Community Engagement Classifi cation)   

 Non-classifi ed 
institutions 

 Classifi ed 
institutions 

 Total average 

  n   %   n   %   n   % 

  Community service participation  
 On campus only  4161  43.7  1671  39.0  5832  42.3 
 Off campus only  5572  58.5  2263  52.8  7835  56.7 
 Both on and off campus  3195  33.9  1171  27.7  4366  32.0 
 Any service (either on, off, or 
a combination) 

 6378  67.6  2671  63.1  9049  66.2 

  Average hours of all service during the academic year  
 1–10 hours  2465  39.9  973  37.3  3438  39.1 
 11–20 hours  1315  21.3  544  20.8  1859  21.1 
 21–50 hours  1308  21.2  603  23.1  1911  21.7 
 51–100 hours  701  11.3  312  11.9  1013  11.5 
 Over 100 hours  389  6.3  180  6.9  569  6.5 

  Service-learning course participation  
 Yes, during this current academic year  687  7.5  428  10.3  1115  8.3 
 Yes, but not during this current 
academic year 

 372  4.0  229  5.5  601  4.5 

  Average hours of service performed during service-learning courses  
 1–10 hours  346  32.9  141  21.5  487  28.5 
 11–25 hours  398  37.9  186  28.4  584  34.2 
 26–50 hours  211  20.1  270  41.2  481  28.2 
 Over 50 hours  96  9.1  58  8.9  154  9.0 

  Signifi cant reasons for participating in community service  
 Become a better citizen and community 
participant 

 4670  74.4  2002  75.5  6672  74.7 

 Belief in the particular cause  4568  72.7  1989  75.1  6557  73.4 
 Unique or interesting opportunity 
arose to participate 

 4319  68.9  1869  70.4  6188  69.3 

 Change conditions in the community  3916  62.5  1658  62.7  5574  62.6 
 Opportunity to learn new things  3795  60.5  1624  61.2  5419  60.7 
 Opportunities to develop 
leadership skills 

 3571  57.0  1601  60.4  5172  58.0 

 Strengthen my resume for 
graduate school or employment 

 3539  56.5  1531  57.8  5070  56.9 

 Encouragement from friends or 
family 

 2807  44.8  1254  47.3  4061  45.5 

 Opportunity to enhance my academic 
achievement 

 2787  44.5  1132  42.7  3919  44.0 

(continued)



LARGE AMERICAN PUBLIC RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES 91

students reported participating in  both  on-campus and off-campus service. 
The data also suggest that, overall, 66.2 % of undergraduates at all of these 
research universities reported completing some community service during 
the academic year, regardless of whether that service was on campus, off 
campus, or a combination of both.

   Additionally, among those students who noted they completed some 
service, the majority spent less than 20 hours per academic year in service 
(60.2 %). Further, 12.8 % of students completed service-learning courses 
during the current academic year or during a prior academic year, with 
the majority stating that they spent less than 25  h completing service 
while enrolled in service-learning courses (62.7 %). The top three reasons 
that students selected for participating in community service include to 
become a better citizen and community participant (74.7 %), because of 
holding a belief in the particular cause (73.4 %), and because a unique or 
interesting opportunity arose to participate (69.3 %). 

 In relation to the second research question, we observed statisti-
cally signifi cant differences in students’ participation in community ser-
vice or service- learning courses by Carnegie Community Engagement 
Classifi cation. The results suggest students enrolled at non-classifi ed insti-
tutions were signifi cantly ( p  < 0.05) more likely to participate in community 
service on campus (43.7 %) or off campus (58.5 %) compared to students 
enrolled at institutions with the engagement classifi cation (39.0 % partici-
pated in on-campus service and 52.8 % in off-campus service). Additionally, 
students at classifi ed institutions were also signifi cantly ( p  < 0.05) less likely 
to participate in community service  both  on and off campus (27.7 %) com-
pared to their peers enrolled at non-classifi ed institutions (33.9 %). 

Table 5.1 (continued)

 Non-classifi ed 
institutions 

 Classifi ed 
institutions 

 Total average 

  n   %   n   %   n   % 

 Encouragement from other students  2717  43.4  1080  40.8  3797  42.6 
 Location of where the work was to be 
conducted 

 2430  38.8  1117  42.2  3547  39.8 

 Required by my fraternity or sorority  1592  25.3  528  20.0  2120  23.7 
 Required as part of my academic 
program 

 1498  23.8  562  21.1  2060  23.0 

 Encouragement from faculty or staff  1431  22.8  609  23.0  2040  22.9 



92 J.L. WILLIAMS ET AL.

 When comparing the average number of students who completed any 
service (regardless of whether it was on campus, off campus, or a com-
bination of both), the results suggest that non-classifi ed institutions had 
a signifi cantly higher proportion of students participating in community 
service (67.6 %) and Carnegie-classifi ed institutions (63.1 %) ( p  < 0.05). 
The data also suggest that, although proportionally fewer students at 
 classifi ed institutions participated in service, those students enrolled at 
classifi ed institutions were signifi cantly ( p  < 0.05) likely to spend more 
overall time in community service than students at non-classifi ed institu-
tions, especially in the 21–50 h category of time: 23.1 % of students at 
classifi ed institutions spent 21–50 total hours in service that academic year 
compared to 21.2 % of students at non-classifi ed institutions. 

 Students enrolled at classifi ed institutions were signifi cantly ( p  < 0.05) 
more likely to report participating in service-learning courses (15.8  % 
compared to 12.5  %) and were signifi cantly ( p  < 0.05) more likely to 
report spending more time in service while taking service-learning courses 
than students at non-classifi ed institutions (e.g., twice as many students 
at classifi ed institutions spent 26–50 h performing service activities while 
enrolled in service-learning courses). Students enrolled at classifi ed insti-
tutions were signifi cantly ( p  < 0.05) more likely to participate in service 
because of encouragement from friends or family, their beliefs in a particu-
lar cause, opportunities to develop leadership skills, and the location of 
the work to be conducted. Students enrolled at non-classifi ed institutions 
were signifi cantly ( p  < 0.05) more likely to participate in service because it 
was required as a part of their academic program, required by a sorority or 
fraternity, and encouragement from other students. 

 In summation, the most compelling results suggest that students at 
classifi ed institutions were (1) signifi cantly less likely to participate in com-
munity service (however, when they did participate, they were more likely 
to spend more time in service) and (2) students at classifi ed institutions 
were signifi cantly more likely to participate in service-learning courses 
(and, when they participated in those courses, they spent more time per-
forming service than the students at non-classifi ed institutions).  

    DISCUSSION 
 Overall, the data suggest statistically signifi cant, although not strong, 
effects of the Carnegie classifi cation as they pertain to students’ involve-
ment in community engagement. Undergraduates enrolled at institutions 
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recognized with the community engagement classifi cation were more likely 
to enroll in service-learning courses and spend more time participating in 
community service; however, these students were less likely, on average, 
to participate in service on campus, off campus, or a combination of on 
campus or off campus. There were also differences in the reasons students 
elected to participate in service; however, overall, while these differences 
rose to a level of signifi cance—a factor also infl uenced by the large sample 
sizes—the differences are not particularly large between undergraduates’ 
participation in community engagement at Carnegie-classifi ed institutions 
and those that are not classifi ed by Carnegie. It appears, however, that 
students attending Carnegie-classifi ed institutions provided more intrinsic 
reasons for engaging in service compared to their peers at non-classifi ed 
institutions (Soria and Thomas-Card  2014 ). 

 The lack of signifi cant differences in reasons for participating in service 
can be attributed to several factors; for instance, the particular region in 
which individual institutions reside may provide undergraduates with more 
(or fewer) opportunities to engage in service off campus. As observed in the 
data, students enrolled at classifi ed institutions were more likely to report 
that they participated in service because of the location where the work was 
to be conducted. While there are several missing descriptors about the loca-
tion—which include distance from campus, among other factors, it is simply 
a reality that, given their locations, some institutions may not be able to con-
nect their students to some types of community engagement opportunities. 

 While students at non-classifi ed institutions were more likely to state 
that they had engaged in service because it was required by their academic 
programs, researchers have suggested that required forms of service may 
actually have negative effects on students’ interest in community engage-
ment postgraduation (Soria and Thomas-Card  2014 ). Readers should 
therefore be cautious about the potential implications of requiring service 
in academic programs; however, amid the many benefi ts of individualized 
service-learning courses, we recommend administrators continue to offer 
service-learning opportunities to students without necessarily mandating 
enrollment in them.  

    RECOMMENDATIONS 
 The results suggest that institutions with the Carnegie Classifi cation were 
more likely to have students who participated in service-learning courses. 
It is possibly the case that institutions undertaking the steps necessary to 
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achieve classifi cation have put considerable time and effort into offering 
more opportunities for faculty to incorporate service-learning into their 
curriculum. To achieve similar outcomes, we recommend that administra-
tors work closely with their institution’s community and public engage-
ment offi ces to facilitate faculty understanding of and commitment to the 
inclusion of service in their classrooms. Administrators can also work to 
embed community engagement expectations within tenure and promo-
tion guidelines so as to formally encourage faculty development and work 
in that area. 

 Administrators typically have good intentions when attempting to 
enhance community engagement and service-learning on and around their 
campus; however, at times, their message of support may seem unclear. 
Knefelkamp ( 2008 ) summarized several Association of American Colleges 
and Universities (AAC&U) reports describing the relationship between 
higher education leaders and student engagement stating that, although 
administrators want students to develop a civic identity,

  the data also reveals a gap between the ideal and real: educators want to 
foster civic growth, but we aren’t necessarily successful in doing so. If we 
are truly committed to fostering civic identity in our students, we must ask 
ourselves some diffi cult questions about how we approach the educational 
enterprise (p. 3). 

   Therefore, careful consideration of how administrators propagate stu-
dent community engagement holds upmost importance; for instance, we 
recommend that administrators spend time assessing the different types 
of opportunities available to students at their institutions, whether all 
students are provided equal access to community engagement, and how 
messages related to community engagement are related to students, staff, 
faculty, and other campus stakeholders. 

 Similar to the AAC&U reports mentioned above, The National Task 
Force on Civic Learning and Democratic Engagement ( 2012 ) presented 
another challenge to administrators encouraging student engagement. 
Commissioned by the Department of Education (DOE) and published 
by the AAC&U, the authors of the National Task Force’s policy report, 
 A Crucible Moment: College Learning and Democracy’s Future , charged 
higher education with a call for restorative action in the areas of demo-
cratic engagement, promoting civic ethos, civic literacy, civic inquiry, and 
civic action on campuses (The National Task Force on Civic Learning 
and Democratic Engagement  2012 ). Of particular interest in the report, 
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students perceived a decline their campus’ valuation and promotion of con-
tributions to the community at-large between freshman and senior years. 

 An additional recommendation for research university administra-
tors and leaders is to seek Carnegie Community Engagement classifi ca-
tion for their institution. The classifi cation can assist research university 
administrators in emphasizing and enhancing student learning through 
new pathways toward community engagement. As data from this chap-
ter have illustrated, students attending research institutions that have 
received a Carnegie Classifi cation are slightly more likely than their peers 
to spend more time in community service and are more likely to have 
participated in service-learning opportunities overall. Additionally, stu-
dents at Carnegie-classifi ed institutions are more likely to participate in 
service because of intrinsic motivations. While these effects are very low 
and limitations in data analysis prevent us from understanding whether 
effects observed could be attributed to other factors, overall, seeking the 
Carnegie Community Engagement Classifi cation can help administrators 
solidify their visions for community engagement on their campuses and 
institutionalize their public engagement missions. In pursuing the clas-
sifi cation, administrators and faculty can transform community engage-
ment rhetoric into community engagement action by establishing clear 
procedures for ongoing assessment and measurement of engagement 
activities, initiating and nurturing community partnerships, recognizing 
community engaged work as integrated in teaching and scholarship, and 
aligning community engagement efforts with other institutional priorities 
(Carnegie Community Engagement Classifi cation  2015 ).  

    CONCLUSION 
 Research universities represent a unique and crucial piece in American 
higher education. We opened this chapter with a brief review of previous 
research on the benefi ts and challenges research university students face 
when participating in community engagement and service-learning. Using 
data from the SERU consortium member institutions, we then compared 
undergraduate student community engagement and service-learning 
among research universities in the consortium, fi nding that students at 
Carnegie Community Engaged institutions did spend more overall time 
in public service. We recommend research university administrators use 
a variety of methods to encourage students toward community service. 
Through these efforts, civic service can regain prominence in the American 
research university.     
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Chapter 6

Amid the background of sweeping demographic and sociocultural trans-
formations (Toossi 2012) and increased calls for higher education to 
fulfill its civic mission (The National Task Force on Civic Learning and 
Democratic Engagement 2012), contemporary notions of civic engage-
ment have emerged in our national discourse. Amid the resurgent inter-
est in civic engagement, nuanced differences in how civic engagement is 
defined, understood, and used in the higher education literature (Einfeld 
and Collins 2008; Kirlin 2005; Rowan-Kenyon et al. 2008) present chal-
lenges to higher education administrators, practitioners, and researchers 
seeking to measure higher education’s civic contributions at the national, 
state, and local levels. Preconceptions about the nature of civic engage-
ment are often shaped by different academic or research lenses based on 
political, social, cognitive, or behavioral theories that may lead to different 
notions and understandings of the nature of undergraduate students’ 
civic-related capabilities.

There is just cause for concern regarding the future of civic engagement 
in the nation: Americans’ civic engagement has decreased significantly since 
the 1970s (Ehrlich 2000). Macedo et al. (2005) suggested the American 
democracy is at risk due to the erosion of citizens’ civic involvement. 
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The authors described American civic life as “impoverished” (p. 1) and 
attributed the roots of the problem to Americans’ infrequent public affairs 
involvement, lack of knowledge regarding civic and social issues, and 
overall tempered enthusiasm for participation in civic life. Several policy 
organizations have raised awareness of these issues and have turned their 
attention to higher education institutions to reverse these trends (Boyte 
and Hollander 1999; Campus Compact 2012; The National Task Force 
on Civic Learning and Democratic Engagement 2012; U.S. Department 
of Education 2012). Such calls to action are especially salient at pub-
lic research universities given their unique historical legacies and public 
engagement missions. The preparation of individuals for participation 
in a democratic society is considered a primary goal of higher education 
(Ehrlich 2000; Hurtado et al. 2002; Morse et al. 2005); however, even 
though citizens have greater access to higher education than ever before, 
fewer are engaging in the civic affairs of the nation (Ehrlich 2000).

Kirlin (2003) posited that an individual’s civic skills are most likely 
acquired in a trajectory through the achievement of developmental mile-
stones of interconnected and interrelated skills. A common tenet of stu-
dent development research is the institutional role in promoting various 
forms of student engagement through curricular and co-curricular initia-
tives (Kuh et al. 2010). These initiatives are often designed to encour-
age development of global awareness, diversity appreciation, and civic 
engagement; however, even though civic engagement has been assessed in 
courses, curricular and co-curricular activities, and among alumni, the con-
cept is difficult to define across the extant research literature (Beaumont 
2005). In an attempt to define civic skills within the public affairs research 
literature, Kirlin (2005) stated, “[W]e have limited consensus about what 
civic engagement is, let alone how to increase it” (p. 305). While there 
is some consensus that civic engagement remains an important learning 
outcome in higher education, Kirlin (2005) highlighted the challenges 
associated in defining the broad concept of civic engagement across the 
research literature.

Pascarella et al. (1988) emphasized the long-held belief that the pri-
mary societal benefit of higher education is to cultivate an informed and 
engaged citizenry. The authors focused on humanitarian and civic val-
ues, which include environmental causes, concern for others, commu-
nity action, and influence on political and social values and institutions. 
Today, civic engagement remains an important educational outcome, 
despite an inconsistency in defining and operationalizing this concept.  
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In fact, Schneider (2006) called for the integration of civic engagement to  
prepare students “to act as responsible stewards of democracy’s core  
commitments” (p. 3).

The purpose of this chapter is to present a multidimensional devel-
opmental model to describe undergraduate students’ civic engagement 
development. Civic engagement encompasses broad interrelated con-
cepts such as citizenship, democratic outcomes, and political beliefs, and 
researchers have operationally defined civic engagement to reflect differ-
ent values, attitudes, and behaviors. Developing a taxonomy from the civic 
engagement literature demonstrates these challenges. For example, earlier 
research focused on political attitudes and community service, while cur-
rent literature has evolved these terms into concepts such as civic engage-
ment, civic responsibility, civic involvement, civic-mindedness, civic 
capacity, and other democratic outcomes.

There is considerable research that shapes how we understand the 
complex nature of identity development as a function of the interac-
tion between the cognitive, intrapersonal, and interpersonal domains 
(Baxter Magolda 2001; Kegan 1994). These scholars suggested student 
development requires a holistic perspective to encompass the complex 
nature of identity development and how these dimensions shape essen-
tial learning outcomes such as civic engagement. While civic engage-
ment is a learning outcome utilized in the literature and scholars and 
policymakers often encourage the development of this learning out-
come (Dey et  al. 2009), there is scant evidence in the literature that 
explores how the interaction between these broader domains applies to 
this particular outcome.

We also argue that exploring the construct civic engagement using 
these domains expands and deepens our understanding by creating a 
more inclusive and comprehensive model better capturing how students 
develop capabilities across civic-related domains. That is, the current use 
of the monolithic term civic engagement limits our understanding of this 
complex learning outcome, and our model provides a nuanced discussion 
from solely civic engagement to civic-related capabilities. The term civic 
engagement can be viewed as simply as students’ behavioral engagement 
in civic issues, even though their engagement does not necessitate devel-
opmental growth. In contrast to traditional measures of civic engagement, 
we specifically use the term civic-related capabilities to reflect a student’s 
capability, skill, or ability in the cognitive, intrapersonal, and interpersonal 
domains.
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King and Baxter Magolda (2005) used a similar argument to create 
a developmental model for intercultural maturity, noting that “Looking 
at intercultural maturity using a holistic perspective provides a possible 
explanation for the ineffectiveness of simpler, more superficial approaches 
to intercultural competence … because they fail to consider one or more 
domains (cognitive, identity, interpersonal) of development” (p.  573). 
Therefore, in this chapter we seek to advance our understanding of the 
construct civic engagement through a critical review of the literature and 
the development of a multidimensional model to describe the learning 
outcome of civic engagement. We assert that such a model, while useful in 
the context of research universities (the focus of this volume), can also be 
applied in any number of institutional contexts.

� Review of the Literature

We utilized King and Baxter Magolda’s (2005) theoretical framework to 
understand the three civic engagement developmental domains (i.e., cog-
nitive, intrapersonal, and interpersonal). We then examined how research-
ers from various social science disciplines applied the civic engagement 
construct and found it critical to investigate how other academic disci-
plines view civic engagement. Finally, we present a new developmental 
model to describe students’ civic-related capabilities across three inter-
related domains.

� Multidimensional Intercultural Maturity Model

King and Baxter Magolda (2005) relied predominately upon Kegan’s 
(1994) holistic model of human development across the lifespan. Kegan 
argued that adults are better suited to coping and addressing complex 
life issues with individual development in three domains (cognitive, 
interpersonal, and intrapersonal). In their developmental model of inter-
cultural maturity, King and Baxter Magolda provided a three-by-three 
matrix that emphasized the value of promoting and assessing intercul-
tural maturity in a holistic manner by weaving together cognitive, intrap-
ersonal, and interpersonal developmental domains (i.e., domain rows) by 
the trajectories of initial, intermediate, and mature levels of development  
(i.e., trajectory columns). The authors contended that students will become 
more competent, interculturally mature individuals if they have developed 
the cognitive, intrapersonal, and interpersonal capabilities necessary for 
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effective intercultural understanding, values, and interactions. King and 
Baxter Magolda’s model provided a holistic, comprehensive developmen-
tal framework to assist educators in promoting student development of 
complex and vital learning outcomes. The authors illustrated each of the 
intercultural maturity model’s domain with excerpts from interviews of 
students and their previous research on student development theory.

�Cognitive Domain of Intercultural Maturity
The cognitive domain of intercultural maturity is based upon the work of 
several cognitive theorists (Baxter Magolda 2001; Gilligan 1982; Kegan 
1994; King and Kitchener 1994, 2004; Perry 1970). The cognitive 
domain “focuses on how one constructs one’s view and creates a meaning-
making system based on how one understands knowledge and how it is 
gained” (King and Baxter Magolda 2005, p. 574). The cognitive domain 
involves individuals’ understanding and reflection of the world—in this 
model, the world of diversity issues. In King and Baxter Magolda’s model, 
individuals in the initial level of cognitive development of intercultural 
maturity exhibit dualistic thinking about the world, cultures, and values 
of others who are different from self. The intermediate level of cognitive 
domain is characterized by a growing awareness of diverse perspectives. In 
the mature level, the desired level of the intercultural maturity outcome, 
individuals can see ideas from multiple perspectives.

�Intrapersonal Domain of Intercultural Maturity
The intrapersonal domain describes an individual’s development of iden-
tity, including values and beliefs that may be influenced by individual char-
acteristics, such as race/ethnicity and socioeconomic status. This domain 
“focuses on how one understands one’s own beliefs, values, and sense 
of self, and uses these to guide choices and behaviors” (King and Baxter 
Magolda 2005, p. 574). In the intercultural maturity model, the initial 
level of intrapersonal development of intercultural maturity describes an 
individual’s lack of a personal value system based upon one’s own indi-
vidual characteristics and experiences. At this level, values are based on the 
reliance on others for shaping one’s personal identity. The individual looks 
externally for acceptable definitions of identity; thus, any difference from 
the acceptable definition may not be welcome. The intermediate level of 
the intrapersonal domain is characterized by development and recognition 
of an identity separate from others, exploration of one’s own values and 
culture, and acceptance of those who are different. The desired outcome, 
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or mature level, is described as the “capacity to create an internal self that 
openly engages challenges to one’s views and beliefs and that considers 
social identities (race, class, gender, etc.) in a global and national con-
text; integrates aspects of self into one’s identity” (p. 576). Interculturally 
mature individuals possess an integrated identity in which values and 
beliefs may be reexamined and modified.

�Interpersonal Domain of Intercultural Maturity
The interpersonal domain of intercultural maturity describes the ability to 
interact effectively and interdependently with others from diverse back-
grounds (King and Baxter Magolda 2005). In the intercultural maturity 
model, the initial level of the interpersonal development is characterized 
by relationships that are self-serving, individualistic in nature and a lack 
of awareness of the nature of community or society and the influence of 
group norms. The authors noted that “Social problems are viewed ego-
centrically” (p. 576). The intermediate level of the interpersonal domain is 
characterized by development of relationships with others who are differ-
ent despite continued pressure for external validation of self. Individuals 
begin to understand the nature of society and groups. The mature level is 
noted by healthy relationships with others based on diversity appreciation 
and an understanding of influences on societal systems.

King and Baxter Magolda (2005) used a holistic development approach 
to develop their model to provide a helpful way to understand and pro-
mote the complex learning outcome of intercultural maturity. This matrix 
serves a framework for our analysis and discussion of the research articles 
on civic engagement.

� Cognitive Domain in Civic-Related Capabilities Model

A brief review of the literature revealed that the cognitive domain of 
undergraduates’ civic engagement included many related constructs: civic 
knowledge, skills, and abilities that support civic engagement in a complex 
world, with infinite points of view, diverse value sets, and competition 
for resources. Musil (2009) articulated several cognitive civic learning 
outcomes within the Civic Learning Spiral, including adeptness at criti-
cal thinking, understanding that knowledge is socially constructed and 
dynamic, awareness of historical struggles in the pursuit of democracy, and 
capacity to describe diverse civic traditions expressed by different cultural 
groups. Researchers also suggested that these intellectual capabilities are 
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based on the acquisition and meaning-making of the nature, structure, 
and process of government and community. The complexity and currency 
of this knowledge may also be impacted by levels of interest in current 
affairs, trust in government, and optimism in the future of the community, 
nation, or world. Therefore, we defined civic-related cognitive capability 
(e.g., skills and potential abilities) as the capability to apply critical think-
ing and problem-solving skills to community, national, or global issues; 
make meaning of a complex and diverse global community; and recognize 
multiple diverse perspectives related to civic issues.

�Cognitive Capability of Thinking Critically
The ability to use critical thinking and problem-solving skills (Joseph et al. 
2007; Moely et al. 2002) emphasizes students’ capability to apply credible 
information to make “critical decisions about communal life” (Anderson 
et al. 2003, p. 87). Anderson et al. extended the contemporary citizenship 
of communal life within a global context. The authors emphasized that 
knowledge and interest in politics include an increased sense of global 
awareness, an important component of civic-related capabilities because 
knowledge and awareness confined to local and national politics and issues 
are no longer sufficient in today’s global knowledge-based economy. 
Obtaining information about political and community issues in the local 
and global context suggests perspective-taking, another aspect of cogni-
tive civic outcomes.

�Cognitive Capability of Making Meaning of the World
Civic knowledge has political and nonpolitical dimensions and much of 
the research on the political knowledge dimension encompasses under-
graduates’ understanding of political processes and government struc-
tures as an essential component of civic capability (Beaumont et  al. 
2006; Bernstein 2008; Bogard et al. 2008). In the political engagement 
project of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 
foundational political knowledge was defined as knowledge of political 
theories, institutions, and organizations and knowledge of current events 
was defined as knowledge of current political and economic issues at the 
local, state, national, and international levels (Beaumont et  al. 2006). 
Beaumont et al. operationally defined the scale of foundational knowledge 
as the understanding and functioning of political institutions, political and 
democratic theory, and organizations that work on social and political 
problems. Steinberg et al. (2011) also noted that multidimensionality of 



106  L. Ponjuan et al.

civic knowledge, including understanding ways to contribute to society, 
understanding that academic disciplinary skills are vital to addressing soci-
etal issues, and understanding current events and the complexity of local, 
national, and global issues. The commitment to influence political struc-
tures is part of the humanitarian and civic value scale used by Pascarella 
et al. (1986) and others (Lott 2013), which will be discussed in the intra-
personal section.

Several studies examine the importance of keeping up-to-date in current 
events as an indicator of cognitive civic capability (Ball 2005; Bernstein 
2007; Bogard et al. 2008; Johnson and Lollar 2002; Moely et al. 2002; 
Schamber and Mahoney 2008). The frequency of obtaining news, follow-
ing elections, and discussing politics serves as the operational definition 
of political interest and political participation (Johnson and Lollar 2002). 
Sax (2004) also utilized the frequency of obtaining or discussing news 
and politics as a proxy for political or civic interest. Possessing interest 
in political processes, such as local, state, and federal elections, is neces-
sary for pledging time and effort to remain knowledgeable about local, 
national, and global current events (Bernstein 2005; Lay and Smarick 
2006). Studies of the acquisition of political information are combined 
with the relevance and accuracy of the information obtained. If seeking 
information related to political campaigns is considered an integral cog-
nitive civic capability associated with increasing political knowledge and 
interest (Bernstein 2005), then obtaining relevant, credible information 
supports a strong foundation of political knowledge and participation in 
the political process (Bogard et al. 2008).

Civic literacy has been described as the ability to obtain and manage 
accurate information in addition to the knowledge and capacity to make 
sense of the political world (Bogard et  al. 2008; Milner 2002). This 
capability consists of the use of effective information literacy, media lit-
eracy, and critical-thinking skills to evaluate the sources and credibility of 
political information (Bernstein 2007; Bogard et al. 2008; Huntemann 
2008; Wells and Dudash 2007). Bernstein (2008) defined civic compe-
tence in part by referring to an individual’s skills and ability to “make 
sense of vast amounts of political information” (p.  5). Students must 
be able to manage political information, a skill described by Bernstein 
(2008) as the ability to evaluate the sources of political information, 
measure the value of political propositions, and explain their own politi-
cal positions.
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�Cognitive Capability of Perspective Taking
Several studies have examined the cognitive skill of perspective-taking 
(Antonaros et al. 2008; Gurin et al. 2002; Hurtado et al. 2002; Mayhew 
and Fernández 2007; Taylor and Trepanier-Street 2007). The “ability to 
see multiple perspectives” (Hurtado et al. 2002, p. 169) allows an indi-
vidual to become better informed about different thoughts and opinions 
regarding a particular concept or issue. A globally aware civically engaged 
individual may also seek out information and “perspectives not often pre-
sented through the U.S. media,” and incorporate an understanding of “how 
the U.S. might be perceived around the world” (Anderson et al. 2003,  
p. 97). Perspective-taking complements civic outcomes of effective infor-
mation literacy and critical-thinking skills.

Evaluating political information, while possessing the ability and will-
ingness to appreciate other perspectives, can support the capability to 
understand community issues from diverse viewpoints (Einfeld and Collins 
2008). Knowledge and interest in politics culminate in increased attentive-
ness to community issues (Corbett and Kendall 1999; Joseph et al. 2007; 
Wilson et al. 2007). Corbett and Kendall (1999) defined citizenship as 
“an awareness of community problems, a sense of personal responsibil-
ity toward the community, and interest in solving community problems” 
(p. 70). Interest in solving community problems necessitates the ability to 
deal with conflict and difference (Keen and Hall 2009); indeed, prevailing 
forms of democratic thought advocate the importance of civil disagree-
ment in political expression (Bernstein 2008). In Prentice and Robinson’s 
(2007) conceptualization of civic engagement, awareness of issues and 
problems leads to a call for action, which has been studied in conjunction 
with students’ levels of cynicism, trust, and optimism.

In an extension of the relationship between civic involvement and stu-
dents’ perceptions of the credibility of political information, several stud-
ies have examined students’ level of cynicism and their perceptions of 
the trustworthiness and effectiveness of politicians themselves (Bernstein 
2008; Bernstein and Meizlish 2003; Blackhurst and Foster 2003; Lay and 
Smarick 2006; McKinney and Chattopadhyay 2007). Feelings of apa-
thy, optimism, and cynicism indicate how an individual perceives politi-
cal and civic organizations and structures. Blackhurst and Foster’s (2003) 
cynicism scale examined whether students had a “respect for and trust 
in politicians and the political process or, alternatively, exhibited a criti-
cal, mistrustful posture toward politicians and their ability to represent  
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the interests of average citizens” (p. 159). Related to cynicism is the level 
of apathy, which the authors described as the extent to which individu-
als care about political processes and demonstrate a willingness to invest 
effort to involve themselves in the processes (Blackhurst and Foster 2003).

� Intrapersonal Dimension in Civic Engagement

The construct of intrapersonal dimensions, including the exploration 
and examination of personal values, espousal of democratic aspirations, 
and development of character and integrity, are noted as civic learning 
outcomes within the civic learning spiral (Musil 2009). An individual’s 
sense of civic identity forms over time as the individual responds to devel-
opmental tasks and encounters challenges to beliefs and values (Baxter 
Magolda and King 2004; Knefelkamp 2008). Much as cognitive develop-
ment progresses from externally derived knowledge to a more relativis-
tic understanding of knowledge, intrapersonal development can progress 
from external absolute values and beliefs to an appreciation of a unique 
set of values that support personal integrity (Chickering and Reisser 1993; 
Pascarella and Terenzini 2005).

The intrapersonal domain of undergraduates’ civic capabilities encom-
passes the student’s lack of a firm identity, questioning self and others’ 
beliefs, and ultimately reconciling sense of self with personally espoused 
values. Personal values and beliefs provide the foundation for these intra-
personal civic-related capabilities and levels of awareness of diversity and 
sociocultural and socioeconomic conditions, and community issues influ-
ence the developmental tasks that can propel students to achieve a more 
cohesive sense of self. Lack of awareness of the broader community can 
limit the development of civic values and responsibilities. Intrapersonal 
civic capabilities reflect a student’s ability to develop and acknowledge val-
ues in the context of an interdependent complex world, recognize respon-
sibilities to the broader community, and enhance efficacy for individual 
and community involvement.

�Intrapersonal Capability of Acknowledging Values and Commitments
Intrapersonal civic capabilities are based upon the values, beliefs, and com-
mitments of individual members of the local, national, or global com-
munity. Intrapersonally skilled civic individuals “situate their own lives 
within the broad social-political context of an increasingly global world” 
(Anderson et  al. 2003, p. 90). The ability to situate one’s life within  
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a community requires open-mindedness and a willingness to reevaluate 
personal values (Anderson et al. 2003). Active membership in a diverse 
community is supported by participants able to value diverse perspectives 
(Cress et al. 2001; Gurin et al. 2002; Keen and Hall 2009; Moely et al. 
2002; Spiezio et al. 2005; Steinberg et al. 2011) and engage in healthy 
conflict to promote a better democratic community (Hurtado et al. 2002).

Situating one’s life implies a community orientation or perspective 
(Cress et al. 2001; Spiezio et al. 2005) that values a vital, healthy com-
munity. Pascarella et al. (1986) developed a construct of civic and human-
itarian values that includes environmental causes, concern for others, 
community action, and the importance of influencing political institutions 
and social values. The construct has been used and adapted to investigate 
undergraduates’ civic dispositions (Astin and Sax 1998; Astin et al. 1999; 
Ball 2005; Cress et al. 2001; Engberg 2004; Engberg and Mayhew 2007; 
Giles and Eyler 1994; Gurin et al. 2002; Rios-Aguilar and Mars 2011; Sax 
2004), while other researchers have narrowed their focus of civic values 
to an altruistic concern for others (Astin 1993; Rhoads 1998). A commit-
ment to helping others (Ball 2005; Einfeld and Collins 2008; Giles and 
Eyler 1994; Lott 2013) and helping the community at large (Einfeld and 
Collins 2008; Huerta and Jozwiak 2008; Lott 2013) are considered essen-
tial components of civic values. More commonly found in the literature 
are the civic values of the importance of political participation, community 
involvement, and social action engagement (Elder et al. 2007; Hunter and 
Brisbin 2000; Hurtado et al. 2002; Rowan-Kenyon et al. 2008).

Definitions of civic values refer to democratic ideals of civility, difference, 
and equality, including promoting racial understanding (Angelique et  al. 
2002; Corbett and Kendall 1999; Einfeld and Collins 2008; Lott 2013). 
These democratic ideals support social justice, an outcome sometimes 
intertwined with civic engagement and described as an advanced level of 
civic engagement (Einfeld and Collins 2008; Engberg and Mayhew 2007; 
Mayhew and Fernández 2007; Prentice 2007). A social justice-oriented civic 
value manifests itself in a realization of the importance institutions have on 
individual realities (Moely et al. 2002; Schamber and Mahoney 2008). Some 
researchers describe a social justice-oriented perspective as a sophisticated, 
personally relevant, and actualized concern for societal problems (Corbett 
and Kendall 1999; Peters and Stearns 2003). This complex conceptualiza-
tion provides a continuum of intrapersonal manifestations, from a commu-
nity orientation, acknowledging responsibility to others to improving the 
community, ultimately resulting in interpersonal actions (Prentice 2007).
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�Intrapersonal Capability of Recognizing Civic Responsibilities
Recognizing and embracing one’s responsibilities to the community 
expands upon the notion of situating one’s life. Acknowledging the world 
at large and incorporating diverse perspectives into one’s worldview estab-
lishes the foundation of civic values; Keen and Hall (2009) stressed that 
students who engaged in community service had encounters with others 
that expanded their notions of the external “they” toward a newly reframed 
sense of “we” (p. 62). A distinction between values and responsibilities 
within the interpersonal civic capabilities is evident in the civic engage-
ment literature and, in this sense, valuing others does not necessarily mean 
a sense of responsibility to others. Described as civic responsibility, a civi-
cally minded individual will extend personal values into a sense of account-
ability to others (Mabry 1998) and the broader community (Corbett and 
Kendall 1999; Rowan-Kenyon et al. 2008). We are our brother’s keeper 
and this sense of responsibility supports a conscientiousness to help solve 
community problems (Corbett and Kendall 1999; Mabry 1998; Peters 
and Stearns 2003). Peters and Stearns (2003) contended that providing 
students an opportunity to bear witness to real social problems ripe with 
complexity reinforces students’ sense of responsibility to be active, con-
cerned citizens.

Intrapersonal Capability of Believing in Self and Community (Efficacy)
An undergraduate’s “personal sense of political power” (Hunter and 
Brisbin 2000, p.  625) is vital to actualizing civic values and responsi-
bilities. One’s perceived belief of personal knowledge and competence 
to effectively contribute to the community appears in several studies 
of undergraduate student civic engagement (Angelique et  al. 2002; 
Bernstein 2008; Hunter and Brisbin 2000; Lott 2008; Malaney and 
Berger 2005; McKinney and Chattopadhyay 2007; Spiezio et al. 2005; 
Steinberg et al. 2011). Lack of self-esteem or confidence can hamper self-
efficacy and potentially affect the level of civic participation; for example, 
Reeb (2006) suggested that individuals’ lack of confidence in their abil-
ity to make a significant contribution to their community—a construct 
known as community service self-efficacy—affects interest in service, 
level of effort, and perseverance in service. Civic agency, or belief that 
one can make a difference, involves the capacity for individuals to engage 
in collective social change (Bernstein 2007; Bogard et al. 2008; Giles and 
Eyler 1994; Mabry 1998; Rowan-Kenyon et al. 2008; Sax 2004; Spiezio 
et  al. 2005). One can demonstrate a willingness to make a difference, 
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despite lack of self-efficacy or civic agency. This readiness or willingness 
to make a difference has been termed social action engagement (Cress 
et al. 2001; Hurtado et al. 2002; Jensen and Hunt 2007; Malaney and 
Berger 2005). Although the social action engagement constructs uti-
lized by Hurtado et al. and Malaney and Berger are not identical, both 
encompass students’ willingness to raise awareness and work on race, 
poverty, and other social issues. To foster recurring motivation for civic 
involvement, Fall (2006) studied undergraduates’ belief that their civic 
involvement will benefit the community. An additional manner of analyz-
ing self-efficacy of civic engagement is to understand the level of com-
munity efficacy students possess (Hunter and Brisbin 2000; Hutchinson 
2005; Keen and Hall 2009; Lott 2008).

� Interpersonal Dimensions of Civic Engagement

Students’ capability to constructively interact with diverse others is an 
integral component of their civic-related capabilities. These outcomes—
including an understanding, ability, and commitment to live in commu-
nal contexts; understanding that self is always embedded in relationships; 
appreciating the resources and wisdom of diverse communities; and 
understanding of the complex (and sometimes problematic and oppres-
sive) legacies of communities—are important features of civic learning 
outcomes developed within the civic learning spiral (Musil 2009).

Interpersonal civic capability extends to interactions and associations 
with individuals, organizations, and institutions, such as local or state 
government. Dresner and Blatner (2006) defined civic engagement as 
active participation in real-world events that requires an investment 
of time, energy, and emotion in the political process (Blackhurst and 
Foster 2003).

Interpersonal Capability of Expressing Political Voice
The interpersonal domain of undergraduates’ civic capabilities pertains 
to a student’s acting upon the basis of cognitive and intrapersonal civic 
capabilities. More complex civic knowledge and understanding, accompa-
nied by firm values and determined sense of self-efficacy, may lead to an 
increased investment in community involvement. Interpersonal civic capa-
bilities reflect a student’s expression of political voice, influencing of the 
political process, involvement in nonpolitical community activities, and 
ability to work in teams.
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Beaumont et al. (2006) emphasized the importance of exercising one’s 
political voice and expressing one’s political opinions as fundamental com-
ponents of interpersonal civic capabilities. This expression can take the 
form of traditional electoral activities, such as registering to vote or vot-
ing (Bernstein and Meizlish 2003; Blackhurst and Foster 2003; Bogard 
et  al. 2008; Hunter and Brisbin 2000; Persell and Wenglinsky 2004); 
giving money to political campaigns (Ball 2005; Beaumont et al. 2006; 
González 2008; Persell and Wenglinsky 2004); active forms of involve-
ment including taking part in protests, marches, or demonstrations, going 
door-to-door to campaign for a political cause, or running for political 
office (Beaumont et al. 2006; Colby et al. 2007); and contacting news-
papers to write opinion editorials, calling in to radio stations to express 
opinions, signing or writing petitions, writing political blogs, or writing 
letters to public officials or newspapers (Beaumont et al. 2006; Persell and 
Wenglinsky 2004; Vogelgesang and Astin 2005). Involvement in these 
local, state, and national political events is the common indicator of politi-
cal civic engagement; however, active participation in campus governance, 
student newspaper, debate clubs, and other student organizations can be a 
more relevant marker of undergraduates’ civic engagement (Johnson and 
Lollar 2002; Klofstad 2007). Campus politics can also serve as a training 
ground to hone interpersonal civic capabilities.

Interpersonal Capability of Influencing the Political Process
Campaigning for political candidates and parties is traditional but active 
method of influencing the political process (Bernstein and Meizlish 2003; 
Persell and Wenglinsky 2004). Involvement in political groups and par-
ticipation in public meetings is frequently found in the civic engagement 
literature (Ball 2005; Beaumont et  al. 2006; González 2008; Hunter 
and Brisbin 2000; Jensen and Hunt 2007; Klofstad 2007; Persell and 
Wenglinsky 2004; Zuniga et  al. 2005). Joining a political organization 
affirms cognitive and intrapersonal capabilities of civic engagement by 
fostering interactions with individuals of similar beliefs and goals. The 
purpose of the group may be to advocate for a specific issue, platform, 
or candidate. Membership and participation in such groups can take the 
form of in-person or Internet-mediated interactions. Participation in pub-
lic meetings draws upon cognitive, intrapersonal, and interpersonal capa-
bilities as individuals interact with others of diverse views and platforms.

Influencing the political process extends beyond traditional political 
engagement to a more active role. Individuals utilize their interpersonal 
civic capabilities to attempt to change the status quo and remedy societal 
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inequities (Prentice 2007). These actions take the form of signing petitions 
(Beaumont et al. 2006; Blackhurst and Foster 2003) and participating in 
demonstrations, boycotts, and marches (Angelique et al. 2002; Beaumont 
et al. 2006). Expressing political voice and influencing the political process 
reflect the political element of interpersonal civic capabilities, as defined in 
the extant educational research literature.

Interpersonal Capability of Helping the Community
Definitions of undergraduates’ civic engagement include community 
involvement in a general, nonpolitical sense (Angelique et al. 2002) and 
may be measured by the level of participation in or the number of orga-
nizations the student has joined (Ball 2005; Klofstad 2007). Participation 
in volunteer and community service organizations serve as a foundation 
for students’ civic involvement (Astin and Sax 1998; Klofstad 2007), and 
service-learning, volunteering, and community service are predominant in 
the civic engagement literature (Astin and Sax 1998; Ball 2005; Blackhurst 
and Foster 2003; Einfeld and Collins 2008; González 2008; Persell and 
Wenglinsky 2004; Rowan-Kenyon et al. 2008; Sax 2004; Vogelgesang and 
Astin 2005; Zuniga et al. 2005).

Interpersonal Capability of Working in Teams
Bernstein (2008) suggested that civically competent citizens possess the 
capability of effectively working with others to achieve civic and political 
goals. Given the democratic composition of our society, it is not possible to 
effect significant social change alone (Bernstein 2008), and some definitions 
of civic agency include the capability of individuals to work collectively and 
collaboratively across differences (Boyte 2005, 2008). Possessing the capac-
ity to work well with others, create consensus and build accord around con-
troversial social issues, and develop relationships across multiple differences 
have emerged as prominent themes in several conceptual frameworks and 
studies examining students’ civic-mindedness and civic learning, responsi-
bility, and engagement (Bringle and Steinberg 2010; Einfeld and Collins 
2008; Kirlin 2003; Musil 2009; Steinberg et al. 2011).

� A Conceptual Framework of the Multidimensional Model 
of Civic-Related Capabilities

We present a conceptual model based on Baxter Magolda and King’s 
(2004) model that describes how students develop their civic-related capa-
bilities in each of the aforementioned developmental domains (Table 6.1).  
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In order to advance the discourse of the civic engagement construct beyond 
the current research literature, we propose a model that examines civic-
related capabilities. As mentioned earlier, we specifically use the term civic-
related capabilities to reflect a student’s capability, skill, or ability instead of 
the limited construct of civic engagement. Similar to Baxter-Magolda and 
King’s intercultural model, this model examines the development of civic-
related capabilities from early, transitional, and advanced perspectives across 
the cognitive, intrapersonal, and interpersonal domains. Please note that 
the development across these three domains is not linear, simultaneous, or 
only bound by experiences while students are enrolled in higher education.

� Early Civic-Related Capabilities

Students within this developmental area possess a rudimentary capabil-
ity across the three domains. For example, in the cognitive domain, stu-
dents may have an unequivocal understanding of civic issues and concepts. 
This type of dualistic thinking about civic issues hinders students’ capac-
ity to appreciate multiple perspectives and, at this initial perspective, the 
intrapersonal domain suggests that students have limited understanding 

Table 6.1  Developmental model of students’ civic-related capabilities

Developmental 
domain

Early civic-related 
capabilities

Transitional civic-related 
capabilities

Advanced civic-
related capabilities

Cognitive Unequivocal thinking 
about civic issues and  
an unawareness of 
multiple perspectives

Evolving understanding  
of civic issues and an 
emerging awareness of 
multiple perspectives

A cogent 
understanding of  
civic issues and 
multiple perspectives

Intrapersonal Limited understanding 
of own civic beliefs, 
values, and self-efficacy

Discernment of their  
own civic beliefs, values, 
and self-efficacy

A formed civic  
identity and ability to 
articulate civic beliefs, 
values, and 
self-efficacy

Interpersonal Minimal exposure to  
and interactions with 
diverse others. Lack of  
or hesitant engagement 
in civic affairs

Openness to interaction 
with diverse others and 
infrequent and casual 
engagement in civic  
affairs

Meaningful 
interactions with 
diverse others and 
active participation in 
civic affairs
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of their own civic beliefs, values, and self-efficacy. This type of limited 
civic-related capability does not allow students to understand their own 
civic-mindedness. Finally, in the interpersonal domain, students are less 
likely to engage with diverse others or lack the desire to engage in civic 
affairs (e.g., by voting, engaging in the political discourse, or engaging in 
the community).

� Transitional Civic-Related Capabilities

These next columns of the model highlight how students have developed 
across the domains. At the cognitive domain, students are more likely 
to have an evolving understanding of civic issues that embraces different 
perspectives beyond their own, suggesting that they have an appreciation 
of the complex nature of civic-related issues and positions. Next, at the 
intrapersonal domain, students are beginning to discern their own civic-
related beliefs and values (e.g., vocalizing their own position on civic-
related views). Finally, at the interpersonal level, students are more likely 
to initiate civic affairs engagement with others from diverse backgrounds. 
Students within this domain are now likely to exercise their right to vote 
or attend a civic-related function (e.g., protest or rally).

� Advanced Civic-Related Capabilities

Students in this area have developed an advanced perspective across all three 
domains but they may not arrive at this perspective for all three domains 
simultaneously. Students in the cognitive domain have developed a cogent 
understanding of complex civic issues, have an appreciation of multiple 
perspectives, and possess increased information literacy about civic issues 
and topics. Next, at the intrapersonal domain, students have formed a civic 
identity and are able to articulate and defend their personal civic beliefs 
and values (e.g., political affiliation or positions on civic matters). Students 
are also more likely to have developed self-efficacy to express these posi-
tions. Finally, in the interpersonal domain, students have the capability to 
have meaningful interactions with others from diverse backgrounds and 
actively participate in civic-related affairs. In this area, students are more 
likely to engage in their local communities, the broader state, and national 
political process, and become significantly more involved in other tangible 
civic-related behaviors.
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� Conclusion

This chapter provided a new framework to bring more clarity to the ubiq-
uitous term “civic engagement.” The nuanced model of civic engage-
ment can be utilized by practitioners, researchers, and policymakers to 
better understand student development of civic-related capabilities. This 
chapter provides a critical framework to guide future discussions—a 
framework that can advance the scholarly work conducted at research 
universities to better understand the varied developmental trajectories of 
students who are engaged in community service, service-learning, volun-
teerism, social justice, political activism, and social change. We propose 
that such a model can enhance our understanding of the various ways 
in which students are engaged in their communities; however, further 
research is needed to validate the conceptual model to advance our dis-
course of undergraduates’ civic-related development across cognitive, 
interpersonal, and intrapersonal domains. Applications of this model—
especially in the context of research universities with their often decen-
tralized models of operation—may prove useful as a means of collecting 
data associated with the varying levels of undergraduates’ engagement in 
their communities.
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    CHAPTER 7   

    A consistent assertion throughout the history of American higher edu-
cation is that colleges and universities have a responsibility to serve 
the public good (Chambers  2005 ). This claim has been interpreted in 
a variety of ways by observers, scholars, and public policymakers, and, 
in recent decades, the explication of higher education’s social contract 
received renewed attention as modern research universities attempted to 
meet the increasing number of demands and expectations placed on them 
by diverse stakeholder interests. In 2000, the Presidents’ of dozens of 
American colleges and universities signed the Presidents’ Declaration on 
the Civic Responsibilities of Higher Education (Campus Compact  2012 ). 
Among other things, this document stated:

  This country cannot afford to educate a generation that acquires knowledge 
without ever understanding how that knowledge can benefi t society or how 
to infl uence democratic decision-making. We must teach the skills and val-
ues of democracy, creating innumerable opportunities for our students to 
practice and reap the real, hard work of citizenship. (p. 1) 

   To date, nearly 500 institutions have signed the declaration, including 
community colleges, liberal arts colleges, and major research universities. 

 Similarly, in 2005, the Talloires Declaration on the Civic Roles and 
Social Responsibilities of Higher Education signaled an  international  
awareness of the need to invest in civic education initiatives (Taillores 
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Network  2005 ). Ultimately signed by over 300 institutional leaders, 
Talloires was more direct in its call for change. In many ways, Talloires 
echoed the 2000 Declaration, stating, “Universities have the responsibil-
ity to foster…a sense of social responsibility and a commitment to the 
social good, which, we believe, is central to the success of a democratic 
and just society” (Taillores Network  2005 , p. 1); however, it also con-
tained a much more explicit list of required actions to achieve the changes 
sought by attendees. These actions included embedding social responsibil-
ity in university policies and practices and raising the rigor of community 
engagement activities to be on par with other forms of scholarship. 

 These national and international acknowledgments of the civic pur-
poses of postsecondary education seemed to portend a shift in the way 
that colleges and universities prepared graduates to lead meaningful 
change responsive to the needs of communities. Champions of commu-
nity engagement saw support from institutional leaders as a sign that their 
scholarship and pedagogy would gain increased legitimacy and garner 
new resources; yet, tensions remained within the network of engagement 
scholars and practitioners who were divided by the prospect of aligning 
service-learning practices with disciplinary expectations or using service- 
learning as an instrument for profound student and community change 
(Hartley  2009 ). 

 Perhaps burdened by these tensions, the engagement movement fueled 
in part by the Presidents’ Declaration (Campus Compact  2012 ) and 
Taillores Network ( 2005 ) lost steam. As Saltmarsh and Hartley ( 2011 ) 
declared, the engagement movement had a very limited effect on cur-
riculum at most institutions, and the number of schools that took their 
commitment to civic engagement beyond rhetoric was quite small. The 
failure of the movement to transform higher education was furthered by 
declines in support from foundations and federal budget cuts in 2011 to 
the Corporation for National and Community Service, a signifi cant funder 
of service-learning initiatives (Saltmarsh and Hartley  2011 ). 

 As many postsecondary educational institutions face increasing external 
pressure to focus on economic goals for students such as job marketability 
(American Association of State Colleges and Universities  2014 ; Rawlings 
 2013 ), the civic and social missions of universities often are relegated to 
symbolic rhetoric (Saltmarsh and Hartley  2011 ). While most universities 
continue to proclaim a commitment to the moral development of their 
students (Einfeld and Collins  2008 ), political and fi nancial realities often 
favor allocation of resources to revenue-generating research activities and 



CIVIC ATTITUDES AND THE UNDERGRADUATE EXPERIENCE 127

academic disciplines with high starting salaries for graduates. To be clear, 
research and economic outcomes are not explicitly in confl ict with civic 
missions, but in the highly political and competitive, limited-resource 
environment faced by most higher education institutions, prioritizing eco-
nomic goals often leads to deprioritizing civic goals. 

 Parallel to these moves away from the civic goals at many higher educa-
tion institutions, there is a growing recognition that society needs well- 
prepared, active citizens in order to address the short- and long-term 
issues that persist in communities throughout the world. Globalization, 
economic instability, new and evolving cultural unrest, political polariza-
tion, and rapid technological change have all contributed to a set of public 
issues that are more complex and interrelated than ever before. Prior to the 
new millennium, Paul ( 1993 ) posited that “[g]overnmental, economic, 
social, and environmental problems will become increasingly complex and 
interdependent … The forces to be understood and controlled will be cor-
porate, national, trans-national, cultural, religious, economic, and environ-
mental, all intricately intertwined” (p. 13). Despite technological advances 
and multiple policy interventions, the persistence of long-standing issues, 
like food insecurity and health disparities, seems to confi rm Paul’s asser-
tions two decades later. 

 In a society struggling with complex problems and deteriorating politi-
cal dialogue, it is more important than ever for undergraduate students to 
graduate with the critical thinking and collaboration skills necessary for 
meaningful engagement in community (Hurtado and DeAngelo  2012 ). 
Graduates who are guided by a public ethic and sense of civic responsibil-
ity are clearly needed to take leadership roles as society considers its most 
pressing social problems. Recent thought leaders and scholars have called 
for the restructuring of higher education to advance the development of 
civic-minded graduates who have “the capacity and desire to work with 
others to achieve the common good” (Steinberg et al.  2011 , p. 20). The 
imperative for higher education leaders, then, is to balance the competing 
demands to produce graduates who are both economically viable and civi-
cally minded by explicitly programming for both across diverse academic 
disciplines (Boyer  1996 ; Steinberg et al.  2011 ). 

 There are two broad approaches to achieving civic outcomes for under-
graduate students. The fi rst is to purposefully and strategically integrate, 
via institution-level planning and investment, content knowledge and 
pedagogies that advance civic outcomes into the undergraduate experi-
ence through academic curriculum and/or co-curricular programming. 
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This active approach is uncommon, especially at large research-focused 
universities, but it has been successfully implemented at a few schools 
(e.g., Tulane University). The second approach is to expect civic outcomes 
as a by-product of the overall undergraduate experience, an approach that 
relies upon decentralized faculty-led service-learning, co-curricular com-
munity service and volunteering, and other campus programs to contrib-
ute to civic learning without institutional coordination, targeted resources, 
or shared goals. This more passive approach, taken by many institutions, is 
supported by scholarly evidence demonstrating the effi cacy of individual 
programs and pedagogies (e.g., Astin and Sax  1998 ). 

 In fact, a number of practices have been promoted as effective in advanc-
ing civic education for undergraduates, and many of them overlap with 
the “educationally purposeful practices” known to be effective in increas-
ing student engagement and academic performance (Kuh  2009 , p. 684). 
Formal course-based service-learning, co-curricular community service 
and volunteering, and living-learning communities have all been linked to 
enhanced civic attitudes and behaviors. Service-learning in particular has 
received signifi cant attention for its potential to engage students with civic 
issues and communities while also contributing to mastery and retention 
of disciplinary knowledge (Bringle and Steinberg  2010 ; Eyler and Giles 
 1999 ; Jameson et al.  2013 ; Mitchell  2013 ; Zlotkowski and Duffy  2010 ). 
In fact, Chisholm ( 2005 ) asserted that service-learning is the primary 
mode by which most universities can “infuse the notion of social respon-
sibility” into the higher education experience (p.  97). Peacock ( 2005 ) 
agreed that service-learning gives students “the competence and confi -
dence” to address emerging social needs in a global economy (p. 114). 

 In studies of the student learning associated with participation in service- 
learning, researchers have found a variety of signifi cant gains compared to 
students taught via other pedagogies. Antonio et  al. ( 2000 ) found that 
service-learning was positively associated with several outcomes that have 
relevance to civic agency, including leadership skills, racial understand-
ing, subject-matter knowledge, allocation of concepts to new situations, 
strengthened critical-thinking skills, civic responsibility (i.e., commitment 
to serving community), interest in infl uencing political structure, and 
engagement with future volunteer work. Other researchers found simi-
lar results related to appreciation of ethical issues that affect the world of 
practice: a better sense of self (i.e., personal values and motives), increased 
self-confi dence, a clearer understanding of how to make a difference in 
communities, and a better understanding of communities and the problems 
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they face (Beere et al.  2011 ). Einfeld and Collins ( 2008 ) found evidence 
that service-learning experiences have the potential to infl uence students’ 
development of multicultural competence. 

 Like most educational interventions, the approach to—and quality of—
service-learning can vary widely depending on the institution, the faculty 
member, the course content, and the community partner. Mabry ( 1998 ) 
found that specifi c attributes of the pedagogy had signifi cant infl uence on 
student outcomes. Particularly, increased contact between students and 
community and intentional refl ection, were found to be important predic-
tors of civic and academic outcomes. Butin ( 2010 ) outlined a variety of 
different perspectives through which service-learning can be viewed by insti-
tutions and individual faculty, ranging from a technical perspective, which 
is concerned with the effi cacy of the pedagogy in terms of student learning, 
to the anti-foundational perspective, whereby service-learning is viewed as 
an opportunity to challenge assumptions and to realize that “truths are 
local, contingent, and intersubjective” (p. 13). Clearly, if service- learning 
is not well-designed and well-implemented, or is employed without civic 
outcomes in mind, then it is diffi cult to expect it to be the magic bullet for 
civic education. Zlotkowski and Duffy ( 2010 ) observed:

  …faculty increasingly recognize the importance of civic development within 
the overall frame of undergraduate education. Some are even willing to 
concede their own responsibility for contributing to this development. 
Nevertheless, the civic remains by and large one of the least well developed 
features of service-learning programs and community-based work. (p. 40) 

   Co-curricular practices and programs might also hold potential in devel-
oping students’ civic outcomes. Two practices that stand out as  having rel-
evance for civic education are volunteer community service and participation 
in a living-learning community. Despite the lack of an academic context or 
formal opportunities for refl ection, volunteering during higher education 
has been linked to positive civic outcomes (Sax et al.  1999 ; Steinberg et al. 
 2011 ). Living-learning communities have also been suggested as possible 
mechanisms to enhance civic outcomes (Adams et al.  2014 ; Jessup-Anger 
et al.  2012 ; Levine  2006 ; Soria and Mitchell  2015 ). While not all living-
learning communities focus on civic outcomes for their residents, there are 
growing numbers of communities that do so nationally. Furthermore, living-
learning communities often embrace practices consistent with service- 
learning, like refl ection, community engagement, and diversity programming. 



130 G. R. KIRK AND J. GROHS

    INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT 
 The work that is described herein documents an attempt to understand 
how civic outcomes are being achieved at Virginia Tech, a large public 
research institution that has operated without coordinated university-level 
efforts to achieve civic learning outcomes for students. The university has 
programs and initiatives related to service-learning, community service, 
and living-learning communities. In addition, the student affairs division 
has named community service as one of its aspirational goals for students 
and is now working to link co-curricular programs to that goal. These 
efforts have had limited visibility in the university community, especially 
among academic faculty, and participation by students in the formal pro-
grams has been limited to date.  

    MEASUREMENT 
 Three constructs were selected for inclusion in a pilot effort to measure 
civic outcomes for students: social justice awareness, diversity attitudes, 
and community orientation. Additional areas that were identifi ed for mea-
surement but were not included in the initial pilot include: community ser-
vice self-effi cacy (Reeb et al.  2010 ), service motivation (Clary et al.  1998 ), 
and community systems thinking, which is a multifaceted concept that 
characterizes an individual’s approach to problem-solving in a community 
context. The fi rst two dimensions, social justice attitudes and diversity 
attitudes, were modifi ed from the Civic Attitudes and Skills Questionnaire 
(CASQ) which was originally developed for evaluation of service-learning 
students (Moely et al.  2002 ). These two brief instruments, including eight 
and fi ve items respectively, were extracted from a larger questionnaire and 
are self-reported on a fi ve-point Likert-type scale. Previous research found 
acceptable levels of internal consistency ( α  = 0.70, 0.70), and responses 
were only slightly affected by social desirability of responses (Moely et al. 
 2002 ). The original version of the CASQ included four additional dimen-
sions, civic action, interpersonal and problem-solving skills, political 
awareness, and leadership skills; these items were excluded from the pilot. 

 After the initial pilot year, factor analysis suggested that in this insti-
tutional context, the CASQ social justice attitudes construct was actually 
two separate constructs. The fi rst, which included four questions pertain-
ing to the role of individual responsibility and the root causes of poverty, 
is referred to as “social justice-individual.” The second construct, “social 
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justice-systems,” included three questions focused more on the systemic 
and institutional barriers to eliminating poverty. A single question that 
did not load with either of these two constructs was dropped for future 
measurement efforts. 

 Since no existing survey-based scales were identifi ed for measurement 
of community orientation, a new twelve-item questionnaire (fi ve-point 
response) was designed. The concept of community orientation included 
two main components: (1) the relative level of thoughtfulness about com-
mitment to local, regional, national, and global communities, and (2) the 
ways in which that orientation is manifested, either as a propensity to vol-
unteer or to make donations in support of community needs. Initial pilot-
ing of the new instrument, named Measures of Community Orientation 
(MoCO), and subsequent data-reduction efforts led to modifi cations 
implemented in 2015. The new instrument dropped efforts to differenti-
ate four separate geopolitical scales, opting instead to focus on local and 
global orientations; this decision was based on the extremely high degree 
of collinearity between community levels. For the purposes of this study, 
two independent questions are used to represent community orientation 
at the local and global levels; they ask respondents to agree or disagree 
with the statements, “I often think about my role in my local community” 
and “I often think about my role in my global community.” 

 Using these measurement tools, this study seeks to identify associations 
between participation in undergraduate experiences with potential civic 
outcomes and student civic attitudes. To that end, three research questions 
framed this study: (1) Is student participation in a living-learning commu-
nity positively associated with civic outcomes, including social justice atti-
tudes, diversity attitudes, and orientation to local or global communities? 
(2) Is student participation in co-curricular volunteerism positively associ-
ated with these civic outcomes? And, (3) Is student participation in course-
based service-learning positively associated with the same civic outcomes?  

    METHODS 
 This study presents early results from an effort to implement institution- 
level assessment of civic attitudes for all undergraduate students at Virginia 
Tech, a public land-grant university classifi ed as a very high research uni-
versity by the  Carnegie Foundation (n.d.) . The effort was initiated by VT 
Engage, an administrative unit responsible for advancing curricular and 
co-curricular community engagement and service- learning. VT Engage 
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partnered with the university’s Offi ce of Assessment and Evaluation to 
administer the assessment scales as part of two broader initiatives—the 
Survey of Incoming Freshmen and the Senior Survey. 

 Integrating the civic outcomes assessment in centrally administered 
pre-existing surveys addressed concerns about student-survey fatigue and 
added legitimacy to the efforts. The Survey of Incoming Freshmen was 
administered in the summer to all students who had been offered admis-
sion for the subsequent fall semester (and accepted that offer), and the 
Senior Survey was administered to all graduating seniors in the semester 
in which they declared their intent to graduate. 

 Piloting of the civic outcomes assessment began in fall 2012 with a 
subset of the scales selected to measure civic outcomes. In subsequent 
administrations, the specifi c scales have changed and, in the most recent 
administrations, have moved to a protocol that assigns respondents to a 
subset of scales based on birth month to address survey dropout rates by 
reducing overall survey length. This approach tied individuals to a specifi c 
set of assessment competencies across time without the need to make the 
connect based on personally identifying information. Consistent over all 
administrations are the social justice attitudes and diversity attitudes scales 
plus two key questions designed to understand community orientation, 
which formed the basis of the discussion in this chapter. Data presented in 
this report contain fi rst-year student data collected prior to fall semester in 
2013 and 2014 and senior survey data collected in fall and spring semes-
ters during academic years 2012–2013 and 2013–2014. 

 Both the fi rst-year and senior surveys were administered using online 
survey software to all students in each respective group. In recent years, 
response rates varied between 42 and 48  %. In addition to measuring 
the identifi ed civic outcomes, these surveys also gather various demo-
graphic, academic, and community engagement data for each respondent. 
Information was collected about anticipated (fi rst year) and actual (senior) 
participation in several course-based service-learning, general volunteering, 
living-learning communities, and other campus programs and activities. 

 The sample of fi rst-year students and seniors had characteristics that 
roughly approximate the undergraduate population at Virginia Tech. The 
sample appears to include a lower proportion of female and White students 
than the overall undergraduate population, but substantial numbers of stu-
dents chose not to answer or disclose various demographic  characteristics. 
Those respondents are included in Table   7.1  in the “Other” category, 
which also includes categories with 10 or fewer respondents.



CIVIC ATTITUDES AND THE UNDERGRADUATE EXPERIENCE 133

   In order to answer the research questions, independent samples  t -tests 
were performed to compare senior students who participated in three expe-
riences, with potential to infl uence civic outcomes—living-learning com-
munities, co-curricular volunteerism, and course-based service-learning.  

    RESULTS 
 Table   7.1  reveals an exceptionally large gap between the proportion of 
incoming students who indicate a desire to participate in living-learning 
communities (47.2  %) and course-based service-learning (83.5  %) and 
the proportion of seniors who reported actually participating (12.2 and 
25.5 %, respectively). A gap also exists for co-curricular volunteering, but 
it is considerably smaller (81.2 % fi rst-year students’ intent, 64.6 % senior 

     Table 7.1    Descriptive statistics for sample by status   

 Entering fi rst-year  Graduating senior 

  n   %   n   % 

  Gender  
 Female  1990  46.00  1429  41.40 
 Male  2051  47.40  1363  39.50 
 Other (incl. “prefer not to answer”)  286  6.60  661  19.10 
  Race  
 White  2986  69.00  2278  66.00 
 Black/African American  113  2.60  66  1.90 
 Native American  11  0.30  4  0.10 
 Asian/Pacifi c Islander  460  10.60  173  5.00 
 Hispanic/Latino  158  3.70  81  2.30 
 Other (incl. “prefer not to answer”)  599  13.80  851  24.70 
  GPA    High school    Undergraduate  
 ≤2.5  –  –  179  5.10 
 2.51–3.0  11  0.20  561  16.20 
 3.01–3.5  266  6.10  1117  32.30 
 3.51–4.0  1863  43.10  948  27.50 
 >4.0  1900  43.90  –  – 
 Did not answer  287  6.60  648  18.80 
  Undergraduate experiences    Intent to participate    Self-reported 

participation  
 Course-based community service  3615  83.50  881  25.50 
 Volunteer work  3512  81.20  2236  64.80 
 Living-learning community  2044  47.20  420  12.20 
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participation). Assuming these proportions have remained relatively con-
stant over time, this result could indicate a failure of the institution to pro-
vide adequate opportunities for interested students. It could also refl ect 
the reality that many students face in trying to prioritize their participa-
tion in the overwhelming number of programs, activities, and experiences 
available at a large university. 

 While the intention of this study was not to make comparisons of 
changes in civic attitudes over time, the data in Table   7.2  indicate that 
average scores are higher for seniors than fi rst-year students on the social 
justice-individual scale and the social justice-systems scale. Of equal interest, 
but perhaps greater concern, are the lower average scores for seniors on diver-
sity attitudes and the local and global community orientation measures.

   Table  7.3  shows results for the independent samples  t -tests for senior- 
level students based on their self-reported participation in the three 
undergraduate experiences. Living-learning community participation was 
associated with statistically higher scores on the social justice-systems scale 
( p  < 0.05) and local community orientation ( p  < 0.001). Despite the statis-
tical signifi cance of these fi ndings, the effect size, reported as Cohen’s  d , 
was small in both cases. There was no signifi cant difference detected for 
the other three civic outcomes.

   For co-curricular volunteering, signifi cant differences were observed for 
all fi ve of the civic outcomes. The statistical signifi cance is interpreted in 
the context of low effect sizes on all of the civic outcomes, with only local 
community orientation approaching a medium-sized effect. Finally, the 
results for course-based service-learning indicate a statistically  signifi cant 
relationship between participation and social justice-systems and the local 
and global measures of community orientation.  

   Table 7.2    Means of civic outcomes by status   

 Entering fi rst-year  Graduating senior 

  n    m    SD    n    m    SD  

  Civic outcome  
 Social justice-individual  2812  3.51  0.71  2906  3.65  0.76 
 Social justice-systems  2800  3.55  0.62  2894  3.60  0.66 
 Diversity attitudes  2862  3.85  0.58  2890  3.84  0.61 
 Local orientation  2908  3.75  0.83  2601  3.52  0.97 
 Global orientation  2902  3.85  0.92  2586  3.60  1.00 
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    DISCUSSION 
 The results of this study suggest that civic outcomes are positively infl u-
enced by student participation in three different types of programs avail-
able to many undergraduate students at research universities; however, the 
magnitude of the effects is small. The results indicate that participation 
in living-learning communities, co-curricular volunteering, and course- 
based service-learning, all positively infl uenced systemic social justice atti-
tudes and local community orientation. Co-curricular volunteering was 
also positively associated with attitudes related to individual responsibil-
ity in social justice, diversity attitudes, and global community orientation. 
Course-based service-learning was associated with more positive attitudes 
toward global community orientation. The low effect size for all of these 

   Table 7.3    Independent samples  t -test   

 Participated  Did not participate 

  n    m    s    n    m    s    d    t  

  Living-learning community  
 Social 
justice-individual 

 412  3.70  0.77  2494  3.65  0.76  0.08  −1.44 

 Social justice-systems  410  3.67  0.70  2484  3.59  0.65  0.12  −2.33* 
 Diversity attitudes  411  3.87  0.61  2479  3.83  0.61  0.06  −1.21 
 Local orientation  388  3.69  1.00  2213  3.49  0.96  0.20  −3.73*** 
 Global orientation  388  3.67  1.04  2198  3.59  0.99  0.08  −1.45 

  Co-curricular volunteering  
 Social 
justice-individual 

 2190  3.68  0.73  716  3.58  0.82  0.13  −3.21*** 

 Social justice-systems  2179  3.62  0.65  715  3.55  0.68  0.11  −2.54* 
 Diversity attitudes  2176  3.87  0.60  714  3.75  0.63  0.19  −4.58*** 
 Local orientation  1991  3.61  0.94  610  3.23  1.00  0.39  −8.56*** 
 Global orientation  1978  3.65  0.99  608  3.44  1.03  0.21  −4.50*** 

  Course-based community service (service learning)  
 Social 
justice-individual 

 859  3.68  0.77  2047  3.64  0.75  0.04  −1.06 

 Social justice-systems  855  3.64  0.67  2039  3.59  0.65  0.08  −1.99* 
 Diversity attitudes  854  3.87  0.61  2036  3.83  0.61  0.06  −1.54 
 Local orientation  775  3.69  0.93  1826  3.44  0.97  0.26  −5.95*** 
 Global orientation  775  3.66  0.98  1811  3.57  1.01  0.09  −2.16* 

   Note : * p  < 0.05, ** p  < 0.01, *** p  < 0.001  



136 G. R. KIRK AND J. GROHS

relationships may be an artifact of a variety of uncontrolled factors, such 
as participation in other, unmeasured programs and the depth of engage-
ment with the programs. As well, a longitudinal, repeated measures design 
may allow for greater sensitivity to individual dispositions that exist prior 
to the undergraduate experience. 

 At the root of this study is the need to strike a manageable balance 
between (1) moving beyond traditional civic output measures (e.g., number 
of volunteer hours) to more rigorously quantify and qualify civic outcomes 
and (2) more comprehensively exploring civic outcomes institution- wide. 
Because this work is early in its lifecycle (i.e., reporting on 2 years of data that 
was designed as a within-subjects longitudinal study) and in order to bal-
ance these two demanding needs, signifi cant conclusions drawn are directly 
associated with accompanying limitations. These conclusions, framed pri-
marily as suggestions for further research and implications for practice, are 
as follows: understanding the demand for and availability of undergradu-
ate civic learning experiences, intentionally designing curriculum and co-
curriculum to emphasize and assess complex civic outcomes, developing 
more robust measures of civic outcomes, and informing and grounding 
institutional conversations about the civic outcomes of higher education. 

    Understanding Demand and Availability 

 Sizable differences between intent to participate in undergraduate 
experiences associated with civic learning and the self-reported actual 
participation from Table   7.1  are startling. Even after considering that 
intent to participate is hardly a reliable predictor of actual participation, 
the difference is meaningfully large and unexplained. Clearly, there is 
a need for additional efforts by administrators and researchers to bet-
ter understand the barriers associated with participation in civic engage-
ment activities. Building high-quality programs and designing effective 
learning outcomes and assessment strategies are insuffi cient strategies 
for civic learning if systemic barriers prevent students from participating. 
Administrators responsible for civic learning programs cannot assume 
that low turnout is due to weak advertising or the day/time programs 
are offered. Efforts to promote the value of the programs, their linkages 
to a variety of academic disciplines, and their potential impact on the 
individual and society may be necessary to change the culture at many 
institutions. Rather than focusing solely on students, these efforts may 
need to focus on convincing faculty, academic advisors, and academic 
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administrators, who appear to be participating in authentic engagement 
work at low rates, of the relevance and value of civic engagement activi-
ties (Demb and Wade  2012 ).  

    Curriculum and Co-curriculum Design for Civic Outcomes 

 It was argued earlier that civic engagement work in higher education, 
particularly at large research institutions, remains at the margins of the 
curriculum and that student civic outcomes are often assumed to fol-
low from the sum of their undergraduate experience. This study pro-
vided preliminary evidence that this approach can lead to inconsistent 
results related to civic outcomes. While students who chose to participate 
in living-learning communities, community service, or service-learning 
appeared to have more developed civic attitudes, in general, graduating 
seniors scored lower relative to incoming fi rst-year students on several 
civic constructs. At an institution like Virginia Tech, where a large pro-
portion of students study in science, technology, engineering, and math 
(STEM) disciplines, civic outcomes may be more diffi cult to achieve due 
to lower civic dispositions upon entering higher education, narrower 
socialization in the academic department, and lower likelihood of par-
ticipation in relevant programs during higher education (Garibay  2015 ). 
While these data provide  initial evidence to support future institutional 
investment in practices with evidence-based linkages to civic outcomes, 
it is clear that many students are not having these important experiences 
and that departmental cultures and student characteristics may present 
barriers to broader participation. 

 In light of those fi ndings, we believe that a more strategic approach 
to civic education would include setting institutional civic learning out-
comes and designing integrated curricular and co-curricular learning 
programs to advance students’ civic development. Simply taking inven-
tory of existing programs is not enough if efforts are uncoordinated and 
lack a shared purpose. If institutions expect their students to achieve 
specifi c civic outcomes, then the strategic approach includes explicitly 
stating these objectives, investing resources in programs designed to 
infl uence relevant student learning, and measuring student outcomes. 
In the modern higher education environment, articulating civic learn-
ing outcomes and measuring student mastery of those outcomes is 
aligned with expectations for documenting disciplinary academic learn-
ing outcomes.  
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    Better Measures for Civic Outcomes 

 The tools available for measurement of civic outcomes are growing in 
number, and there is substantial research and scholarship to support the 
use of various instruments and scales. As with many constructs in the 
social and human sciences, civic attitudes and learning outcomes often 
are very complex. Many of the available measurement scales have been 
tested in limited environments (e.g., specifi c disciplines, specifi c pedago-
gies) and limited time frames (e.g., pre- and post-semester). As the fi eld 
becomes more concerned with long-term civic outcomes and the effect 
that civic learning has on civic behaviors and community impact, there is 
a need to develop more robust measures, applicable in a variety of con-
texts, and a need to specify the sensitivity of the instruments available. This 
can be accomplished through continued work, like that presented in this 
volume, and through mixed-methods research that operationalizes and 
clarifi es variations in quantitative measures. By building a suite of powerful 
measures related to civic outcomes, researchers empower administrators 
to better assess the effi cacy of the programs on their campuses and the 
civic competencies of their graduates. In addition to informing program-
matic continuous improvement, more robust evidence of civic learning 
gains also allows administrators to construct an evidence-based narrative 
to explain the value of investments in civic engagement programs.  

    Informing Institutional Conversations About Civic Outcomes 
of Higher Education 

 Though not directly linked to a reported result, a fundamental limitation 
resulting from embedding these instruments in an institutional survey is 
the inability to know how individuals interpret specifi c survey language. 
For example, course-based community service is not the specifi c language 
used in the service-learning scholarly community, and it may or may not 
evoke in the minds of students and faculty the specifi c set of characteristics 
that the service-learning community would indicate as essential. While a 
simple improvement in the future could involve qualitative studies to better 
understand interpretation, it also highlights a much broader issue within 
institutional practice. While identifying a universally acceptable defi nition 
of service-learning might be impossible, a fundamental reason that such 
work remains on the margins could be that too many individuals defi ne it 
differently. From our experience, we know that “course-based community 
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service” lumps together incredibly thoughtful community-engaged learn-
ing experiences and haphazard community experiences without strong con-
nections to course content, refl ection, or assessment efforts. Since, at least 
at our institution, the designation of a course as a service-learning course 
is decentralized, the range of student experiences in service- learning varies 
widely in quality and outcome. Clearly, the essential elements of these edu-
cationally purposeful practices must remain intact in order to expect high 
quality learning outcomes, civic or otherwise.      
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    CHAPTER 8   

    Over the past 20 years, there has been a national movement to encourage 
higher education institutions to deepen students’ community involvement 
and civic development. The passage of the  National and Community 
Service Trust Act  in 1993 established the Learn and Serve America 
program, which set into motion a national agenda to integrate civic- and 
community-engaged service initiatives into the academic curriculum of 
the country’s primary, secondary, and higher education institutions. The 
federally sponsored funding, support, and visibility for this work catalyzed 
the development of a strong community of service-learning practitioners as 
well as the formation of campus-wide service-learning and civic engagement 
centers and units. While many colleges and universities  enthusiastically 
embraced this agenda, research universities generally took a more critical 
stance, casting service-learning and the broader national service agenda 
as just another educational fad. At the time, Ward ( 1996 ) wrote: “For 
service-learning to transcend its critics’ cynicism as merely another fad for 
educational reform, then it must be integrated into campus cultures and 
become central to organizational mission. Institutionalization is essential 
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if service-learning is to survive on college campuses” (p.  3). Although 
several prominent research universities did embrace service- learning and 
the furthering of student civic development, the deepest programming 
and institutionalization of student civic engagement efforts were found in 
non-research intensive universities (Furco  2001 ). 

 As student service-learning programming continued to expand and 
fl ourish throughout the 1990s and 2000s, as the call for more university 
civic involvement strengthened following several national tragedies (e.g., 
9/11, Hurricane Katrina), and as empirical evidence of the potential power 
and impact of these experiences on students’ civic development began 
to emerge, more research universities adopted community engagement 
agendas and made greater investments in programs focused on enhancing 
student community involvement and civic development. Indeed, during 
the 2000s, service-learning and other academically connected community-
based learning strategies had fi nally found their place as recognized, 
legitimate, and valued pedagogical approaches to fostering students’ 
civic development across all types of higher education institutions (Kuh 
2008). Grounded in experiential and authentic learning theories, these 
community-engaged approaches also began to be linked to enhancements 
in students’ academic learning and social development (Kolb et al.  2000 ; 
Kuh  2008 ; Slavkin  2004 ). 

 Over the last 30 years, more than 600 published studies have exam-
ined issues concerning undergraduate students’ involvement in various 
types of community-engaged learning experiences. With the rise of the 
federal national service agenda during this time, most of these studies 
have focused on the practice of service-learning and its impact on students 
(Eyler et al.  2003 ). Overall, the fi ndings from studies of service-learning 
can be categorized as having potentially positive student impacts in six 
areas:  academic  learning and educational success;  personal  development 
(e.g., self-esteem, empowerment);  civic  development (e.g., citizenship, 
civic capacity);  social  development (e.g., sociocultural development, inter-
personal development);  ethical / moral  development; and  career  awareness 
and preparation. The majority of service-learning studies point to gener-
ally positive fi ndings within and across these outcome domains. 

 Because service-learning engages students in community service expe-
riences that both are situated in diverse community contexts and are 
integrated with students’ academic work, the call for more evidence that 
supports the impact of service-learning on students’ academic achievement, 
civic behaviors (Sherrod et al.  2010 ), and sociocultural development has 
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been especially strong (Celio et al.  2011 ; Simons and Cleary  2006 ; Steinke 
and Buresh  2002 ; Yorio and Ye  2012 ). In regard to academic outcomes, 
fi ndings from several studies reveal that students’ participation in service-
learning can promote higher outcomes in students’ course-content knowl-
edge (Mpofu  2007 ), cognitive skills (Eyler and Giles  1999 ; Steinke and 
Buresh  2002 ), grade point averages (Astin et al.  2000 ), and re-enrollment 
and retention (Bringle et al.  2010 ; Gallini and Moely  2003 ). 

 However, when comparing service-learning students to students in con-
trol and comparison groups, the fi ndings regarding the academic benefi ts 
of service-learning for participating students have been generally mixed. 
Even among the studies that have shown a positive relationship between 
service-learning and academic achievement, the effect sizes are generally 
small. Similarly, service-learning studies that have explored outcomes in 
the areas of civic (or citizenship) development, career development, and 
ethical (or moral) development have also revealed mixed results (Conway 
et al.  2009 ). 

 However, the most positive and consistent fi ndings of service-learning 
participation across different types of educational settings, student popu-
lations, and community settings are found primarily in the personal and 
social development domains. These service-learning studies reveal the 
largest effect sizes when compared to fi ndings in the other domains. The 
personal development outcomes most correlated with service-learning 
are enhanced student sense of empowerment (McBride and Sherraden 
 2007 ; Morgan and Streb  2003 ), sense of belonging (Kezar  1998 ; Litke 
 2002 ), self-authorship (Jones and Abes  2004 ), self-esteem (Blyth et  al. 
 1997 ; Furco  2006 ; Miller and Neese  1997 ), personal insight (Yorio and Ye 
 2012 ), motivation for learning (Covitt  2006 ; Steinke and Buresh  2002 ), 
and engagement in tasks (Feldman et al.  2006 ; Morgan and Streb  2003 ; 
Mpofu  2007 ). In the social development domain, the most consistent posi-
tive outcomes appear to be in the areas of enhancing students’ appreciation 
of diversity (Boyle-Baise  2002 ), interactions and relationships with peers 
and mentors (Gallini and Moely  2003 ), capacity for social responsibility 
(Batchelder and Root  1994 ; Celio et al.  2011 ; Eccles and Gootman  2002 ; 
Eyler and Giles  1999 ), and intercultural interactions (Borden  2007 ). 

 An enhanced understanding of the role that service-learning and 
related community-based learning practices play in advancing educational 
outcomes is important, given the current rise of community-engaged 
pedagogies in higher education (Butin  2010 ). While the extant literature 
on community-engaged pedagogies suggests that students’ involvement 
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in service-learning experiences can have positive impacts on a variety of 
student development areas, persistent limitations in the research call for 
more advanced and multi-site analyses (Howard  2003 ; Waterman  2003 ). 

 Most service-learning studies have focused on assessing the  direct  rela-
tionship between students’ participation in service-learning and outcomes 
across the various aforementioned domains. Critiques of the research on 
service-learning have pointed to the need for more studies that include 
larger sample sizes, multi-site investigations, and more comprehensive 
designs that incorporate multi-level and multi-variate analyses (Waterman 
 2003 ). Findings from several recent studies have revealed how more 
advanced design models can help explain the ways in which intermedi-
ary, moderating, and mediating variables infl uence the outcomes stu-
dents experience from service-learning participation (Bringle et al.  2010 ; 
Conway et al.  2009 ; Lester et al.  2005 ). 

 For our investigation, we sought to use the robust data from the Student 
Experience in the Research University (SERU) survey to hypothesize and 
test structural equation models that would examine more fully the direct 
and indirect impacts of service-learning on a set of key student outcome 
variables. We constructed the model by fi rst identifying constructs from 
the survey that might best match and are most relevant to the outcome 
domains cited in the service-learning literature. Through this process, we 
selected items from four categories:

    1.     Service-learning participation and involvement : Composed of three 
items, this variable assesses the extent of students’ service-learning 
participation, such as number of times students enrolled in a service- 
learning course, average number of hours students engaged in 
service- learning, and so on.   

   2.     Citizenship/civic behaviors : Composed of six items, this variable 
assesses students’ perceptions of their capacity to interact with oth-
ers who hold different points of view to deal with controversial 
issues and to refl ect on and implement solutions to address chal-
lenges and societal issues. In service-learning, students engage in 
both classroom-based and community-based civic-oriented experi-
ences; therefore, we assessed students’ perceptions of their opera-
tionalization of citizenship behaviors both in-class and out-of-class.   

   3.     Academic gains : Composed of three items, this variable assesses stu-
dents’ perceptions of gains in their analytical and critical thinking, 
writing effectiveness, and comprehension of academic materials.   
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   4.     Sociocultural gains : Composed of three items, this variable assesses 
students’ perceptions of gains in their capacity and ability to 
understand racial and ethnic diversity, to appreciate cultural and 
global diversity, and to understand the importance of personal 
social responsibility.     

 We applied these constructs to two structural equation models to 
examine whether participation in service-learning opportunities contrib-
utes directly to students’ civic/citizenship development and either directly 
or indirectly to improving students’ academic and sociocultural gains. 
Through these models, we sought to assess if students’ civic capacity is 
an intermediary outcome, which, when achieved, promotes students’ aca-
demic and/or sociocultural gains. 

    CONCEPTUAL MODEL 
 Through the two latent variable structural equation models, we posit 
that students’ perceptions of their academic and/or sociocultural gains in 
higher education are a direct function of their academic background ( par-
ent education, ACT score, year in school ), experiences in higher education 
( faculty interaction, critical thinking, service-learning ), and in-class and 
out-of-class civic-focused or citizenship-oriented experiences. Our models 
also examine the importance of the respondents’ campus environment in 
affecting their perceptions of academic and sociocultural gains. In addi-
tion to these direct relationships, we also hypothesize two relevant indirect 
relationships. The fi rst is associated with curriculum-based (or  in-class ) 
opportunities to engage in civic-focused and citizenship-oriented behav-
iors; the second is associated with students’ propensity to engage in civic- 
focused and citizenship-oriented behaviors  outside of the classroom . Based 
on previous service-learning studies, it is our hypothesis that both of these 
are likely to infl uence students’ gains in academic and sociocultural devel-
opment (Knapp et al.  2010 ; Parker-Gwin and Mabry  1998 ). 

 In developing our models to assess gains over time, we considered and 
adapted Astin’s ( 1993 ) Input-Environment-Outcome (I-E-O) framework, 
which focuses on  inputs  (e.g., student background characteristics) at the 
start of higher education, the  environment  (e.g., the programs, people, 
and/or educational experiences encountered while in higher education), 
and  outcomes  (e.g., state of student characteristics upon leaving higher edu-
cation). Figure  8.1  maps our hypothesized model to the I-E-O framework. 
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Utilizing results from the SERU survey plus central records, we secured 
the necessary data elements needed to build the structural equation models 
using the I-E-O conceptual framework.

      Methods Instrument and Sample 

 We used data collected from the 2010 annual administration of the SERU 
survey. The SERU survey was administered at 12 large public research 
universities during this administration year. We analyzed the selected items 
from the community and civic engagement (CCE) module of the survey, 
which is randomly assigned to approximately 10–30 % of the respondents 
at participating institutions. 

 We used the data for all students who responded to the CCE mod-
ule  and  who responded in the affi rmative to the module’s introductory 
question: “During this academic year, have you done community service 
either on or off campus?” The SERU survey asks all students who respond 
affi rmatively to this introductory question to then respond to a series of 
additional items that explore the nature of students’ service-learning and 
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  Fig. 8.1    Conceptual model       
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other community engagement experience(s). Among the questions asked 
are: “During this academic year, how many times have you enrolled in a 
course that had a service-learning component?” and “What was the aver-
age number of total service hours for the service-learning courses you 
took?” Through the questions in this module, we were able to create an 
indicator of the number of semesters over the past academic year each 
student enrolled in service-learning courses. We assumed that the stu-
dents who responded affi rmatively to the introductory question about 
community- service involvement and who responded to the follow-up 
items participated in some form of community engagement, and therefore 
their SERU data were eligible for inclusion in our study. 

 Our study sample included undergraduate students at the 12 public 
research universities that administer the CCE module. Individual institu-
tional response rates for overall SERU survey (all modules) varied from 24 
to 55 %, with an overall response survey response rate approximately 35 % 
( n  = 114,124). The CCE module of the SERU survey produced a sample 
size of 20,426 (17.89 % of all SERU respondents). 

 The large-scale nature of the SERU survey provides methodological 
fl exibility. For the analyses of our structural equation models, we used 
listwise deletion to handle missing data, and then we divided the study 
population into random halves prior to data analysis (Maruyama  1997 ). 
The fi rst random half sample ( n  = 5746) was used for exploratory analy-
sis and model refi nement, and the second random sample ( n  = 5793) was 
used to cross-validate our perceived fi ndings.  

    Measures 

 In total, we applied 37 items from CCE module to assess the direct and 
indirect effects of service-learning on students’ perceived academic and 
sociocultural gains. These items produced eight latent variables and two 
manifest variables. We also selected four items from another module of 
the 2010 SERU survey (academic module), which formed the exogenous 
portion of our model. 

 The exogenous portion included one latent variable ( parental education ) 
and two manifest variables ( ACT score  and  year in school ) that controlled for 
possible individual differences in students’ educational backgrounds. The 
latent variable ( parental education ) included two survey items that assessed 
the highest level of education for both the respondents’ mother and father 
based on an ordinal scale ranging from “no formal education” to PhD 
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completion. The respondents’  ACT score  approximated students’ educa-
tional ability. We converted students’ SAT scores to ACT scores when ACT 
scores were not present. To control for the life-cycle effects associated with 
the different stages of undergraduate education, we classifi ed respondents 
on an interval scale (1–4) as freshman, sophomore, junior, or senior ( year 
in school ). 

 Table   8.1  provides the means, standard deviations, and standardized 
factor loadings associated with each of our latent constructs across ran-
dom half samples as well as the associated internal consistency of the pro-
posed latent constructs for the endogenous part of our structural equation 
model. As mentioned previously, we used 11 items from the survey to 
construct three latent variables to assess students’ academic experiences 
on campus during the year measuring the amount of  faculty interaction, 
critical thinking,  and  service-learning  that the student may have encoun-
tered during the academic year. We applied a set of seven items to cre-
ate each of two latent variables ( out-of-class civic/citizenship behaviors  and 
 in-class civic/citizenship behaviors ) that measure students’ experience in 
operationalizing civic-oriented behaviors inside or outside the classroom 
(Table  8.1 ).

   Students’ campus environment infl uences and contributes to student 
learning (Astin  1993 ); therefore, we incorporated into our model a latent 
variable ( campus  environment) composed of seven survey items that ask 
about students’ perceptions of the respect they are proffered regardless of 
their economic or social class, gender, race or ethnicity, religious beliefs, 
sexual orientation, or disabilities. The fi nal two latent variables are outcome 
variables ( academic gains  and  sociocultural gains ), which are composed of six 
survey items that measure students’ self-perceptions of their academic and 
sociocultural skills at the time of arrival at their institution and at present.  

    Analysis 

 To assess the potential relationship between service-learning and academic 
and sociocultural gains, we utilized LISREL 8.80, which allowed us to apply 
our theoretical model to observed data (Hahs-Vaughn  2004 ; Joreskog and 
Sorbom  2007 ). Specifi cally, the latent variable structural equation model 
allowed us to confi rm the proposed factor analytic model (or measure-
ment model) as well as to assess our hypotheses about the potential direct 
and indirect effects of service-learning on students’ perceptions of gains in 
their academic and sociocultural development (or structural model). 
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    Table 8.1    Means, standard deviations, and standardized factor loadings of latent 
constructs—random half samples   

 Mean 
 Standard 
deviation 

 Factor 
loading  Mean 

 Standard 
deviation 

 Factor 
loading 

  Faculty interaction    α1 = 0.808    α2 = 0.808  
 Communicated with 
faculty member 
by e-mail/in person 

 3.83  1.29  0.71  3.79  1.31  0.77 

 Talked with the instructor 
outside of class about 
class issues 

 2.79  1.4  0.82  2.76  1.41  0.83 

 Interacted with faculty 
during lecture class sessions 

 3.01  1.44  0.69  2.98  1.42  0.69 

  Critical thinking    α1 = 0.861    α2 = 0.886  
 Judge the value of 
information…based on 
the soundness of sources 

 4.4  1.31  0.71  4.41  1.31  0.71 

 Create or generate new 
ideas, products, or ways 
of understanding 

 4.17  1.38  0.7  4.14  1.39  0.69 

 Incorporated ideas…from 
different courses when 
completing assignments 

 4.39  1.26  0.74  4.4  1.25  0.72 

 Examined how others 
gathered and interpreted 
data and assessed their 
conclusions 

 4.06  1.33  0.83  4.05  1.35  0.82 

 Reconsidered your own 
position on a topic after 
assessing the arguments 
of others 

 4.06  1.29  0.74  4.08  1.28  0.76 

  Service-learning    α1 = 0.820    α2 = 0.842  
 How many times have 
you enrolled in a course 
that had a service-learning 
component? 

 0.1  0.41  0.93  0.1  0.4  0.88 

 Average number of hours 
for the service-learning 
courses you took 

 0.16  0.63  0.89  0.17  0.65  0.93 

 Course-based 
service-learning 

 0.09  0.35  0.71  0.09  0.33  0.66 

  Campus environment    α1 = 0.913    α2 = 0.915  
 Students are respected 
here regardless of their 
economic or social class 

 4.59  1.08  0.77  4.59  1.09  0.77 

(continued)
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Table 8.1 (continued)

 Mean 
 Standard 
deviation 

 Factor 
loading  Mean 

 Standard 
deviation 

 Factor 
loading 

 Students are respected here 
regardless of their gender 

 4.91  0.95  0.78  4.9  0.96  0.78 

 Students are respected 
here regardless of their 
race or ethnicity 

 4.63  1.09  0.83  4.61  1.09  0.84 

 Students are respected 
here regardless of their 
religious beliefs 

 4.62  1.05  0.8  4.6  1.09  0.8 

 Students are respected 
here regardless of their 
political beliefs 

 4.51  1.14  0.7  4.53  1.12  0.7 

 Students are respected 
here regardless of their 
sexual orientation 

 4.68  1.03  0.76  4.66  1.04  0.77 

 Students are respected 
here regardless of their 
disabilities 

 4.76  0.98  0.74  4.74  0.99  0.74 

  Citizenship/civic 
behaviors (in class)  

  α1 = 0.921    α2 = 0.923  

 Interact with someone 
with views that are 
different from your own 

 4.23  1.26  0.73  4.19  1.28  0.73 

 Discuss and navigate 
controversial issues 

 3.91  1.32  0.84  3.89  1.33  0.84 

 Defi ne an issue or 
challenge and identify 
possible solutions 

 3.99  1.31  0.91  3.99  1.31  0.91 

 Implement a solution 
to an issue or challenge 

 3.72  1.38  0.85  3.72  1.38  0.84 

 Refl ect upon the solution 
of an issue or challenge 

 3.88  1.32  0.92  3.88  1.31  0.91 

 Refl ect on your 
responsibility for 
community or social issues 

 3.61  1.38  0.82  3.59  1.38  0.8 

  Citizenship/civic behaviors 
(out of class)  

  α1 = 0.934    α2 = 0.934  

 Interact with someone 
with views that are 
different from your own 

 4.59  1.15  0.66  4.58  1.17  0.37 

 Discuss and navigate 
controversial issues 

 4.14  1.23  0.84  4.14  1.24  0.84 

(continued)
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We discuss each of these associated pieces separately, as they provide differ-
ent information about the relationship between our hypothesized models 
to the underlying data. 

 The construct validity of our hypothesized model is presented in 
Table   8.2 , which lists the absolute and comparative fi t indicators from 
maximum likelihood confi rmatory factor analysis of the full measure-
ment model. We evaluated the following fi t indicators for the associated 
measurement models using Schreiber et  al.’s ( 2006 ) associated cutoffs 
including a ratio of chi-square to degrees of freedom ≤ 3, a SRMR ≤ 0.08, 
CFI ≥ 0.95, TLI ≥ 0.95, RMSEA ≤ 0.06–0.08.

Table 8.1 (continued)

 Mean 
 Standard 
deviation 

 Factor 
loading  Mean 

 Standard 
deviation 

 Factor 
loading 

 Defi ne an issue or 
challenge and identify 
possible solutions 

 4.08  1.26  0.93  4.08  1.26  0.93 

 Implement a solution 
to an issue or challenge 

 3.84  1.35  0.85  3.85  1.34  0.84 

 Refl ect upon the solution 
of an issue or challenge 

 4.04  1.28  0.92  4.03  1.28  0.91 

 Refl ect on your individual 
responsibility for 
community or social issues 

 3.98  1.32  0.81  3.96  1.33  0.81 

  Perceived academic gains    α1 = 0.767    α2 = 0.781  
 Gains in analytical 
and critical thinking 

 0.73  0.81  0.77  0.72  0.81  0.77 

 Gains in clear and 
effective writing 

 0.68  0.89  0.7  0.66  0.9  0.69 

 Gains in reading and 
comprehending 
academic material 

 0.72  0.87  0.72  0.72  0.86  0.68 

  Perceived sociocultural gains    α1 = 0.771    α2 = 0.784  
 Gains in ability to 
appreciate, tolerate, 
and understand racial 
and ethnic diversity 

 0.48  0.89  0.74  0.48  0.87  0.73 

 Gains in ability to 
appreciate cultural and 
global diversity 

 0.5  0.82  0.87  0.5  0.81  0.83 

 Gains in understanding 
the importance of personal 
social responsibility 

 0.6  0.88  0.63  0.6  0.89  0.61 
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   The information in Table   8.2  generally confi rms that our theoreti-
cal constructs fi t the observed data; however, the ratio of chi-squared to 
degrees ( χ  2 /df) and the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) 
exceed the suggested thresholds. This value infl ation may be due to the 
large sample size of the study (Bryant et al.  2012 ).   

    RESULTS 
 Given our interest in examining the impact of service-learning activities 
on the students’ perceptions of academic and sociocultural gains, while in 
higher education, we evaluated the following absolute and relative fi t indica-
tors for these latent variables to determine the fi t of the hypothesized struc-
tural model. Specifi cally, we assessed the ratio of chi-squared to degrees of 
freedom ( χ  2 /df), standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR), com-
parative fi t index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and the root mean 
square error of approximation (RMSEA). Given that all of the fi t indicators 
fall outside the cutoff criteria (except, once again the   χ  2 /df), we concluded 
that the proposed structural models fi t the underlying data reasonably well. 

    Academic Gains 

 Figure   8.2  provides a partial representation of the full structural equa-
tion model illustrating the direct and indirect paths associated with self- 
reported academic gains and service-learning. While other latent variables 
were estimated, their effects are omitted from this graphical display to 
allow for greater focus on the outcome variables and to reduce confusion 
for the reader.

   Across the two random half samples, the hypothesized model explains 
just less than one-fi fth of the variance associated with students’ self- reported 
gains in academic skills. In terms of direct relationships, the standardized 
parameter estimates provided in Fig.  8.2  illustrate that our latent construct 

    Table 8.2    Model fi t statistics   

 Model   χ  2   df   χ  2 /df  SRMR  CFI  TLI  RMSEA 

 Measurement model: 1st half  14585.68  734  19.87  0.11  0.95  0.95  0.057 
 Measurement model: 2nd half  15016.84  734  20.45  0.11  0.95  0.95  0.058 
 Structural model: 1st half  11120.58  692  16.07  0.03  0.97  0.96  0.051 
 Structural model: 2nd half  11812.93  692  17.07  0.04  0.96  0.96  0.05 
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of service-learning has a small positive, but  statistically insignifi cant , effect 
on students’ self-reported gains in academic skills. This suggests that there is 
no evidence of a direct causal relationship between service-learning partici-
pation and students’ perception of academic skills gains. This fi nding is con-
sistent with other service-learning research, which suggests that academic 
outcomes from service-learning participation are mixed, and that perhaps 
they are mediated and/or moderated by variables such as students’ citizen-
ship capacity and civic behaviors (Sherrod et al.  2010 ), sense of self-effi cacy 
(Knapp et al.  2010 ), and motivation for learning (Covitt  2006 ; Steinke and 
Buresh  2002 ). 

 We did fi nd, however, that service-learning is positively associated with 
students’ capacity to operationalize citizenship/civic behaviors, both in- 
and out-of-class ( p  < 0.05). Additionally, the evidence from Fig.  8.2  sug-
gests that civic-oriented in-class behavior is also positively associated with 
students’ perceptions of academic gains ( p  < 0.05), while civic-oriented 
out-of-class behavior is unrelated to academic gains. In line with fi nd-
ings from Levine ( 2011 ), Sherrod et al. ( 2010 ), and others, we conclude 
that in-class civic-oriented behavior plays a signifi cant, albeit small, role in 
mediating the relationship between service-learning and students’ percep-
tions of academic gains.  
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  Fig. 8.2    Representation of the direct and indirect pathways of service-learning 
on academic gains from the proposed structural equation model       
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    Sociocultural Gains 

 Figure   8.3  highlights the standardized path coeffi cients of service- 
learning as it directly and indirectly affects students’ self-reported socio-
cultural gains. Across both samples, the hypothesized model explains 
less than one-tenth of the variance associated with self-reported socio-
cultural gains. This suggests that a signifi cant amount of variation asso-
ciated with gains in cultural competencies remains unexplained by our 
model. In contrast to the fi ndings related to perceived academic gains, 
Fig.   8.3  provides evidence of a positive direct relationship between 
service-learning and student perceptions of sociocultural gains as well 
as with students’ civic-oriented behaviors both inside and outside the 
classroom ( p  < 0.05). Additionally, as Fig.  8.3  illustrates, there are also 
positive direct relationships between civic-oriented behaviors inside and 
outside the classroom and students’ perceptions of sociocultural gains 
( p  < 0.05), suggesting that both the in-class and out-of-class  citizenship/
civic behaviors  latent variables play a mediating role between service-
learning and sociocultural outcomes. This fi nding reveals that in addi-
tion to the observed direct gains in sociocultural outcomes associated 
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with service-learning, students’ sociocultural gains can benefi t from oppor-
tunities to operationalize civic-focused and citizenship-oriented behav-
iors in and out of the classroom.

        LIMITATIONS 
 Limitations of our study include those associated with many survey-based 
research studies: non-response bias, student self-reporting, and potential 
measurement error associated with items in the survey. Of these limita-
tions, we conclude that issues related to measurement error were the 
most problematic to our research plans. Not all of the items in the SERU 
survey (a standardized measure) are as clearly worded or phrased as we 
would have liked. 

 Another limitation relates to the small effects sizes associated with this 
study. Although the large sample size of the SERU provides suffi cient 
power to identify small effects, the consistency of the small effect sizes in this 
study raises questions about utilizing difference scores constructed from 
the self-assessment of skills items in the SERU survey. The average differ-
ence (across both samples) on the items used to construct our latent vari-
able for academic gains ranged from 0.64 (SD = 0.89) to 0.74 (SD = 0.82). 
For the items used to construct the latent variable for sociocultural gains, 
the differences across both samples ranged from 0.47 (SD = 0.81) to 0.61 
(SD = 0.89). Put another way, the average reported gain on any of these 
items is statistically insignifi cant from zero. Consequently, this makes it 
extremely diffi cult for statistical models to pick up any signifi cant rela-
tionships or correlation between variables. A fi nal limitation concerns the 
nominalistic fallacy. We sought to take great care, both in theory and in 
measurement, to identify appropriate latent constructs for our hypoth-
esized model. However, as Cliff ( 1983 ) has suggested, naming something 
does not necessarily mean one fully understands it.  

    DISCUSSION 
 While our study found direct, positive relationships between service- 
learning and the civic/citizenship in-class behaviors, as well as between 
in-class civic-oriented behavior and students’ perceptions of academic 
gains, no direct, statistically signifi cant relationship was found between 
service-learning and students’ perceptions of academic gains. However, 
a statistically signifi cant, positive direct relationship was found between 
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service-learning and students’ perceptions of sociocultural gains. The fi nd-
ings also revealed direct, positive relationships between service-learning 
and their civic-oriented behaviors (both inside and outside the classroom) 
as well as between civic-oriented behaviors (both inside and outside the 
classroom) and students’ perceptions of sociocultural gains. These fi ndings 
suggest that both the in-class and out-of-class  citizenship/civic behaviors  
latent variables serve as mediators between service-learning and sociocul-
tural outcomes. 

 Through our analyses, we found that the direct effect of service- learning 
on self-reported academic gains represented the smallest of students’ gains. 
Such fi ndings are not completely unexpected, as the extant literature on 
service-learning has pointed to mixed effects in this outcome area (Celio 
et al.  2011 ; Eyler et al.  2003 ). While our research did not confi rm a posi-
tive direct effect between service-learning and students’ perceptions of 
academic gains, we did fi nd that participation in service- learning enhanced 
civic-oriented and citizenship behaviors operationalized both inside and 
outside of the classroom, and that these enhanced behaviors have the 
potential to lead to greater academic and sociocultural gains (Kuh and 
Schneider 2008). 

 The SERU is administered at large public research universities that are 
funded, in part, by their states. One of the goals of state-funded education 
is to produce graduates who will take what they learned in school and put 
it to use for the betterment of society. Our measures of civic-oriented and 
citizenship behaviors refl ect this goal: through this study, we were able to 
assess students’ ability to interact with diverse individuals, navigate con-
troversy, and identify and implement solutions to problems. Also in this 
domain are the civic-oriented and citizenship behaviors of acting upon 
community and societal issues as well as refl ecting on personal responsibil-
ity for addressing them. 

 One of the most interesting fi ndings of this study is the direct effect 
we observed between service-learning and students’ perceptions of socio-
cultural gains. We included measures that tapped students’ perceptions 
of their cultural understanding, such as their ability to appreciate, tol-
erate, and understand racial, ethnic, cultural, and global diversity, and 
their understanding of the importance of personal social responsibility. 
Many colleges and universities have indicated a need for graduates who 
can effectively interact within a diverse, multi-cultural global society—
especially amid a widespread perception by employers that recent college 
graduates lack global knowledge (Hovland  2009 ). 
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 Additionally, the workforce literature has repeatedly emphasized the 
need for graduates who not only possess skills related to doing their jobs, 
but who also possess well-developed social skills. Given the increasing 
diversity in the workforce, the ability to interact with individuals from dif-
ferent ethnic backgrounds and cultures is of vital importance. Referring 
to some survey work conducted by Peter D. Hart Research Associates, 
Inc ( 2007 ), 76 % of business leaders indicate that they want higher educa-
tion institutions to emphasize “intercultural competence” and “teamwork 
skills in diverse groups” (p. 3). It is worth noting that the direct effect of 
service-learning on sociocultural gains was larger than any of the other 
latent constructs of academic experiences utilized in our model. 

 Overall, the fi ndings from this study help extend our understanding of 
some of the factors that contribute to key outcomes of service-learning. 
In particular, through analyses of both direct and indirect effects, this 
research furthers understanding of the relationship among student partici-
pation in service-learning, citizenship/civic behaviors, and perceived aca-
demic and sociocultural gains. Additional investigations that explore the 
direct and indirect effects of service-learning and community engagement 
should seek to apply more extended models of direct and indirect impacts, 
and should aim to use data that incorporate more defi ned constructs in 
order to ascertain the full effects of service-learning and other community- 
based learning pedagogies on student learning and development.  

    CONCLUSION 
 Through our study, we hoped to contribute to the service-learning lit-
erature by extending and deepening our understanding of the ways that 
particular factors contribute to key outcomes of service-learning. We pro-
posed and tested a structural equation model to provide a deeper examina-
tion of both the potential direct and indirect effects of service-learning on 
students’ academic and sociocultural development. Consistent with fi nd-
ings from previous studies, our investigation found no direct causal rela-
tionship between service-learning and students’ perception of academic 
skills gains. However, the study did fi nd service-learning to have a direct, 
positive, and statistically signifi cant impact on students’ capacity to opera-
tionalize citizenship/civic behaviors, both in- and out-of-class. While  in- 
class   civic-oriented behavior was found to be positively associated with 
students’ perceptions of academic gains,  out-of-class  civic-oriented behav-
ior was not. The study also found a direct, statistically signifi cant, positive 
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relationship between service-learning and students’ perceptions of socio-
cultural gains, as well as between service-learning and their civic-oriented 
behaviors, both inside and outside the classroom. The study also revealed 
direct, statistically signifi cant, positive relationships between civic-oriented 
behaviors (both in- and out-of-class) and students’ perceptions of socio-
cultural gains, suggesting that both the in-class and out-of-class  citizen-
ship/civic behaviors  play a mediating role between service-learning and 
sociocultural outcomes. In this regard, students’ sociocultural gains can 
benefi t from opportunities to operationalize civic-focused and citizenship- 
oriented behaviors in and out of the classroom.     
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    CHAPTER 9   

    One of the most challenging and yet imperative goals of higher education is 
to prepare undergraduates to face future leadership challenges and address 
the most pressing societal demands of the twenty-fi rst century (Colby et al. 
 2007 ; Jacoby and Associates  2009 ; Komives  2011 ; Soria et al.  2015 ). As 
the USA continues to become more diverse, it is increasingly paramount 
for higher education institutions to develop effective citizens and leaders 
who promote inclusion, social justice, and equity in a diverse democracy 
(Colby et al.  2007 ; Hurtado  2007 ). Research-intensive higher education 
institutions are ideal settings in which to develop social change agents 
who can affect permanent change in our diverse society, as these institu-
tions can connect students with people from diverse backgrounds, invite 
students to learn about diverse perspectives through formal and informal 
interactions, and develop students’ multicultural and intercultural compe-
tence (Astin and Astin  2000 ; Gurin et al.  2002 ; Soria and Troisi  2014 ). 

 Yet, amid the growing body of literature related to undergraduates’ 
citizenship, researchers have called for more scholarship to discover whether 
institutional efforts to promote students’ citizenship can have extended effects 
on students’ development of outcomes critical to our nation (Bowman 
 2011 ; Hurtado  2007 ); therefore, the goal of this chapter is to investigate the 
relationships between institutional contributions to students’ development of 
citizenship and two important outcomes: leadership skills and multicultural 
competence. As prior researchers examining the relationships between 
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students’ multicultural competence, leadership, and citizenship have focused 
on the outcomes of programmatic efforts such as courses or extracurricular 
activities (Bowman  2011 ; Hurtado  2007 ), the present study is unique in that 
it examines broader institutional contributions to citizenship rather than 
specifi c programmatic or pedagogical interventions. 

    CREATING CONDITIONS TO ELEVATE STUDENTS’ 
LEADERSHIP AND MULTICULTURAL COMPETENCE 

 Higher education institutions are well positioned to create environments 
to deepen students’ commitment to civic life and magnify their leadership 
skills—and many of these opportunities can intersect with initiatives to 
enhance students’ multicultural competence. While reviews of prior research 
have suggested that the very act of attending higher education engenders 
positive changes in openness toward others (Pascarella and Terenzini  2005 ), 
practitioners also play a vital role in providing structured opportunities 
for students to participate in diversity initiatives spanning extracurricular 
and curricular programs (Bowman  2011 ; Hurtado  2007 ). Scholars have 
discovered positive relationships between students’ participation in diversity 
initiatives and students’ openness to diversity (Gurin et al.  2002 ); acceptance 
of diversity, leadership development, and multicultural awareness (Hurtado 
 2001 ); intellectual engagement, racial/cultural engagement, citizenship 
engagement, and active learning (Gurin et al.  2002 ); and socially responsible 
leadership (Parker and Pascarella  2013 ). Students who enrolled in diversity 
courses or participated in diversity- related extracurricular activities were 
more likely to vote in elections, possess higher leadership skills, and hold 
higher democratic sensibilities including concern for the public good, 
beliefs in social equality, and beliefs that making a civic contribution was 
important (Hurtado  2007 ). 

 Apart from formal diversity initiatives, diverse educational environments 
are positively associated with students’ leadership development, including 
the ability to work effectively with others (Hurtado  2001 ). Results from 
additional studies have suggested positive relationships between the fre-
quency in which students have participated in conversations about and across 
differences with their peers and elements of socially responsible leadership 
(Dugan and Komives  2007 ; Soria et al.  2013b ). Students’ interactions with 
diverse peers can also enhance their multicultural awareness and citizenship; 
for example, students who reported positive and informal interactions with 
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diverse peers had higher multicultural awareness, perspective- taking skills 
(defi ned as the ability to see the world from someone else’s perspective), 
pluralistic orientation, interest in poverty issues, and concern for the public 
good (Hurtado  2007 ). Peer conversations across a wide array of differences 
(e.g., lifestyles, political ideologies) can provide a platform for clarifi cation 
of personal values and social perspective-taking, both of which were shown 
to be positive predictors of socially responsible leadership development 
(Dugan and Komives  2010 ). 

 While those studies suggest important links between diversity, leader-
ship, and civic outcomes, among all of the studies that have been pub-
lished in these areas, little is known about the more holistic effects of 
students’ development of citizenship and the corresponding benefi ts to 
students’ multicultural competence and leadership development. Given 
the critical need for future citizens who can work on diverse teams, under-
stand the perspectives of others, seek to reconcile social injustices, and 
participate effectively in democratic processes, the present study was 
designed to determine whether students’ citizenship development is asso-
ciated with their capacities to effectively engage as leaders in a multicul-
tural democracy.  

    CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
 The conceptual framework for this study is built upon Astin’s ( 1993 ) well- 
established Input-Environment-Output model, which hypothesizes that 
the background characteristics of undergraduate students (inputs) and 
relevant aspects of the undergraduate experience (environment) infl uence 
outcomes. Adhering to this model, controls for inputs (i.e., gender, paren-
tal education, racial/ethnic identity), additional undergraduate experi-
ences (i.e., grade point average, campus climate, and students’ satisfaction 
with social activities), and academic major were included as separate blocks 
in the models predicting students’ multicultural competence and leader-
ship development so as to isolate their contributions from the focal inde-
pendent variable—students’ growth in citizenship. 

 Bowman’s ( 2011 ) conceptual framework representing the relation-
ship between diversity experiences and civic outcomes also informs this 
study. Bowman (2010) suggested that students who engage in diversity 
experiences may become more aware of issues of difference, inequality, 
or discrimination, which leads students to place greater personal inter-
est in civic action. Bowman also posited that students who have diverse 



168 K.M. SORIA ET AL.

peer groups and engage in diversity-related activities—and in turn develop 
cultural awareness and intergroup empathy—also develop acceptance and 
tolerance of diverse others and perspective-taking skills, thereby fostering 
leadership skills development. 

 The primary independent variable in the present study is students’ 
perception of their growth in citizenship. This more general framework 
in capturing institutions’ contributions is unique in higher education 
impact research examining the relationships between diversity, leadership 
development, and development of citizenship; yet, research in this area is 
important in providing evidence for the potential benefi ts of institutions’ 
efforts to cultivate students’ multicultural competence and leadership.  

    METHODS 

    Instrument 

 Survey data were collected from the ACT College Outcomes Survey, 
which was administered to seniors at 14 public higher education insti-
tutions from 2000 to 2011. All of the institutions offered master’s and 
doctoral degrees, suggesting these institutions are more research-intensive 
in scope. Whereas the preponderance of researchers have utilized surveys 
asking students to rate the frequency of their interations with diverse peers 
or their engagement in diversity initiatives, the ACT College Outcomes 
Survey was selected because it offers a unique measure of students’ percep-
tion of their institutions’ more holistic contributions to their multicultural 
competence. The instrument is comprehensive and asks students ques-
tions about their satisfaction with a variety of aspects of their institutions 
(e.g., student health/wellness services), their institutions’ contributions 
to a variety of outcomes (e.g., interacting well with people from cultures 
other than their own), and students’ personal growth in a variety of out-
comes (e.g., learning to be adaptable, tolerant, and willing to negotiate), 
among many other areas.  

    Sample 

 At each of the 14 institutions in the sample, the entire population of under-
graduate seniors were administered the survey, whether electronically, in 
class, via campus mail, by individual interviews, by US mail, or by a com-
bination of those means. The entire student population (fi rst year through 
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senior) for the participating institutions ranged from 3560 to 24,530. The 
majority of institutions in the sample granted master’s degrees as the high-
est degree (76.8 %), with the remaining 23.2 % granting doctoral degrees. 
Each of the institutions administered the survey during one of the sample 
years (2000–2011), so no institution is represented more than once in 
the sample. We selected these 14 institutions from among a greater list 
of 305 higher education institutions that administered the ACT College 
Outcomes Survey from 1993 to 2011 by fi rst selecting those administer-
ing the survey in the most recent decade. Next, we selected public institu-
tions granting master’s and doctoral-level programs as they constituted the 
majority of the overall sample and held the most potential for generaliz-
ability to other research-intensive public institutions in the USA. 

 The institutional response rates varied, ranging from 15 % to 100 %, 
although the average response rate for enrolled seniors across all institu-
tions was 64.4 % ( n  = 5922). The sample was 59.5 % female ( n  = 3331), 
2.3  % American Indian or Alaska Native ( n  = 135), 6.1  % Hispanic or 
Latino ( n  = 359), 3.9 % Asian or Pacifi c Islander ( n  = 228), 4.9 % Black 
( n  = 290), 83.0 % White ( n  = 4917), 2.7 % multiracial ( n  = 158), and 2.1 % 
other or unknown race ( n  = 125). We selected undergraduate seniors for 
this analysis because they were most likely to have experienced several full 
years enrolled at their respective institutions.  

    Measures 

    Dependent Variables 
 This study contained two dependent variables: students’ self-reported 
leadership development and multicultural competence. The fi rst vari-
able—students’ leadership development—was constructed from six survey 
items that asked students to rate their personal growth on a scale from 
one (none) to fi ve (very much) in the following areas: developing leader-
ship skills; becoming an effective team or group member; learning to be 
adaptable, tolerant, and willing to negotiate; developing self-confi dence; 
improving their ability to stay with projects until they are fi nished; and 
becoming more willing to consider opposing points of view. 

 The second dependent variable—institutions’ contributions to stu-
dents’ multicultural competence—was a variable constructed from eight 
survey items that asked students to rate the extent of their institutions’ 
contribution to their personal growth in several areas. Students were asked 



170 K.M. SORIA ET AL.

to rate their institutions’ contributions to their ability to interact well with 
people from cultures other than their own, deal fairly with a wide range of 
people, improve their ability to relate to others, become a more effective 
member in a multicultural society, develop productive working relation-
ships with both men and women, understand religious values different 
from their own, overall social growth, and overall personal growth. These 
items were measured on a scale from one (none) to fi ve (very great). 
Questions in this scale refer to students’ awareness, knowledge, and skills 
related to multiculturalism (Pope and Reynolds  1997 ).  

    Independent Variable 
 The primary independent variable of interest—students’ growth in civic 
responsibility—was constructed from four survey items that asked stu-
dents to rate their personal growth on a scale from one (none) to fi ve (very 
much) in the following areas: becoming more aware of local and national 
political and social issues; recognizing their rights, responsibilities, and 
privileges as a citizen; preparing themselves to participate effectively in the 
electoral process; and, becoming sensitive to moral injustices and fi nding 
ways of avoiding or correcting them.  

    Block One 
 This block included students’ pre-college demographic characteristics, 
including sex, race/ethnicity, and status as a fi rst-generation student (stu-
dents who are the fi rst in their families to earn a baccalaureate degree). 
All of these variables were self-reported by students. Sex was dummy-
coded (female = 1, male = 0) and all of the race/ethnicity categories were 
dummy- coded with White students as the referent. Students listed their 
mothers’ and fathers’ education levels, which we used to create the fi rst-
generation variable.  

    Block Two 
 This block included variables associated with students’ experiences in 
higher education, including their cumulative grade point average (scaled 
1–6, “1.00–1.49” to “3.50–4.00” in increments), academic major, the 
contributions of their non-major courses to their personal development, 
campus climate, and students’ satisfaction with social and recreational 
opportunities on campus. We hypothesized that these variables may be 
important in predicting student outcomes; for example, campus climate 
is associated with students’ intellectual and personal growth (Pascarella 
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and Terenzini  2005 ). Given previous association between involvement on 
campus and students’ development of civic and leadership skills (Astin and 
Sax  1998 ; Dugan  2006 ; Dugan and Komives  2010 ; Soria et al.  2013a ), 
students dissatisfi ed with the opportunities for involvement may have 
received fewer opportunities to develop their leadership or civic skills com-
pared to their peers. Due to the wide variety of academic majors, academic 
majors were recoded according to larger categories provided by ACT. For 
each of the larger major categories, there were anywhere from 10 to 20 
different majors included. 

 In addition to those items, students were asked to indicate their agree-
ment about whether their required courses outside of their major helped 
them develop as a whole person, develop as an independent and self- 
directed learner, organize their learning, and broaden their awareness 
of diversity. Those items were measured using a scale of one (strongly 
disagree) to fi ve (strongly agree). Students’ satisfaction with social and 
involvement opportunities were measured in three items with a scale from 
one (very dissatisfi ed) to fi ve (very satisfi ed). Finally, three items assessing 
campus climate for diversity—represented by whether students perceived 
the institution to be equally supportive of women and men and all racial/
ethnic groups and whether the institution welcomed/used feedback from 
students—were included. The campus climate items were measured on a 
scale from one (strongly disagree) to fi ve (strongly agree).   

    Data Analysis 

 All analyses were conducted using SPSS 21.0. We fi rst conducted a factor 
analysis using 28 items with oblique rotation (promax). The fi nal analy-
sis retained the following factors: institutions’ contributions to students’ 
multicultural competence (multicultural competence), students’ leader-
ship development (leadership development), students’ development of 
citizenship (citizenship), the impact of courses on students’ development 
(course impact), students’ satisfaction with the availability of social activi-
ties (social satisfaction), and perceptions of campus climate for diversity 
(campus climate). Table   9.1  shows the factor loadings after rotation in 
a pattern matrix. We selected loadings greater than 0.40 given that they 
explain approximately 16 % of the variance in the factors (Stevens  2002 ). 
Each component had high internal consistency: multicultural competence 
( α  = 0.90), leadership development ( α  = 0.86), ( α  = 0.85), social satisfaction 
( α  = 0.85), civic responsibility ( α  = 0.87), and campus climate ( α  = 0.75). 
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The factor scores were computed using the regression method and saved 
as standardized scores with a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one.

   In accordance with the conceptual framework of this study, hierarchi-
cal multiple regression was employed and the independent and control 
variables were entered in the equation using forced entry of three blocks: 
(1) pre-college demographic indicators; (2) undergraduate experiences, 
academic major, cumulative grade point average, campus climate, and 
social satisfaction; and, (3) institutional contributions to students’ citi-
zenship (the focal independent variable). We examined assumptions of 
multicollinearity, homoscedasticity, linearity, and independent/normal 
errors, and the results of the analyses suggested assumptions were not 
violated in our models.   

    LIMITATIONS 
 Students may have developed citizenship through interpersonal interac-
tions with peers, diversity-themed courses, participation in diversity or cul-
tural awareness activities, or in other critical areas; however, these measures 
were not included in the current study, presenting a limitation with regards 
to the interpretation of institutions’ contributions to students’ develop-
ment. Additionally, the sample was derived from a 10-year time frame in 
which opportunities for students to develop outcomes like multicultural 
competence may have changed due to internal or external motivations, 
pressures, shifts, or challenges. The demographic shifts in higher education 
during this time frame include increased enrollment by women, people of 
color, and those above age 24 (Hussar and Bailey  2013 ). For example, 
the number of international students enrolled in USA higher education 
institutions rose by 32  % in the last decade (Institute of International 
Education  2011 ), and the number of internationalization at home initia-
tives on campuses have increased over time, serving to promote students’ 
development of intercultural competencies in the absence of study abroad 
(Soria and Troisi  2014 ). 

 The data used in this study also relied upon students’ self-reported per-
sonal growth in multicultural competence and leadership, and we did not 
utilize pre-tests. Bowman ( 2011 ) noted that students’ self-reported gains 
tend to show a greater relationship between diversity and civic growth 
than their longitudinal gains, a fact attributable to the bias of students’ 
self-reports. Amid these limitations, we suggest that researchers continue 
to examine the many ways in which colleges and universities contribute 
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to students’ citizenship and the ways in which those contributions may 
positively relate to students’ leadership development and multicultural 
competence.  

    RESULTS 
 Results from the hierarchical regression analyses predicting students’ lead-
ership development suggested that students’ pre-college demographic 
characteristics explained 1.6  % of the variance in students’ leadership 
development. The second block—which included students’ grade point 
average, academic major, satisfaction with social aspects of campus, cam-
pus climate, and non-major courses’ contribution to their development—
explained 18.8 % of the variance in leadership development. Finally, the 
third block containing students’ growth in citizenship explained 17.5 % 
of the variance in students’ leadership development—a signifi cant amount 
of variance ( p  < 0.001) above and beyond that explained by the variables 
entered in the fi rst two blocks. 

 There are several signifi cant relationships observed among the demographic 
variables; specifi cally, females ( β  = 0.060,  p  < 0.001), Hispanic ( β  = 0.030, 
 p  < 0.05), and Black students ( β  = 0.043,  p  < 0.001) reported higher personal 
growth in their leadership development compared to their peers. Among the 
collegiate variables, course contributions to overall development ( β  = 0.170, 
 p  < 0.001), campus climate for diversity ( β  = 0.110,  p  < 0.001), and students’ 
satisfaction with social and recreational opportunities on campus ( β  = 0.088, 
 p  < 0.001) were positively associated with students’ leadership development. 
Students pursuing computer and information science majors ( β  = −0.028, 
 p  < 0.001), cross-disciplinary majors ( β  = −0.028,  p  < 0.001), social science 
majors ( β  = −0.046,  p  < 0.001), agriculture ( β  = −0.029,  p  < 0.001), engineer-
ing and architecture ( β  = −0.030,  p  < 0.001), and community/personnel 
majors ( β  = −0.051,  p  < 0.001) reported signifi cantly less personal growth in 
leadership development compared to their peers. 

 Finally, students’ growth in citizenship was positively associated with 
their growth in leadership development. Examinations of the standardized 
coeffi cients suggest that this variable was the most important predictor in 
the model ( β  = 0.453,  p  < 0.001) followed by the contributions of general 
education courses to students’ development ( β  = 0.139,  p  < 0.001). 

 Results from the hierarchical regression analyses predicting students’ 
development of multicultural competence showed similar results to the 
model predicting students’ leadership development. Pre-college demographic 
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characteristics explained 1.9 % of the variance in students’ multicultural com-
petence, while the second block of undergraduate experiences explained 
37.6 % of the variance in multicultural competence. The third block contain-
ing students’ growth in citizenship explained 6.9 % of the variance in students’ 
multicultural competence—a signifi cant amount of variance ( p  < 0.001) above 
and beyond that explained in the fi rst two blocks. 

 There are several signifi cant relationships observed among the demo-
graphic variables; specifi cally, females ( β  = 0.031,  p  < 0.01) and fi rst- 
generation students ( β  = 0.028,  p  < 0.01) reported signifi cantly higher 
personal growth in multicultural competence compared to males and non-
fi rst- generation students. Asian students ( β  = 0.046,  p  < 0.001), and Black 
students ( β  = 0.034,  p  < 0.001) reported signifi cantly higher multicultural 
competence. Multiracial students ( β  = −0.029,  p  < 0.05) reported signifi -
cantly lower multicultural competence compared to their peers. Among 
the collegiate variables, students’ grade point average was negatively associ-
ated with their multicultural competence ( β  = −0.031,  p  < 0.01). Students’ 
perception of campus climate ( β  = 0.215,  p  < 0.001), course contributions 
to development ( β  = 0.259,  p  < 0.001), and satisfaction with social and rec-
reational opportunities on campus ( β  = 0.214,  p  < 0.001) were positively 
associated with multicultural competence. Agriculture majors were signifi -
cantly less likely to report growth in multicultural competence compared 
to their peers ( β  = −0.031,  p  < 0.01), although communications majors 
( β  = 0.039,  p  < 0.01) were signifi cantly more likely to report multicultural 
competence development over their peers. 

 As in the fi rst model predicting students’ leadership development, insti-
tutions’ contributions to students’ citizenship were the most important pre-
dictor in the model ( β  = 0.453,  p  < 0.001) followed by the contributions of 
general education courses to students’ development ( β  = 0.170,  p  < 0.001). 
Both models suggest students’ demographic characteristics explain very 
little variance in their leadership development or multicultural competence, 
suggesting that other variables are more infl uential in contributing to those 
outcomes. Furthermore, students’ undergraduate experiences—includ-
ing their academic major, non-major course  contributions to growth and 
development (which might include general education courses), satisfaction, 
and perceptions of campus climate—are important in predicting students’ 
leadership and multicultural competence. Finally, the results of the model 
support the notion that research-intensive institutions that support the 
development of students’ citizenship may be more likely to graduate stu-
dents who possess higher leadership skills and multicultural competence.  
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    DISCUSSION 
 Overall, the results of the analyses suggest that institutional efforts to raise 
students’ citizenship may be associated with students’ personal growth in 
leadership and multicultural competence. This study suggests that colleges 
and universities that provide undergraduates with opportunities to develop 
citizenship—to become more aware of local and national political and social 
issues; recognize their rights, responsibilities, and privileges as a citizen; 
prepare themselves to participate effectively in the electoral process; and, 
become sensitive to moral injustices and ways of avoiding or correcting 
them—may also be working in tandem to develop leaders who possess 
the ability to effectively lead diverse teams and citizens who are prepared 
to participate in a diverse democracy. These results add to a burgeoning 
literature base that underscores the vital role of colleges and universities 
in fostering leadership development, multicultural competence, and 
citizenship (Astin and Astin  2000 ; Colby et al.  2007 ; Dugan and Komives 
 2007 ,  2010 ; Gurin et al.  2004 ; Jacoby et al.  2009 ; Soria et al.  2013a ,  b ). 
While demographic characteristics are important contributors to students’ 
leadership and multicultural competence, the vast majority of explained 
variance in this study is attributable to collegiate experiences, including a 
supportive campus climate. 

 The academic contributions to student leadership and multicultural 
competence are intriguing. The current study shows that required courses 
outside students’ majors are important vehicles for both students’ lead-
ership and multicultural competence. These results bolster the claims of 
liberal education, which purport the importance of liberal education over 
strict vocational aims (National Leadership Council for Liberal Education 
and America’s Promise  2007 ). Academic courses that help students develop 
as a whole person become more self-directed, help build frameworks to 
organize learning, and broaden their awareness of diverse populations 
and are positively associated with students’ leadership and multicultural 
competence. At a time when business leaders continue to call on higher 
education to bolster the civic capacities of graduates (National Leadership 
Council for Liberal Education and America’s Promise  2007 ; The National 
Task Force on Civic Learning and Democratic Engagement  2012 ), the 
importance of liberal education should not be overlooked. Graduates 
who demonstrate increased civic responsibility are highly sought after and 
vital for participation in a diverse democracy. The current study’s results 
show that academic courses that help students develop their whole selves 
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and provide exposure to diverse viewpoints help achieve these important 
higher education outcomes (Colby et al.  2007 ; Komives  2011 ). 

 In shifting the focus onto colleges and universities’ unique roles in 
framing the contexts for students’ citizenship, this study suggests that 
higher education institutions can adequately set the stage for under-
graduates’ leadership development and multicultural competence—and 
that one important way in which colleges and universities can foster the 
development of future leaders is through enhancing undergraduates’ 
citizenship. Curricular and co-curricular opportunities that advance civic 
learning and citizenship education are varied (Musil  2015 ; The National 
Task Force on Civic Learning and Democratic Engagement  2012 ), but 
recent research shows that alumni from these experiences exercise their 
responsibilities as citizens, including voting and participation in commu-
nity service (Mitchell et al.  2015 ). This study lends further credence to 
the opportunity colleges and universities have to prepare future citizens 
for leadership in a diverse democracy.  

    CONCLUSION 
 Higher education continues to face pressure to prepare civically engaged 
leaders from both institutional mission statements (Komives  2011 ) and the 
business community (National Leadership Council for Liberal Education 
and America’s Promise  2007 ; The National Task Force on Civic Learning 
and Democratic Engagement  2012 ). Efforts to build students’ capacities for 
leadership and multicultural competence are abundant, as evidenced by the 
groundswell of leadership, service-learning, immersion, and study- abroad 
programs that have emerged in the last two decades within higher education 
(Roberts  2007 ). The developmental power of these experiences, research illu-
minates, is in the opportunity to engage with diverse perspectives (Bowman 
 2011 ; Dugan and Komives  2010 ). The results suggest the strong and positive 
associations between students’ growth of citizenship and their development 
of leadership and multicultural competence.     
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    CHAPTER 10   

    Since the 1980s, the public mission of higher education has attracted 
increasing attention from educators, policymakers, institutional admin-
istrators, and community members. This groundswell of interest has 
stemmed from many sources, including funding models that place 
increasing pressure on colleges and universities to justify their prac-
tices and relevance, concerns about students’ levels of political apa-
thy, critiques of higher education institutions’ relationships to their 
surrounding communities, and desires to reinvigorate the civic com-
mitments upon which many American colleges and universities were 
founded (Ehrlich  2000 ). Overwhelmingly, these interests have resulted 
in calls for colleges and universities to adopt teaching, research, and 
service practices that make positive contributions to society and pro-
duce graduates with the knowledge, skills, and values they need to sus-
tain lifelong commitments to social responsibility. Notably, in 2012, 
the US Department of Education and the National Task Force on Civic 
Learning and Democratic Engagement produced the landmark report 
 A Crucible Moment  ( 2012 ), which represented a national call to action 
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to “ensure that postsecondary study contributes signifi cantly to under-
graduates’ students’ preparation as informed, engaged, and globally 
knowledgeable citizens” (p. vii). 

 In response to this growing movement, several networks and programs 
dedicated to advancing the civic capacities of higher education have 
emerged. In 2012, the Association of American Colleges & Universities 
(AAC&U) formed the Civic Learning and Democratic Engagement 
Action Network to forward the agenda of  A Crucible Moment  (National 
Task Force on Civic Learning and Democratic Engagement  2012 ). The 
Campus Compact, a national coalition of colleges and universities dedi-
cated to the public mission of higher education, has grown to include 
over 1100 members since its formation in 1985 (Campus Compact 
 2015 ). Colleges and universities are increasingly incorporating service 
into their curriculums: in 2014, a survey completed by Campus Compact 
found that 91 % of 434 responding institutions offered service-learning 
courses and nearly 100 % had a central offi ce with the primary purpose of 
coordinating student volunteering (Campus Compact  2014 ). In 2006, 
the Carnegie Foundation began to distinguish such campuses through 
their community engagement classifi cation, which recognizes colleges 
and universities that “prepare educated, engaged citizens; strengthen 
democratic values and civic responsibility; address critical societal issues; 
and contribute to the public good” (Carnegie Community Engagement 
Classifi cation  2015 , para. 15). As of 2010, 361 institutions were rec-
ognized with this classifi cation (Carnegie Community Engagement 
Classifi cation  2015 ). 

 As service activity in higher education institutions has grown, so too 
has a body of research, linking service participation to various ben-
efi cial outcomes for students, including educational, personal, profes-
sional, and social benefi ts. However, student satisfaction is relatively 
less well-studied as an outcome of service, particularly in the research 
university context. Research institutions educate large numbers of USA 
undergraduates and have a high potential for contributing to the grow-
ing civic engagement movement. There is also increasing attention to 
the importance of retaining students and increasing undergraduate suc-
cess at these institutions. This research, therefore, addresses this gap 
by investigating the  relationship between service participation and stu-
dents’ sense of belonging and satisfaction at public research universities 
in the USA. 
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    THE BENEFITS OF SERVICE AND THE RESEARCH 
UNIVERSITY CONTEXT 

 The benefi ts of service participation on student success have been well- 
documented in the higher education literature. In a comprehensive review 
of over 100 studies, Eyler et al. ( 2001 ) found strong evidence for positive 
correlations between service-learning experiences and students’ (1) per-
sonal development outcomes (e.g., moral development, sense of personal 
effi cacy, leadership skills); (2) social engagement outcomes (e.g., citizen-
ship skills, commitment to service); (3) learning outcomes (e.g., academic 
learning, real-world application); (4) career development outcomes; and (5) 
relationships with faculty in their higher education institutions and overall 
satisfaction with their experiences in higher education. More recent schol-
arship has confi rmed these well-established relationships. Academically, 
service-learning shows positive relationships with deep learning (Bureau 
et al.  2014 ; Warren  2012 ) and enhanced development of discipline-specifi c 
skills (Kearney  2013 ; Lemons et al.  2011 ). In regard to social engagement 
outcomes, a review of 55 studies examining student diversity outcomes by 
Holsapple ( 2012 ) found that service- learning is linked to “tolerance of dif-
ference, stereotype confrontation, recognition of universality, interactions 
across difference, knowledge about the served population, and belief in 
the value of diversity” (p. 15). Outside of the classroom, volunteer experi-
ence has also been shown to result in many benefi ts for students, including 
engaging in community service after graduation, socializing with persons 
from different racial or ethnic groups, and developing a meaningful phi-
losophy of life (Sax et al.  1999 ). Findings such as these have led Fenzel and 
Peyrot ( 2005 ) to the conclusion that “participating in either general com-
munity service or service-learning in college has long-term positive effects” 
for young adults (p. 29). 

 Although much evidence supports that service leads to a variety of posi-
tive outcomes for students, less is known about the relationship between 
service and student satisfaction with the higher education experience 
(Webber et  al.  2013 ). This is particularly true for research universities, 
where the movement toward civic engagement has proceeded more qui-
etly than in liberal arts colleges or state universities (Gibson  2006 ). An 
increased understanding of how service infl uences student satisfaction 
at research universities is important for several reasons. First, research 
shows a strong relationship between student satisfaction and persistence 
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(Bowman and Denson  2014 ; Fischer  2007 ; Hausmann et  al.  2007 ), a 
goal that all universities strive toward for reasons that range from the ethi-
cal to the economic (Bringle et al.  2004 ). Second, student satisfaction is 
an important goal for university educators and administrators in its own 
right. Higher education is increasingly defi ning its quality in terms of the 
student experience, emphasizing the importance of meeting students’ 
needs and expectations while helping them achieve success (Belcheir 
 2003 ; Elliott and Healy  2001 ).  

    SERVICE AS STUDENT INVOLVEMENT 
 Because opportunities to engage in service are embedded in students’ 
undergraduate experiences, this research is situated in theories pertaining to 
the effect of the undergraduate environment on student change. Specifi cally, 
Astin’s theory of involvement (Astin  1984 ) and Tinto’s theory of student 
departure (Tinto  1975 ,  1987 ,  1993 ) are foundational to this work. 

 Astin’s theory of involvement suggests that students achieve learning 
outcomes by becoming involved in their colleges and universities. Astin 
( 1975 ) developed his theory based on a longitudinal study of college drop-
outs, in which he found that elements of the undergraduate environment 
likely to increase students’ involvement were signifi cantly related to student 
persistence, and aspects of the undergraduate environment likely to reduce 
students’ involvement were associated with student departure (Astin  1984 ). 
Astin ( 1984 ) defi ned involvement as “the amount of physical and psycho-
logical energy that [students devote] to the academic experience” (p. 518), 
a defi nition that elevates the importance of students’  behavior  over their 
thoughts or feelings. His theory consists of fi ve postulates, including his 
two main arguments that student learning is directly proportional to the 
quality and quantity of student involvement and that the effectiveness of 
academic programs rests on their ability to increase student involvement. 

 Like Astin’s ( 1984 ) theory of involvement, Tinto’s theory of student 
departure Tinto ( 1975 ) considers student success in relation to the under-
graduate environment (Pascarella and Terenzini  2005 ); however, while 
Astin’s model considers students’ behavioral involvement in relation to 
learning outcomes, Tinto’s model of student departure considered stu-
dents’ perceived social and academic integration in relation to persistence 
(Berger and Milem  1999 ). Tinto posited that student retention is a result 
of social and academic integration, or the “extent to which the individ-
ual shares the normative attitudes and values of peers and faculty in the 
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institution and abides by the formal and informal structural requirements 
for membership in that community or in subgroups of it” (Pascarella and 
Terenzini  2005 , p. 54). 

 The current study draws on both Astin ( 1984 ) and Tinto ( 1975 ,  1987 , 
 1993 ) as conceptual frameworks to situate the research questions and 
analyses associated with students’ involvement in service. Speaking of the 
benefi ts of students’ involvement in higher education, Berger and Milem 
( 1999 ) suggested, “Student involvement leads to greater integration in 
the social and academic systems of the college and promotes institutional 
commitment” (p.  644). Indeed, Berger and Milem ( 1999 ) found that 
students’ involvement in their institutions had signifi cant indirect effects 
on social and academic integration and later persistence. Sax et al. (1999) 
took a similar position on service as a form of involvement: the authors 
proposed that “participating in community service during the undergrad-
uate years can be regarded as a form of student involvement” (p. 2) as 
community service, similar to involvement, requires students to devote 
substantial time and energy. According to this perspective, community 
service may be understood as a type of involvement that has the potential 
to academically and socially integrate students into their higher education 
institutions in ways that will likely lead to higher satisfaction with their 
undergraduate experiences.  

    SERVICE, STUDENTS’ SATISFACTION, AND STUDENTS’ SENSE 
OF BELONGING 

 Substantial research backs the claims of both Astin ( 1984 ) and Tinto 
( 1975 ,  1987 ,  1993 ). In particular, the majority of studies confi rm that sat-
isfaction and sense of belonging are important outcomes of involvement 
and integration in higher education (Hausmann et al.  2007 ; Strapp and 
Farr  2009 ; Strayhorn  2015 ; Webber et al.  2013 ). However, few research-
ers have directly investigated the link between service as a type of student 
involvement and subsequent satisfaction with the higher education expe-
rience. In part, this may be symptomatic of a larger gap in knowledge 
 concerning the differential benefi ts that may accrue to students who pur-
sue different types of involvement. Several researchers have called for work 
that closes this gap by investigating if some types of involvement lead to 
higher benefi ts for students than others (Berger and Milem  1999 ; Fischer 
 2007 ; Strapp and Farr  2009 ). 
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 Scholars who have examined the relationship between service and sat-
isfaction have found positive results. For example, Berson and Younkin 
( 1998 ) compared students in six community college courses that did and 
did not include service-learning components and discovered that students 
in the courses featuring service-learning reported signifi cantly higher sat-
isfaction with the course. Likewise, in a similar survey of students across 
courses that did and did not include service-learning components, stu-
dents in the service-learning group had signifi cantly higher course satisfac-
tion (Gray et al.  1998 ). This trend also remains true for service outside 
the classroom: Soria et al. ( 2012 ) found that students who participated 
in community service were more likely than their peers to report a higher 
sense of belonging at their research universities. Astin and Sax ( 1998 ) 
discovered undergraduates who participate in service are more satisfi ed 
with their institution’s leadership opportunities, relevance of coursework 
to everyday life, and preparations for future career. Webber et al. ( 2013 ) 
found that service participation also positively impacts students’ overall 
rating of their educational experience as excellent. 

 This study seeks to add to the literature on service and student satisfaction 
by examining whether relationships exist between participation in several 
types of service and service-learning experiences during higher education 
and students’ satisfaction with–and sense of belonging at–their institutions. 
The primary research question guiding this study is: Is there a positive rela-
tionship between participation in service and service-learning experiences 
and students’ overall institutional satisfaction and sense of belonging?  

    METHODS 

    Data and Sample 

 Data used in this study are from the 2014 Student Experience in the 
Research University (SERU) survey, a cross-sectional, multi-institutional 
study of student experiences at research universities. The SERU survey was 
designed to “help improve the undergraduate experience and  educational 
processes by generating new, longitudinal information on the undergrad-
uate experience at research universities” ( Center for Studies in Higher 
Education, n.d. , para. 1). The SERU is administered annually to under-
graduate students attending SERU consortium institutions. The consor-
tium includes 23 research universities across the USA which participate in 
survey administration in varying years. 
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 The SERU consortium institutions elect whether to participate in each 
year’s SERU data collection, as well as which modules of the SERU survey 
students complete, and all data collection is completed using an online 
survey instrument. The 2014 wave of the SERU survey included more 
than 60,000 students. After narrowing the 2014 SERU sample to those 
who completed the modules of interest to this study and using list-wise 
deletion to handle missing data, this study used a sample of 5643 student 
participants from six SERU consortium universities.  

    Participants 

 The overall sample used in this study was 61 % female and 39 % male. The 
overall sample was 7 % Asian/Asian American/Pacifi c Islander, 4 % Black/
African American, 7 % Latino/a/Hispanic, less than 1 % Native American, 
and 81 % White/Caucasian. The sample was 24 % fi rst-generation stu-
dents and 76 % were continuing-generation students. Within the sample, 
76 % aspired to earn a master’s or higher graduate/professional degree 
and 24 % aspired to earn a bachelor’s degree or less. Fields of study rep-
resented were 16 % arts or humanities, 15 % engineering, 13 % business, 
12 % social sciences, 10 % biological sciences, 5 % physical sciences, 3 % 
professional fi elds, 3 % technology-related fi elds, 2 % education, and 21 % 
undecided or “other” major.  

    Variables 

 The dependent variables of interest in this study included fi ve self-reported 
measures of student satisfaction and belonging, including (1) satisfaction 
with the overall social experience at one’s institution, (2) satisfaction with 
the overall academic experience at one’s institution, (3) satisfaction with 
the value of one’s education for the price paid, (4) sense of belonging 
at one’s institution, and (5) an indication that one would still choose to 
enroll at their current institution. The variables were measured using a 
six-point continuous rating scale where students were asked to  determine 
their level of satisfaction or agreement with the following prompts: “Please 
rate your level of satisfaction with: overall social experience, overall aca-
demic experience, value of your education for the price you are paying at 
[this institution]” and “Please state your level of agreement with: I feel 
that I belong at this institution, and knowing what I know now, I would 
still choose to enroll at [this institution].” Each of these outcome variables 
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was considered separately, in order to determine whether a relationship 
existed between several types of service and service-learning experiences 
and each measure of student satisfaction and belonging. 

 The independent variables of interest in this study were four variables 
measuring students’ self-reported participation in service and service- 
learning experiences during higher education, including (1) participation in 
a service-learning course, (2) participation in a community-based capstone 
experience, (3) participation in on-campus community service experiences 
during the current academic year, and (4) participation in off-campus com-
munity service experiences during the current academic year. Participation 
in a service-learning course was measured by asking students, “How many 
times have you enrolled in a course that had a service- learning compo-
nent?” and response options included 0, 1, 2, 3, or 4 (recoded for analy-
sis to Participated in a Service-Learning Course = 1, Did Not Participate 
in a Service-Learning Course = 0). Participation in a community- based 
capstone experience was measured by asking students, “To what extent 
have you been involved in the following community-focused experiences 
during this academic year—community-based capstone experience?” and 
response options included Not at All = 1, One Term or Less = 2, More than 
One Term = 3 (recoded for analysis to Participated in a Community-Based 
Capstone = 1, Did Not Participate in a Community-Based Capstone = 0). 

 Participation in on-campus community service experiences during the 
current academic year was measured by asking students, “During this 
academic year, have you participated in community service on campus?” 
and response options included Yes = 1, No = 0. Finally, participation in off-
campus community service experiences during the current academic year 
was measured by asking students, “During this academic year, have you 
participated in community service off campus?” and response options 
included Yes = 1, No = 0. These varying service and service- learning 
experiences were considered separately within each model, in order to 
determine whether there were differences between course-based and non-
course-based experiences and to determine whether there were differences 
between on- and off-campus service experiences in terms of their associa-
tion with students’ satisfaction and sense of belonging. 

 This study also utilized a number of control variables in all models in 
order to more appropriately estimate the relationship between students’ 
service experiences during higher education and students’ satisfaction and 
sense of belonging. Control variables included student background char-
acteristics such as sex, race/ethnicity, social class, parental education, and 
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whether the student was an in-state resident where they attended higher 
education. Control variables also included students’ attitudes and under-
graduate experiences such as their political views, religious denomination 
or sense of spirituality, educational aspirations, college GPA, undergradu-
ate major, class standing/year in college, and how many hours students 
spent engaged in on- and off-campus employment during higher educa-
tion. Additionally, all models also controlled for three scaled measures of 
students’ experiences during higher education, including a scaled mea-
sure of student-faculty interaction (5 items;  α  = 0.78), a scaled measure of 
students’ involvement in co-curricular clubs and organizations (8 items; 
 α  = 0.88), and a scaled measure of students’ perceptions of the climate for 
diversity on campus (12 items;  α  = 0.58).  

    Analyses 

 Analyses were performed using ordinary least-squares (OLS) regression 
in Stata. All models were examined for potential multicollinearity issues, 
and all models included a host of control variables to control for poten-
tial confounding factors. Models also utilized a clustering command 
to control for the nested nature of the data, where students are nested 
within institutions.   

    LIMITATIONS 
 This study and its fi ndings are limited in a number of important ways. 
First, the SERU sample used in this study is largely female (61 %) and 
White (79 %). Additionally, some of the racial/ethnic groups included in 
the study are very small (e.g., Native American students comprise less than 
1 % of the sample), and the fi ndings of this study, therefore, are not neces-
sarily representative of the racial/ethnic composition of all USA research 
universities. Moreover, while this study included data from six research 
universities, including six of the largest public universities in the USA, the 
small number of institutions represented in the sample further limits the 
generalizability of this study’s results to all USA research universities. 

 This study is also limited by the cross-sectional nature of the SERU 
study, wherein student experiences and attitudes are captured at a single 
point in time, a factor that limits our ability to conclude that service and 
service-learning experiences have an  effect  on student satisfaction and 
sense of belonging, but rather that they seem to be positively associated. 
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Further research, using a longitudinal or experimental design, is needed 
to determine the extent to which service and service-learning experi-
ences affect student satisfaction and sense of belonging. Additionally, this 
study is limited by use of a pre-existing dataset, where survey prompts 
and response options were pre-determined and where potential control 
variables were limited to items featured in the SERU study.  

    RESULTS 
 Table  10.1  presents sample statistics for reported participation in service 
and service-learning, where the percentage of students in each category 
who participated and did not participate in each service experience is 
noted. We found that students were, on average, most likely to participate 
in off-campus community service (63 % of females and 53 % of males), 
followed by on-campus service (49 % of females and 35 % of males), with 
smaller percentages of students participating in service-learning (21 % of 

   Table 10.1    Sample statistics: participation in service and service-learning   

 Variable 

 Service-
 learning  

 On-campus 
service 

 Off-campus 
service 

 Community-
based capstone 

 Yes (%)  No (%)  Yes (%)  No (%)  Yes (%)  No (%)  Yes (%)  No (%) 

 Female  21  79  49  51  63  37  9  91 
 Male  14  86  35  65  53  47  6  94 
 African American/Black  23  77  51  49  52  48  12  88 
 Asian/Pacifi c Islander  19  81  44  56  52  48  11  89 
 Latina/o/Hispanic  19  81  54  46  67  33  13  87 
 Native American  19  81  52  48  75  25  9  91 
 White/Caucasian  18  82  43  57  59  41  7  93 
 Residency—In state  19  81  42  58  61  39  8  92 
 Residency—Out of state  18  82  48  52  54  46  8  92 
 Level—Freshman  11  89  48  52  55  45  6  94 
 Level—Sophomore  14  86  48  52  59  41  6  94 
 Level—Junior  19  81  43  57  60  40  5  95 
 Level—Senior  23  77  39  61  60  40  11  89 
 Social class—Low income  21  79  42  58  54  46  10  90 
 Social class—Working class  19  81  38  62  54  46  7  93 
 Social class—Middle class  19  81  43  57  59  41  8  92 
 Social class—Upper-
middle class 

 17  83  46  54  62  38  7  93 

 Social class—Wealthy  14  86  48  52  64  36  9  91 
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females and 14 % of males) and community-based capstone experiences 
(9 % of females and 6 % of males). There were also differences in partici-
pation in each type of service or service-learning experience by students’ 
race/ethnicity, residency status, level, and socioeconomic class. For exam-
ple, African American students were most likely to report participation 
in service-learning (23 %), while Latina/o students were most likely to 
report participation in on-campus service (54 %). Similarly, senior students 
were most likely to report participation in service-learning (23 %), on- 
campus service (61 %), and off-campus service (60 %).

   Table   10.2  presents regression estimates for the association between 
service and service-learning experiences during higher education and 
students’ satisfaction and sense of belonging. In terms of students’ over-
all satisfaction with their social experiences in higher education, results 
suggested a positive relationship with participation in on-campus ser-
vice ( β  = 0.19,  p  < 0.01) and a positive relationship with participation in 
community- based capstone experiences ( β  = 0.11,  p  < 0.05).

   In terms of students’ overall satisfaction with their academic experi-
ences in higher education, results suggested no positive associations with 
any of students’ reported service or service-learning experiences. In terms 
of students’ satisfaction with the value received for the price paid, results 
suggested a marginal, but positive relationship with participation in on- 
campus service ( β  = 0.06,  p  < 0.10) and a positive relationship with par-
ticipation in off-campus service ( β  = 0.07,  p  < 0.05). In terms of students’ 
sense of belonging, results suggested a positive relationship with participa-
tion in on-campus service ( β  = 0.12,  p  < 0.01). Finally, in terms of students’ 
indication that they would choose to reenroll at their current institution, 
results suggested a positive relationship with participation in on-campus 
service ( β  = 0.10,  p  < 0.05) and a marginal, but positive relationship with 
participation in off-campus service ( β  = 0.10,  p  < 0.10).  

    DISCUSSION 
 First, it is noteworthy that service is not rare among research university 
students. In our study, 73 % of students reported participation in some 
form of service-learning, community service, or volunteering, slightly 
higher than the rate of participation across higher education institutions 
reported by Finley ( 2012 ). These fi ndings suggest that research university 
students seek out and participate in these experiences at rates comparable 
to those of their peers at other types of colleges and universities. 
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 These results demonstrate that different forms of service are associated 
in varying degrees with student satisfaction, sense of belonging, perceived 
value for the price paid, and expectation of reenrolling at the same institu-
tion. This confi rms the observations of the  Wingspread Declaration  (Boyte 
and Hollander  1999 ), Campus Compact (Gibson 2006), and the National 
Task Force on Civic Learning and Democratic Engagement ( 2012 ) that 
service, like other forms of student engagement, can make important con-
tributions to students’ overall experiences and their sense of connection 
with the university. 

 These fi ndings also suggest that outcomes most strongly associated 
with service are not necessarily tied to particular curricular experiences. 
Other studies have observed that the benefi ts of service are associated 
with the larger campus experience and the visibility of campus efforts to 
cultivate a climate for civic engagement. Keen and Hall ( 2009 ) observed, 
for example, that student commitment to dialogue and social justice was 
more strongly associated with broader co-curricular experiences than to 
particular service-learning courses. Barnhardt et al. ( 2015 ) also found that 
campuses that publicly advocated for students to be active and involved 
citizens were more likely to graduate students who possessed long-term 
commitments to service. 

 Likewise, the fi ndings of this study suggest that belonging and satisfac-
tion are broadly associated with on-campus service, but are less apparent 
among service-learning courses. This result may be due, in part, to the 
fact that the number of students in academic service-learning experiences 
is relatively smaller, and it is therefore more diffi cult to identify measurable 
effects within our statistical models. Another possibility is that a single aca-
demic service-learning experience is tied to a specifi c period of time in one 
course, but these fi ndings are based on students’ broad refl ection on their 
experience across all courses and also out-of-class experiences. The effects 
of a single course or experience might not be readily distinguishable using 
broader survey data. 

 These fi ndings demonstrate that service intersects with the mission of 
research universities in multiple ways. Service by research university stu-
dents often contributes to carrying out the public mission of the univer-
sity, allowing universities to expand their reach as students contribute to 
surrounding communities. The high rate of student participation, com-
bined with the fact that the majority of these experiences are co-curricular 
and voluntary, suggests that students are committed to service and are 
looking for opportunities to be involved. Associations between service and 
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satisfaction, belonging, perceived value, and institutional commitment 
further suggest that service strengthens student ties to the institution once 
they are enrolled. These fi ndings suggest that research universities with an 
interest in strengthening their contributions to surrounding  communities, 
attracting engaged students, and deepening their students’ ties to the 
institution will stand to benefi t from making explicit institutional commit-
ments to service and facilitating opportunities for their students to serve.  

    IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES 
AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

 The fi ndings of this study also suggest several questions for researchers 
and policymakers: How can research institutions convey the value of ser-
vice to students? How can institutions create messages that will facilitate 
more students participating in service and benefi ting from the outcomes 
associated with community engagement? What other measures might 
help demonstrate specifi c outcomes of particular experiences for indi-
vidual students? 

 In addition to the immediate benefi ts of particular service projects 
and the gains students experience through their participation in service, 
universities benefi t when student-service experiences strengthen student 
ties to the institution. For all these reasons, it is in the university’s inter-
est to intentionally facilitate and explicitly support these opportunities. 
Findings show that curricular service opportunities (service-learning and 
capstone courses) are less frequently experienced by students, and insti-
tutions would do much to communicate the value of these experiences 
by systematically integrating them into established curricula. Support for 
department-level curriculum transformation, faculty course design, and 
formation of community partnerships would provide important support 
for communicating to students that the university recognizes service as a 
learning experience that is important enough to be a part of the univer-
sity’s curriculum. Future research might be designed to examine the spe-
cifi c effects of particular curricular service experiences, in order to better 
understand their contributions to student satisfaction, sense of belonging, 
and other student outcomes. 

 Universities might also prioritize recognition of co-curricular experi-
ences, where a vast amount of student service currently occurs, and com-
municate to students that service is more than simply one among many 
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choices for how they use their discretionary time. Taking steps to show-
case student service, providing infrastructure for recognizing or logging 
service hours, and ensuring that co-curricular organizations have suffi -
cient resources to facilitate these experiences for students would all help 
communicate the university’s commitment to civic engagement. Future 
research might also examine the extent to which co-curricular service 
experiences both shape and are shaped by students’ academic experiences, 
in order to explore ways to connect service and service-learning experi-
ences across campus. 

 The fact that we see a stronger infl uence for on-campus service, which 
includes programs that provide students with opportunities to engage in 
on-campus volunteering and service to campus or the campus commu-
nity, suggests the possibility that service gives students a stronger sense of 
belonging to the community in which they serve, because they may feel 
a greater social responsibility in their institutional contexts (Soria et  al. 
 2012 ; Soria et al.  2013a ,  b ). More than any other form of service, on- 
campus service was consistently associated with student satisfaction, sense 
of belonging, perceived value for the price paid, and agreement that they 
would choose the same institution again. However, the current study does 
not let us examine the extent to which service off campus might similarly 
be associated with a greater sense of belonging to the larger community 
off campus, commitments to future civic participation beyond the cam-
pus, and perception of ability to apply their learning in settings beyond 
the classroom. These potential outcomes of civic engagement may in fact 
be signifi cant, long-term civic contributions of the university to surround-
ing communities, and examining these outcomes offers another promising 
direction for future research. 

 Overall, this study points to the promising infl uence of service expe-
riences in improving students’ satisfaction and sense of belonging at 
research universities. Given the connections between students’ satisfac-
tion and sense of belonging and their persistence in higher education 
(Tinto  1975 ,  1987 ,  1993 ), research university professionals inter-
ested in improving retention and feelings of institutional commitment 
ought to consider whether service experiences might hold promise for 
addressing these important issues. By fostering students’ engagement 
in service experiences during higher education, research universities 
have the potential to not only fulfi ll promises of developing civically 
engaged students but also improve student satisfaction and belonging 
in the process.     
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    CHAPTER 11   

    At a time when the social consciousness has been raised around issues of 
diversity and systems of oppression, public universities have an increasing 
responsibility to address what it means to live in a world where growing 
inequality is ever present. Though our communities are becoming more 
diverse, increased diversity has not translated into equality of opportunity 
for all. While  all  colleges and universities are grappling with how to meet 
the challenges that a more diverse world presents for their graduates, this 
issue is particularly relevant for  public  institutions, whose existence is pred-
icated on serving a broader population than those directly connected to 
the school. From constituents within higher education to residents of our 
local communities, the belief exists that public institutions have a respon-
sibility to address the social outcomes of this growing opportunity gap 
(Barrera  2015 ). As Smith ( 2009 ) suggested in discussing the relevance 
of diversity issues to higher education, “The issue today is fundamentally 
whether and how institutions are building the capacity to function in soci-
ety in a way that is appropriate to their mission” (p. viii). 
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 On many campuses across the country, discussions of diversity are as 
prevalent as ever. The University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA), for 
example, recently became the second-to-last University of California cam-
pus to pass a diversity learning course graduation requirement for the major-
ity of its undergraduates. The passage of this requirement by the academic 
senate came after a series of public criticisms on the state of the campus 
climate for diversity for both students and faculty of color. Despite the fact 
that undergraduates within the College of Letters and Science will now be 
required to take a course that examines the intersections of multiple forms 
of identity, criticisms of the climate persist. A recent op-ed in the student 
newspaper chided the university’s administration for failing to launch an 
offi cial examination of racism on campus following racially based attacks of 
the Afrikan Student Union, and called for more substantive responses than 
what it charged as hollow responses to racial incidents across the country, 
including the killing of nine Black parishioners at a historic Black church in 
Charleston, South Carolina (“Charleston shooting”  2015 ). 

 What is particularly disturbing about the criticism in this case is the 
fact that UCLA is located in one of the most diverse urban centers in the 
world. In 2013, Los Angeles County was home to the largest number 
of minorities in the USA, with 4.8 million Latinos/as, 922,000 African- 
Americans, 1.5 million Asians, 401,000 Native Hawaiian and Pacifi c Island 
residents, and 150,000 Native Americans (U.S.  Census Bureau  2013 ). 
Just by traveling a few miles off campus, students can immerse themselves 
in a demographically and culturally diverse array of communities, and, by 
doing so, be confronted in real time by the issues making headlines on a 
daily basis. This fact should be viewed as a rich educational opportunity, 
as it allows educators to tap into all the benefi ts that come with diversity 
(Page  2007 ; Smith  2009 ). 

 Recent events represent critical incidents, or crises, that when recurring 
over time, create public and political platforms for change by produc-
ing opportunities for interest convergence. Rather than simply respond-
ing, public research universities have a responsibility to act proactively, 
which they can do by investing in civic engagement programs. Such civic 
engagement programs can be effectively tied to the knowledge bases of 
academic disciplines that humanize marginalized groups and communities 
while developing understanding and empathy among students and faculty. 
Efforts like these can, in turn, improve the campus climate for students, 
staff, and faculty of underrepresented backgrounds. As our society’s racial 
and cultural demographics continue to shift, the symptoms of intergroup 
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intolerance will continue to manifest themselves on our campuses without 
such deliberate and purposeful intervention. 

 As practitioners of community-based learning, we believe that civic 
engagement initiatives like service-learning provide an ideal opportu-
nity for students to acquire cognitive and affective learning about diver-
sity in diverse environments. In particular, we believe in the potential of 
this pedagogical model to realize intellectual and moral outcomes to the 
degree that they stimulate critical consciousness development in under-
graduates (Fitch et al.  2013 ; Jones and Hill  2001 ). And research confi rms 
such outcomes associated with students’ engagement in the community; 
for instance, Wang and Rodgers ( 2006 ) found that undergraduate stu-
dents in service-learning courses demonstrated growth in complex think-
ing and reasoning abilities. However, if service-learning is going to meet 
its potential for teaching students about issues of diversity, the curricula 
of such courses, in all disciplines, must be crafted to include examinations 
of systemic-level issues like privilege and oppression. Furthermore, curri-
cula should require students to articulate their perspectives on such issues 
based upon their own backgrounds and experiences. In other words, if the 
cognitive gains tied to diversity learning are to be fully realized, the curric-
ulum must include a  social justice orientation  (Wang and Rodgers  2006 ). 

 We found such maxims to be true through our own research. After 
conducting an exploratory evaluation of service-learning on our campus, 
our fi ndings confi rmed that, although critical consciousness development 
may occur within these courses, the extent of developmental outcomes is 
inconsistent and arbitrary in the absence of intentionality toward a criti-
cal approach. One reason may be that traditional service-learning courses 
only provide surface exposure and opportunities for “cultural safaris.” 
Whereas assigned reading and community experiences frequently elicit 
“a-ha!” moments for students through interactions with people and envi-
ronments different from the typical campus settings, instructors often do 
not connect sociopolitical critique to specifi c developmental goals. This 
fi nding is particularly true with regards to students’ identity development. 

 Thus, we propose here a pedagogical framework which we believe better 
situates service-learning to meet the developmental outcomes expected to 
emerge from diversity learning requirements. Building on previous frame-
works for critical models of service-learning (Camacho  2004 ; Cipolle  2010 ; 
Iverson and James  2013 ; Mitchell  2007 ,  2008 ; Rosenberger  2000 ; Wang 
and Rodgers  2006 ), we suggest the incorporation of identity development 
as a necessary element in the curriculum if socially conscious habits of mind 
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are to be developed. Based on existing theoretical frameworks, we pro-
vide a structure for faculty and practitioners who want to create purposeful 
critical service-learning curricula that align with their diversity and com-
munity engagement goals, specifying tenets within the framework to guide 
student development toward these intentions. We then briefl y discuss the 
challenges and opportunities present within public research universities in 
implementing such a model. 

    A CONCEPTUAL MODEL OF CRITICAL SERVICE-LEARNING 
 Although a culture of service is alive and well on many higher education 
campuses today, even the most dedicated efforts have the potential to reify 
hierarchical structures of inequality and power imbalance (Camacho  2004 ; 
Mitchell  2008 ). Rather than examining social structural conditions that 
lead to systemic racism, sexism, classism, and the like, traditional service-
learning is typically focused on exposing individual students to diverse 
environments, asking them to consider what it means to participate, and 
assessing the skills they have acquired by going through the experience. 
Critical service-learning models, on the other hand, focus on helping stu-
dents to gain a more nuanced and complex understanding of the root 
causes of inequality and oppression. Mitchell ( 2007 ) summarized these 
distinctions by noting “the distinction between service-learning and criti-
cal service-learning can be summarized in its attention to social change, its 
questioning of the distribution of power in society, and its focus on devel-
oping authentic relationships between higher education institutions and 
the community served” (p. 101). To achieve the goals of critical service-
learning, practitioners and faculty must shift the service- learning experience 
from an emphasis on meeting individual needs to one that focuses on the 
underlying causes of the circumstances and issues that defi ne those indi-
viduals’ struggles (e.g., homelessness, poverty). Similarly, student-learn-
ing outcomes become less about surface exposure and the acquisition of 
specifi c skills and more about the development of a critical consciousness 
(Mitchell  2007 ,  2008 ; Nieto  2000 ; Rosenberger  2000 ). 

 Beyond these goals for social critique, we contend that a critical 
approach to service-learning also includes an emphasis on student iden-
tity awareness and development, particularly as it relates to course subject 
matter and the larger social issues that shape the experiences of members 
of the communities within which students are performing their service. 
Such an emphasis acknowledges the need for students to understand and 
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internalize the multitude of identities they inhabit and how these distinct 
indicators of self affect how one exists within a social environment. 

 To help further illuminate what a more critical approach to service- 
learning looks like in practice, we have developed a conceptual model of 
critical service-learning that underscores the development of students’ 
critical consciousness by way of identity awareness and development. 
Additionally, for faculty interested in employing a critical service-learning 
approach, we suggest a model of operationalization that rests upon the 
identifi ed framework. 

    Critical Consciousness 

 The idea of a critical consciousness is most closely aligned with the work 
of Brazilian educator and social activist Paulo Freire, who defi ned his 
philosophy of education as a liberatory process. In this process of libera-
tion, individuals become aware of the conditions that lead to oppression, 
and, by taking action against those conditions, are empowered to become 
agents of change (Freire  1970 ; Peet  2006 ). The development of a criti-
cal consciousness requires recognizing, intellectualizing, and acting upon 
this knowledge to become more aware of one’s own personal earned and 
unearned privilege and how such benefi ts contribute to—and maintain 
or reinforce—systems of oppression (Freire  1970 ). Furthermore, a key 
component of developing a critical consciousness includes possessing a 
greater recognition of how systems of oppression—including racism, clas-
sism, sexism, homophobia, ableism, and other types of overt and systemic 
discrimination—preserve privilege for protected groups of people (viz., 
White, male, heterosexuals) (Rosenberger  2000 ). 

 Students’ recognition of their own agency in the larger social and polit-
ical context is an important marker in this type of sociopolitical devel-
opment (Peet  2006 ); however, cultivating an awareness of systems of 
oppression, as well as one’s place within the system is not a simple process 
because it requires students to reconceptualize (1) a world that is familiar 
to them, and (2) an epistemology that reifi es those systems of oppression 
and the students’ place of privilege as participants in higher education. 
Such a realization does not come without students’ active participation 
in their own education: to question dominant narratives, to validate feel-
ings and experiential knowledge as crucial components of their academic 
journey, and to contribute to the formation and production of knowledge 
through their own critical thought and ideologies.  
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    Critical Consciousness and Identity Awareness 

 Critical consciousness development does not only include gaining an 
understanding of concepts such as power and privilege at the systemic 
level, but also requires individuals to understand and analyze how these 
notions shape their own personal existence. Thus, we propose that the 
development of a critical consciousness is part of a circuitous process 
whereby students must fi rst become aware of, and acknowledge, the com-
ponents of their own identity. As a critical consciousness is built, identity 
markers become increasingly understood as not isolated, but instead, situ-
ated in relation to social location. A more nuanced understanding of self 
in relation to others leads to greater identity development, which, in turn 
leads to a more complex awareness of one’s identity, which further informs 
their consciousness (Fig.  11.1 ).

   To illustrate this process, we provide the following example. At the 
start of a 10-week service-learning course, a student is asked to identify 
the factors contributing to how she understands her identity. She identifi es 
as both White and female, but when pressed to consider how these mark-
ers impact her existence and that of others on a daily basis, she is not able 

Critical  ConsciousnessIdentity Awareness

Identity  Development

  Fig. 11.1    Conceptual model of critical consciousness development among 
service-learners       
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to specifi cally identify how her race and gender infl uence and defi ne her 
social location in relation to others. By way of an intentional pedagogi-
cal process aimed at developing one’s critical consciousness (described in 
detail in a subsequent section), over the course of 10 weeks, the student 
undergoes a process of identity development that helps her to become 
more aware of the larger implications of being both White and female. By 
the completion of the 10 weeks, her awareness of her personal identity is 
more acutely developed than it was when she began the course. We argue 
that any service-learning course rooted in a critical perspective should aim 
to encourage the development of students in this way.   

    OPERATIONALIZING A CRITICAL APPROACH 
 Building upon the conceptual framework of critical consciousness devel-
opment outlined above, we offer a model for how faculty members seek-
ing to employ a critical service-learning perspective might design a course 
that refl ects the tenets and student-learning outcomes that are germane to 
the critical service-learning approach. We do not suggest specifi c assign-
ments, activities, or course topics; instead, we propose an approach to 
course design and implementation that can be adapted to suit specifi c 
course subject matter and learning outcomes. The course design is based 
on three main ideas: (1) the use of a counter-hegemonic narrative that 
provides students with a critical lens through which they can examine 
course subject matter; (2) the intentional selection of service-learning sites 
based on the ability of organizations to help students understand issues of 
social injustice and oppression, and; (3) the interrogation of one’s identity 
in relation to the course subject matter and the experiences of the people 
they engage within the community. 

    Counter-Hegemonic Narrative 

 The fi rst component of employing a critical service-learning approach 
requires the active and intentional use of a “counter-hegemonic narra-
tive.” First introduced by the Italian Marxist theorist Antonio Gramsci, 
the term “hegemony” is understood to mean the manner by which domi-
nant viewpoints and experiences come to be assumed and accepted as the 
norm (Gramsci  1995 ). Although Gramsci fi rst introduced the concept of 
 counter-hegemony  as the process of developing an alternative to the domi-
nant class capitalist values and norms with the goal of overthrowing the 
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capitalist state (Carnoy  1989 ), researchers in the fi eld of education have 
utilized this notion to espouse a philosophy of critical pedagogy aimed at 
helping to transform educational and other systems that sustain dominant 
ideologies and, in turn, support the maintenance of oppression (Giroux 
 2011 ; Kincheloe  2008 ; McLaren  2014 ). 

 Regardless of course topic, to truly employ a critical service-learning 
model, the concept of counter-hegemony must be actively employed in 
course design and implementation. Doing so requires faculty to consider 
how their course subject matter is informed and shaped by dominant ide-
ology that may privilege one or more perspectives over another—and, as 
a result, provide benefi ts to one or more groups based on social loca-
tion. These actions ask faculty to provide students with an alternative to 
the dominant, accepted perspective with the goal of helping students to 
explore the multidimensional nature of the course subject matter.  

    Intentionality in Service Site Selection 

 The utilization of a counter-hegemonic narrative to cultivate students’ crit-
ical consciousness requires that faculty connect critical analyses of subject 
matter to the engagement with systemic inequality that students encounter 
while immersed in the community; however, in order for this to be real-
ized, faculty must intentionally select locations that will lay bare for stu-
dents the ways that oppression and social injustice exist within and impact 
historically marginalized communities on a daily basis. The opportunity 
that service-learning provides is for students to interrogate these concepts 
not just in theory, but specifi cally within the context of the communities in 
which oppression and social injustice are transformed into determinants of 
inequality. In this way, the conceptual material and the hands-on practice 
do not occupy separate spheres within the curriculum, but rather are inter-
dependent factors in reaching the intended developmental goals. 

 We do not suggest that substantive learning cannot take place in wealthy 
or predominantly White locales. One can engage in social critique within 
the confi nes of privileged environments. In fact, most campuses, where 
most of the critical learning in higher education takes place, are intention-
ally set off from urban life to provide a buffer from the perils of “the real 
world” (i.e., “the ivory tower”); however, these same spaces can create 
a bubble, in which most students are cut off from confronting the daily 
impact of systems of oppression and their debilitating outcomes. This is 
not to say that oppression is absent within the ivory tower, but institutions 
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of higher education may offer more resources and supports that lessen 
the burdens experienced by marginalized students. If we want students 
to garner a real sense of why it is important to develop socially conscious 
habits of mind, then, like with the counter-hegemonic approach, we must 
provide them with opportunities to witness the real implications of poli-
cies based on dominant ideologies.  

    Interrogation of Identity 

 As we have mentioned, interrogation of one’s personal identity is a key com-
ponent to this critical service-learning approach. This examination builds 
upon the practice of active refl ection that is emblematic of service- learning 
methods of teaching and learning more generally (Jones and Hill  2001 ; 
Wang and Rodgers  2006 ). Throughout a critical service-learning course, 
students should be asked to engage in a range of assignments devised to 
help students consider the multitude of markers that make up their identity 
(e.g., race, class, gender, sexual orientation, nationality, ability, age, culture, 
religion) and how they have been affected by these indicators, particularly 
in relation to the course topic and the service-learning experiences in the 
community. Such a critical self-analysis should occur throughout the dura-
tion of the course and should be an intentional and integral aspect of the 
syllabus. Futhermore, this identity work should be explicitly linked with the 
specifi c counter-hegemonic narrative(s) being taught in the course.   

    MATH EDUCATION: AN EXAMPLE 
 To illustrate the implementation of this model, we use a math educa-
tion course designed for undergraduate students in a teacher education 
program. This example was chosen specifi cally to highlight some of the 
complexities that might be inherent in implementing a critical model of 
service-learning in a course where the focus is on the development of 
a specifi c skill set (i.e., methods of math instruction). Furthermore, it 
is often the case that a math education course will employ a  practicum  
approach to helping students gain “real-world” experience, despite being 
labeled as service-learning. In a model like this, the focus of the course 
is on training for a potential career. By using this example, we highlight 
some of the ways that a critical approach to service-learning can incorpo-
rate skill development into a curriculum that causes students to look at 
the broader questions facing our local communities (including our public 
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school system), and why even those courses that are more focused on 
practical application are better served examining the cultural relevance and 
social implications of that application. 

    Counter-Hegemonic Narrative 

 In addition to providing students with a skills-based curriculum, a counter- 
hegemonic narrative in a math education course might take the form of 
teaching about how sites of education, as well as pedagogy (math pedago-
gies included), are not netural (Kincheloe  2008 ). Furthermore, students 
would be asked to think about what the normative, dominant methods of 
math education are, and in what ways they might serve to benefi t certain 
students over others (such as through curriculum dicated by common core 
standards). These methods could be explored explicitly in relation to how 
low-income students and/or those who attend underresourced schools 
have been shown to perform more poorly on standardized tests (Good 
et al.  2003 ; Guo  1998 ; Payne and Biddle  1999 ). Reasons for such dispari-
ties would be examined, which then take into consideration the dearth of 
resources schools in poor communities contend with and how this impacts 
students’ learning, as well as the collective impact of poverty on children’s 
abilities to perform well in school. Students might also be asked to think 
about how math education pedagogies need to be reformed based on the 
population of students they are teaching, and how to go about doing so.  

    Intentional Selection of Service-Learning Sites 

 As mentioned above, residents in local communities believe that public insti-
tutions have responsibility to address the causes and consequences of social 
inequality as they exist in these communities. Therefore, if we want students 
to understand what this means, then we must be intentional about having 
them confront the issues in real time. If we want to teach students about the 
hidden curriculum in schools (Jay  2003 ), and its effects on K-12 students 
of color, for example, then it is appropriate that we select service-learning 
sites where these realities of our education system might be experienced. It 
is fi ne for a practicum model to send postsecondary students into any school 
where they will have the opportunity to develop teaching skills; however, if 
we want them to learn what it is like for a teacher to try to educate while 
confronting a lack of resources and a culture framed by the dominant ide-
ologies that determine the educational trajectory of these students, then we 
must be intentional about the types of schools with which we partner.  
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    Interrogation of Identity 

 In the context of a math education course taught from a critical service- 
learning perspective, the interrogation of one’s identity occurs throughout 
the duration of the course and is integrated with and explored in rela-
tion to the rest of the course content and objectives. Students might be 
asked to consider their own K-12 education experiences broadly, and their 
math education specifi cally. They might be prompted to think about the 
racial and cultural constitution of the schools they attended, to consider 
the amount of resources in their schools compared to other districts, and to 
refl ect upon how these factors might have shaped their own experiences as 
a student. Futhermore, they might be asked to explicitly consider how their 
various identity markers (e.g., race, class, gender) contributed to learning 
math, and to use their identity as a framework for analyzing learning chal-
lenges or successes they experienced during their own math education. 

 For example, research has shown that female students are less likely to 
pursue courses and careers in the STEM fi elds (Jacobs  2005 ). Given this 
data, through various exercises and assignments, students would be asked 
to contemplate how gender impacted their experiences in math courses as 
they were growing up or how gender contributed to their understanding 
of their abilities to perform in a subject such as math. They might also be 
prompted to think about these experiences in relation to their observa-
tions in the classrooms where they are serving and with regard for the 
identities of the K-12 students with whom they are working as part of 
the service-learning course. Although geared toward supporting students 
in examining their individual identities, these exercises also help students 
to situate the factors that inform their individual identities within a larger 
social context. Accordingly, they are building their critical consciousness 
by being able to more fully understand the concept of social location 
broadly and the role social location plays for them as an individual.   

    THE CHALLENGES OF IMPLEMENTATION AT 
A PUBLIC RESEARCH UNIVERSITY 

 The challenges of implementing such a model at a research university are 
substantial. At institutions where the emphasis for faculty has been placed 
on conducting and publishing original research, attention to teaching and 
learning can often take a backseat. The culture of these institutions often 
places a lower priority on considerations of one’s teaching practices. This 
lack of refl ection on teaching practices may also impact efforts to implement 



214 D. BARRERA ET AL.

a campus-wide approach to service-learning, as some faculty may see this as 
an encroachment on their academic freedom. It is also the case that some 
faculty feel like they do not know how to teach outside of their discipline, 
and believe that discussions about issues such as racism, sexism, and income 
inequality fall outside their area of disciplinary expertise leading to fear that 
these conversations may ravel “out of control.” 

 Recent proposed changes to the tenure evaluation process at Purdue 
University exemplify the blowback that can happen at research universi-
ties when attempts to put a greater emphasis on pedagogical innovation 
are undertaken. In this particular case, recommendations were made to 
prioritize mentoring of at-risk undergraduates by faculty members, with 
an emphasis on providing opportunities for undergraduates to engage 
in research. Whereas some may see a refocus on teaching as a prudent 
response to the realities of twenty-fi rst-century postsecondary education, 
some faculty may scoff at the idea that they need to change their approach 
to teaching (Jaschik  2015 ). Thus, innovations calling for greater inten-
tionality toward undergraduate development may be met with reservation. 

 However, if framed within the culture of the research university, we 
believe a critical approach to service-learning can be more attractive than 
traditional models. Faculty at research institutions are generally dedicated 
to the twin educational processes of exploration and discovery, which 
defi ne the research enterprise regardless of their academic discipline. It is 
important to incorporate those overarching goals within this strategy of 
reimagining service-learning as a vehicle for developing students’ critical 
consciousness. 

 An instructor utilizing this framework might employ a data-driven 
approach to have students examine the real (vs. perceived) social issues 
that exist in the diverse communities within which students perform ser-
vice. That same instructor might consider how the collection and analy-
sis of this data allows for students to engage in informed social critique, 
particularly regarding public policies relevant to the subject matter of the 
course. A scaffolded approach to articulating students’ social location vis-
à- vis various communities may then be coupled with an examination of 
the historic, economic, and political status of the specifi c community in 
which the student works. 

 In fact, this type of approach is becoming more common within research 
universities. Faculty at research institutions have increasingly conceptu-
alized their role as engaged instructors over the last 10 years, guiding 
the incremental learning of students in a structured way that fi ts with 
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the history of service-learning within higher education (Stanton  2007 ). 
Research universities can and should take the lead in creating new models 
for civic engagement demonstrating the key components of a twenty-
fi rst-century education. There are fi ne examples of research universities 
creating new centers and research hubs that address other dimensions of 
civic education or citizenship, including (but not limited to) the work at 
Tufts University, Tulane University, and Cornell University. 

 Clearly, there are differences among public and private research institu-
tions, as well as other differences related to the size of the campus. Smaller 
private colleges can implement campus-wide initiatives around civic 
engagement based on a shared mission, such as religious ministry. Larger 
public universities, on the other hand, are more likely to involve campus 
champions to create model exemplars that can be shared with other depart-
ments, schools, and disciplines. The history of developing new frontiers 
of curriculum development at research universities has tended to favor 
the simultaneous development of interrelated campus goals. This is true 
now, as well, since most universities are eager to utilize innovative teaching 
and learning strategies to increase their students’ abilities to solve prob-
lems in diverse groups, improve communication skills, and contribute to 
the public good—regardless of their academic majors. Therefore, despite 
potential concerns that a model of service-learning as critical conscious-
ness development would be seen as radical in some circles, we contend 
that such a framework converges with many of the twenty-fi rst-century 
learning outcomes prominent in higher education today.  

    CONCLUSION 
 At the time that it was gaining popularity as a pedagogical model, service- 
learning challenged the traditional culture of higher education by suggest-
ing that students could learn in valuable and valid ways by leaving campus. 
In certain circles, service-learning was (and still is) a controversial idea. 
And so, for practitioners and advocates, simply getting faculty to buy into 
having their students spend a portion of their course time working in local 
 communities—not as fi eld work, but rather as civic participants—and then 
to see this as an integral component through which students learn the course 
material, has been a substantial achievement. But now that service- learning 
has become more mainstream, the time has come to advance our concep-
tualization of the purposes of this pedagogical model. It is our contention 
that we cannot accept neutral and superfi cial versions of service- learning if 
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we aim it to be an alternative to the “hollow” responses to diversity issues, 
both on and off campus. 

 Our neutrality as educators is not neutral: if we are not proponents in 
the creation of these critical civic engagement courses, our neutrality is a 
purposeful acceptance to continue and maintain the status quo of inequal-
ity and injustice. If we remain passive, we are complicit in the develop-
ment of apathy toward all groups who are marginalized by the dominant 
culture. If we do not create civic engagement programs that develop criti-
cal self-discovery (Freire  1970 ), and develop understanding and empathy 
with and between “in-groups” and “out-groups” (Vaught  2012 ), we are 
institutionalizing the cycles of oppression that the mission statements of 
public universities—laden with social justice rhetoric—are committed to 
correcting. This framework, with its focus on developing students’ habits 
of mind toward a more critical approach to social analysis through service- 
learning, allows us to pursue the mandate for diversity learning in a man-
ner that is no longer viewed as hollow.     
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    CHAPTER 12   

    With mounting evidence that American democracy is sliding toward a path 
of “economic elite domination” and “biased pluralism,” and away from 
“majoritarian electoral democracy” or “majoritarian pluralism” (Gilens and 
Page  2014 , p. 3; see also Barber  1984 ), defi nitions of, and approaches to, 
citizenship and civic engagement in education have been contested (Abowitz 
and Harnish  2006 ; Westheimer and Kahne  2004 ). Since the 1990s, there 
has been a movement to push back against neoliberalism and its effects by 
reinvigorating the neglected mission of universities to prepare citizens for 
democracy and promote civic engagement (Boyte  2015 ; Kezar et al.  2005 ). 
Policy reports such as the  Wingspread Declaration  and  Crucible Moment  
are a response to this problem.  Wingspread  called for action on the part of 
policymakers, university administrators, faculty, and students to reinvigo-
rate and reimagine the public mission of universities (Boyte and Hollander 
 1999 ). The authors called for colleges and universities to engage in the 
“work of citizenship” by “conceiving of institutions of higher learning as 
vital, living cultures, not simply as an aggregation of discrete units in com-
petition with each other” as many new neoliberal responsibility-centered 
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budget models promote (p. 9).  The Crucible Moment  calls for higher edu-
cation to engage in defi ning the “depth, complexity, and competing ver-
sions of what ‘civic actually means and entails’” basically calling for clearer 
defi nitions of the concept of democracy (The National Task Force on Civic 
Learning and Democratic Engagement  2012 , p. 31). In the intervening 
years since the  Wingspread Declaration  and  Crucible Moment  report, public 
universities have responded to the call for civic renewal mostly through 
expanding service-learning and community engagement programming. 
The growth of Campus Compact, which now has 1100 institutional mem-
bers, and the more than 300 institutions who have applied for and received 
the elective Community Engagement classifi cation from the Carnegie 
Foundation are evidence of this expansion. However, this activity has only 
marginally infl uenced change and “recent reviews of the status of the fi eld 
have found civic engagement to have made little progress at penetrating 
the core teaching, learning, and research processes in higher education” 
(Pollack  2013 , p. 228). Some argue that the civic engagement movement 
itself is marginal, stalled, or adrift (Burkhardt and Joslin  2012 ; Pollack 
 2013 ; Saltmarsh et al.  2009 ). 

    THE CHALLENGE OF NEOLIBERALISM 
 Institutions of higher education in the USA have become increasingly ori-
ented toward their role as players in a neoliberal market economy (Ayers 
 2005 ; Bok  2003 ; Giroux  2002 ; Slaughter and Rhoades  2004 ). Reacting 
to drastic decreases in public funding, institutions increase tuition rates 
and implement industry-based approaches to cost-cutting (e.g., by hiring 
more adjunct/contingent faculty, ballooning numbers of administrators, 
and focusing on students-as-consumers) (Giroux  2014 ; Levin  2007 ). A 
market-based approach to higher education is antithetical to the function 
of higher education as a public good, much less to supporting education for 
democracy or democratic citizenship (Barr et al.  2015 ; Cole and Heinecke 
 2015 ; Fallis  2007 ; Giroux  2002 ; Kezar  2004 ; Kezar et al.  2005 ; Marginson 
 2012 ; McDowell  2001 ; Suspitsyna  2012 ; Young  1997 ). This larger reality 
of higher education in the USA provides critical context for understanding 
civic engagement on campus (Barber  2012 ; Burkhardt and Joslin  2012 ; 
Kliewer  2013 ). Kliewer ( 2013 ) asserts that the challenge is to “insulate civic 
engagement from neoliberal ideology” (p. 77). He argues that neoliberal-
ism has had a constraining infl uence on the civic renewal process in higher 
education primarily because it “has changed the relationship between the 
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market, civil society and the state” (p. 72) and “the civic engagement fi eld 
has failed to account for the predominant structures of the paradigm” 
(p. 73). Kliewer argues that the fi eld of civic engagement in higher educa-
tion must acknowledge neoliberalism lest it continues to maintain “exist-
ing ideological structures that preclude achieving democratic and justice 
goals—unjust levels of inequality, disengagement, and disempowerment,” 
and, “producing a type of citizen completely defi ned in relation to a mar-
ket society, thereby precluding a robust form of democratic engagement in 
which citizens organize, cooperate, and act outside the bounds of market 
and economic activity” (p. 73).  

    STUDENT ACTIVISM 
 Student activism has a tradition in higher education related to social 
change and leadership on issues pertinent to society at large and uni-
versity life (Altbach  1989 ; Astin  1975 ; Foster and Long  1970 ; Kezar 
 2010 ; Rhoads  1998 ). Here, activism “refers to students’ efforts to cre-
ate change on or off campus related to a broad range of social, political, 
and economic issues often using techniques outside institutional chan-
nels such as protests, demonstrations, and rallies” as well as other more 
subtle forms of activism (Kezar  2010 , p.  451). As Ropers-Huilman 
et al. ( 2005 ) explain, “student activism is more than just organizational 
involvement; instead, it implies involvement in and commitment to 
social change” (p. 298). 

 Activism is also regarded as a way in which students learn about “dem-
ocratic process, citizenship, and leadership” (Kezar  2010 , p.  451) and 
develop skills related to citizenship and civic engagement (Astin  1975 ; 
Rhoads  1997 ,  1998 ). Student activists practice democracy by assuming citi-
zenship roles through engagement with dissent (Hamrick  1998 ). However, 
although many students become involved in activism to learn how to 
engage in a democracy, they often fi nd themselves shut out from decision-
making on campuses (Ropers-Huilman et al.  2005 ). Ropers- Huilman et al. 
( 2005 ) also found that student-government could function as a tool of 
exclusion for some student groups on campus. Levels of student activism 
are related to the “perceived power of students on campus, the nature of 
the student body, the background of faculty and staff, the emergence of an 
informal or formal curriculum around grassroots leadership and activism, 
and faculty and staff” and whether or not students see and experience the 
mutual benefi ts of working together (Kezar  2010 , p. 451). Recent trends 
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indicate an increase in student activism in the USA, and it is globally related 
to student resistance to neoliberal ideology’s capture of higher education 
(Klemenčič  2014 ).  

    SPECIFIC INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSES: 
VIRGINIA AND ITS UNIVERSITY 

 Universities respond to calls for reengaging with their civic missions 
within the particular cultural contexts of their regions and states (Moglen 
 2013 ). The context of citizenship, civic engagement, and activism at the 
University of Virginia (UVa) is infl uenced by a national culture of neo-
liberalism (Kirp  2003 ; Lightcap  2014 ) and by state and local political 
culture of traditionalism and elitism (Tarter  2013 ). The culture of UVa 
is a refl ection of its history: its founder, Thomas Jefferson, was both a 
proponent of grassroots democracy and the ideology of the inferiority of 
non-Whites and women (as well as a slaveholder). This reality has perme-
ated its history: African–American graduate students were not admitted 
until the 1950s, African–American undergraduates were not admitted in 
signifi cant numbers until the late 1960s, and women were not admitted 
as undergraduates until 1970. 

 In addition, like almost all institutions of higher education in the USA, the 
University is being urged to counter neoliberal trends in society by lowering 
tuition, increasing diversity, democratizing its governing process, engaging 
in service-learning that critically examines root causes of social problems, 
and pursuing knowledge for the public good from perspectives other than 
economic and market ideology, “challenging the governing logics of neolib-
eralism” (Kliewer  2013 , p.77), instead of becoming less accountable to pub-
lic authority and more accountable to private interests like bond ratings and 
rankings systems. At the same time, UVa is subject to neoliberal forces both 
externally (e.g., economic and political pressures from legislators to focus 
on job preparation) and internally (e.g., tacitly accepting the state’s under-
funding, adopting consumerist mentalities, and “responsibility-centered 
management,” seen by many faculty, staff, and students as common-sense, 
cost-saving measures [Kliewer  2013 ]). These contradictions, not directly 
addressed in the  Wingspread Declaration  or  Crucible Moment , are problem-
atic for the mission of civic renewal as “neoliberal ideology produces a very 
specifi c governing and organizing regime that makes democratic and justice 
aims diffi cult to achieve” (Kliewer  2013 , p. 74). 
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    Student Activism at UVa 

 The University of Virginia has a rich history of student activism. The 
University began admitting African–American graduate students in 1959 
and from 1961 to 1980, there were boycotts, marches, and sit-ins led by 
students who were “fed up with racism” at UVa (Valenzi  2002 , p. 28). 
These actions resulted in many institutional changes, including the 
establishment of the Offi ce of African–American Affairs (Harold  2014 ). 
Students mobilized again in the 1980s, staging an occupation of the 
Rotunda and demanding that the University divest its holdings from com-
panies in apartheid South Africa (Valenzi  2002 ). 

 Students have continued this tradition of protest into the twenty-fi rst 
century, most notably through the Living Wage campaign, which advo-
cates for fair compensation for the University’s low-wage employees. They 
initiated an occupation of the president’s offi ces in Madison Hall in 2006, 
resulting in the arrest of 17, as well as a 13-day hunger strike in March 
2012. 

 The University found itself in the national spotlight again in June 2012 
when the Board of Visitors forced President Teresa Sullivan to resign, 
apparently motivated by Sullivan’s lack of “strategic dynamism” and resis-
tance to neoliberal change (Lightcap  2014 , p. 6; see also Spencer  2012 ). 
This crisis in governance sparked a nationwide “groundswell of support” 
for Sullivan, and the Board of Visitors unanimously reinstated her after 
two weeks of protests led by students, faculty, and alumni (Spencer  2012 , 
p.1). Students again decried the Board of Visitors during the 2013 aca-
demic year, when the Board signifi cantly modifi ed the no-loan policy 
of the University’s fl agship fi nancial aid program, AccessUVa (Johnson 
 2013 ). A petition circulated by the Restore AccessUVa campaign gained 
nearly 9000 signatures (Barry  2013 ). 

 During the academic year 2014–2015, UVa experienced its most recent 
tumultuous year of crisis and activism. There was a nationwide search for 
missing student Hannah Graham during the month of September, end-
ing with a UVa hospital employee on trial for abduction and fi rst-degree 
murder of the student (Keneally  2015 ). In November 2014,  Rolling Stone  
magazine published a graphic account of an alleged gang rape perpetrated 
by fraternity brothers 2 years prior and the University’s attempt to sweep 
it under the rug. UVa became “ground zero in the debate over campus 
sexual assault” (Brown  2014 , p.1). Protests against gender-based violence 
erupted across campus, including a SlutWalk and a faculty-led “Take Back 
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the Party” rally. In response to the article, President Sullivan temporarily 
suspended the entire Greek system; however, an investigation initiated by 
 The Washington Post  raised questions about the legitimacy of the claim, 
leading to  Rolling Stone  retracting the story entirely (Dana  2014 ). The 
Columbia School of Journalism later released a comprehensive report on 
the article’s lack of journalistic integrity, describing it as “a story of journal-
istic failure that was avoidable” (Coronel et al.  2015 , p. 1). Still, UVa is one 
of 55 schools under investigation by the US Department of Education’s 
Offi ce for Civil Rights for possible violations of federal Title IX laws. 

 The campus was also rocked by Black Lives Matter protests in response 
to the high-profi le cases of police brutality in Ferguson and Staten Island 
(Robinson  2014 ). The brutal beating of a Black UVa student, Martese 
Johnson, by state Alcohol and Beverage Control agents at a local bar, 
sparked another round of rallies and marches that March (Heskett  2015 ). 
In response, the Black Student Alliance developed a 26-page proposal 
titled “Towards a Better University,” outlining issues of racial inequal-
ity on Grounds (the term used for “campus” at UVa) and what the 
administration should do to rectify them (Black Student Alliance at UVA 
 2015 ). Other students marched in protest and disrupted a meeting of law 
enforcement offi cers. 

 Lastly, there was student outrage just a week after the incident of police 
brutality when the Board of Visitors voted to implement an 11 % tuition 
increase for incoming students in a plan called “Affordable Excellence” 
that was not released to the public until their vote (Anderson  2015a ,  b ). 
Over 200 students participated in a rally and sit-in at the Board of Visitors’ 
meeting, showing their dissent.  

    Citizenship and Civic Engagement at UVa 

 Citizenship and civic engagement are a central part of the University’s 
mission and an important part of its brand (Lampkin  2000 ). There are 
references to this aspect of the University’s mission peppered  throughout 
its public documents, web pages, and administrators’ speeches. The 
University has implemented several programs related to civic engage-
ment through such efforts as the Jefferson Public Citizens program and 
the Meriwether Lewis Institute for Citizen Leadership. In addition, the 
University has been touted in some scholarly works as exemplary when it 
comes to citizen leadership, education for civic responsibility, and student 
self-governance (Eramo  2010 ; Sawicki  2009 ; Thornton and Jaeger  2006 ). 
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However, these resources provide a limited perspective on the University’s 
approach to civic education. While the University administration, both in 
written documents (e.g., Strategic Plan) and presentations, often refers to 
the ideals of Jeffersonian democracy and the civic purpose of the univer-
sity, it should be acknowledged that “[a]n expression of democratic pur-
pose may not necessarily result in a more democratic curriculum. Mission 
statements often represent ideals and aspirations” (Youngberg  2008 , p. 8). 
Indeed, there are indications that the meaning of citizen-leaders is unclear 
at the University (Sawicki  2009 ), and the focus of civic engagement pro-
grams and initiatives rarely embrace social activism and resistance move-
ments as indicative of developing civic leaders. The present study adds the 
voice and perspective of student activists traditionally marginalized in the 
university student-governance culture.   

    METHODS 
 The conceptual framework for the study drew on several components. 
First, we were guided by defi nitions of citizens and citizenship as defi ned 
by Westheimer and Kahne ( 2004 ) and Abowitz and Harnish ( 2006 ). 
They provide three citizen/citizenship typologies that have some over-
lap: Personally Responsible/Civic Republican, Participatory/Liberal; and 
Justice-Oriented/Critical. We were particularly interested in how main-
stream Personally Responsible/Civic Republican and Participatory/ Liberal 
forms might contrast with the latter defi nition, Justice-Oriented/Critical, 
in the context of crises related to gender and race. Second, we employed 
theoretical concepts from political cultural analysis (Elazar  1984 ; Marshall 
et al.  1989 ; Tarter  2013 ) and organizational cultural analysis (Colby et al. 
 2003 ; Schein  2009 ,  2010 ; Tierney  2008 ) to examine how larger political 
and historical forces shape the organizational culture at UVa as it relates to 
its efforts to promote education for democracy and civic engagement in the 
midst of student activism. Lastly, we employed aspects of Kezar’s ( 2010 ) 
methodological approach to “examine the  strategies, obstacles, and ways 
students navigated power conditions” related to organizational change and 
civic engagement on campus (p. 452). This study is part of a larger research 
project examining civic renewal and student activism at multiple sites. For 
this chapter, we focused on interviews conducted with ten student activ-
ists who held various positions such as presidents and past presidents of 
student cultural organizations, leaders of social change-oriented contracted 
independent organizations (CIO) organizations (such as Living Wage, 
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Socio-Economic Diversity), and unaffi liated activists (such as informal stu-
dent and community groups not recognized by the University pushing for 
reform in governance, fi nancial aid, and tuition). We chose these partici-
pants because previous research on civic engagement and leadership con-
ducted at UVa (Eramo  2010 ; Sawicki  2009 ; Thornton and Jaeger  2006 ) 
utilized participants from mainstream student-government organizations 
and administrators from the University. We purposefully chose participants 
to gain insights on the meaning of civic engagement in higher education 
from the perspective of underrepresented students who are student activ-
ists. All ten activists interviewed were women of color, majoring in a variety 
of subjects including social sciences, the sciences, and humanities. All of the 
students had been involved in activism for several years. We also collected 
a sample of over 100 media reports about crises and activism at UVa over 
the past 3 years, as well as scholarly articles and dissertations written about 
the University. Lastly, the data also includes the University’s own reports 
and statements related to citizenship, democracy, and civic engagement. 
These documents were treated as an additional data source to compare the 
University-sanctioned perspective of activism alongside student perspec-
tives and were analyzed in the same manner as the interview data, using 
analytic induction (Erickson  1986 ). Analytic assertions were developed 
from multiple readings of the data corpus and then tested for accuracy 
through a review of the data for confi rmation or disconfi rmation.  

    RESULTS 
 Our fi ndings refl ect a clash between different forms of civic leader-
ship promoted by the institution and engaged by activist students. 
The University promotes student participation in a depoliticized, non-
activist conception of democracy and citizenship, despite embracing a 
Jeffersonian framework (that originally included a populist, anti-insti-
tutional, and activist form of democracy). Student activists engage in 
civic leadership that refl ects a justice- oriented citizenship (Westheimer 
and Kahne  2004 ) or critical citizenship (Abowitz and Harnish  2006 ) via 
a resistance-/social change- oriented frame. The democratic ethos of the 
institutional culture marginalizes student activists who exercise resistance 
capital (Yosso  2005 ) and utilize different strategies to demonstrate civic 
leadership. Specifi cally, the analyses conducted for this study revealed the 
following themes:
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    1.    The University of Virginia’s culture and civic ethos refl ects an elitist 
democratic and neoliberal culture that frames civic participation and 
citizenship in a depoliticized and non-activist manner.   

   2.    This culture of democratic elitism is mirrored in the student body 
generally and is replicated in the culture and system of student 
self-governance.   

   3.    Student activists, attempting to exercise civic leadership through a 
critical/justice-oriented citizenship frame, experienced confl ict with 
the institutional civic culture resulting in being marginalized, iso-
lated, and co-opted by formal student groups with ties to University 
administration.    

     Elitist Democratic Culture: Traditions, Student Self-Governance, 
and Leadership 

 The activists interviewed were aware of, and engaged with, concepts like 
neoliberalism, elitism, hierarchy, and competition for prestige. Students 
offered sentiments such as, “elitism is defi nitely embedded in our cul-
ture” (activist involved in  local community), and “the culture that you 
do see, the one that is most in-your-face, is defi nitely the preppy elitism 
of UVa” (activist working on income inequality) that demonstrated their 
engagement with these concepts. This environment, from the activists’ 
perspectives, cultivated a focus on individual advancement and a civically 
disengaged, apathetic student body. It spurred these activists into action 
to counter the University culture of elitist democracy and apathy in ways 
that refl ect resistance capital (Yosso  2005 ). 

 The students we interviewed described a school culture in which 
there was intense competition among students for prestige related to 
student- career advancement and leading to social stratifi cation at UVa. 
One student activist, a woman of color focused on the institutional sup-
port of students from low socioeconomic backgrounds, echoes what 
most interviewed students identifi ed as an institutional culture domi-
nated by the Greek system: “in your fi rst year, if you don’t see, if you 
don’t have other options [than the Greek system], you’re very limited in 
what you can do … and you defi nitely have to more actively seek out dif-
ferent cultures [to achieve social standing].” A student deeply involved 
with organizing for justice and equity for students from low-income 
backgrounds further explains:
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  [There are] things that are super competitive to get into, because they’re 
looking for a certain type of UVa student. Typically it follows White, upper- 
class, middle-class values … So, being able to speak in a certain manner, 
compose yourself in a certain manner, dress in a certain manner, are the 
things that these clubs look for in addition to the mainstream values that 
they think UVa encapsulates. 

   The culture of traditionalism, prestige, and elitism leads some students to 
feel marginalized and apathetic, but it also energizes a minority of students 
to fi nd alternative means to enact a counter narrative of engagement and 
change. Another activist (involved in planning key events related to racial 
issues on campus), describes a “system that’s already given [students] all 
these defi nitions. Here’s who you are, here’s your identity … it’s this identity 
being handed to you, being this mold where it’s like ‘here, fi t into this.’” She 
illustrates how strong the traditional culture of the University is felt by many 
students, activists, and non-activists alike. This system, she explains, relies on 
“labels” related to traditions that lead, in her opinion, to “alienation”:

  They give us honor, you have self-governance which is generally about lead-
ership, so what does leadership mean to you … this is who you are, but we 
never really get the chance to defi ne what those things are as students for 
ourselves … you should be able to defi ne what honor is to you. 

   Activists described this climate as conservative, quiet, apathetic, and “neo-
liberalized,” with most students not being engaged or concerned with 
social issues of marginalized peoples. “There’s not that many student 
activists,” explains a former president of a cultural student union. She sug-
gests that activism is “taboo” at UVa. Another student activist involved in 
a cultural organization described the relationship between neoliberalism, 
elitism, and student engagement:

  But also it seems the majority of my peers have adopted a kind of…I guess it 
is slightly neoliberal…where everything’s fi ne, let’s make money, let’s have 
fun, nothing gets their gears grinding, it seems…that the University does or 
that’s just happening in the world. … There’s a lot of students that we’ve 
already lost in the fi ght. I think it’s part of that elitism, there’s nothing really 
grinds your gears cause it’s not directly affecting you. 

   An activist involved in campaigns for climate change and fair wages 
credits her developing understanding of neoliberal culture as key to her 
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engagement: “I got involved [with activism] because I started to under-
stand the neoliberal culture, I had some classes that made me think we 
need critical self-refl ection.” As described by our participants, the university 
civic culture infl uences the general student culture within which students 
make meaning of civic engagement and social activism within a frame of 
competition, status, and elitism—symptoms of neoliberalism and barriers 
to a civic ethos. This culture of elitism pervades the system of student self-
governance, leadership programming, and student leadership development.  

    The Culture of Democratic Elitism and Student Self-Governance 

 The culture of elitism shapes student self-governance and the culture of 
student engagement. The University promotes its leadership program-
ming as related to Jefferson’s beliefs about university education produc-
ing “educated, civic-minded leaders who could guide the democracy into 
a bright future” (University of Virginia Offi ce of the Dean of Students 
 2015 ). However, according to activist students interviewed, the culture at 
UVa constructs a hierarchy of students and student groups. At the top of 
the hierarchy are offi cial student organizations known as Agency Groups, 
which act on behalf of the University and provide specifi c University 
services. The student leaders of Agency Groups assume responsibili-
ties delegated from the governing board and the administration (e.g., 
University Programs Council, University Judiciary Committee [UJC], 
Honor Committee) and “Special Status Groups” that act as agents for 
the University for certain functions delegated to them by the administra-
tion (e.g., Class Councils, Student Council [“StudCo”], School Councils, 
University Guides). Many of the leadership positions are elected from the 
general student body, but most of the associated positions are appointed 
by the student-government leadership. 

 Below the Agency Groups are the Contracted Independent Organizations 
(CIOs) which constitute most of the student organizations (approximately 
700) at UVa. These groups are independent of the University, except 
that they receive funds from StudCo. CIOs range from cultural groups 
to hobby and recreational groups. The CIOs most pertinent to this study 
are the cultural groups such as the Black Student Alliance, The Latino 
Student Alliance, and the Asian Student Alliance as well as some activist 
organizations such as United for Undergraduate Socio-Economic Diversity 
(UFUSED) and Living Wage Campaign. The latter two organizations tend 
to challenge the University administration in ways that other CIOs do not. 
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 Outside of the formal Agency Groups and CIO structure are a group of 
informal and independent student groups that tend to be more progres-
sive and assertive, such as UVa Students United, Climate Action, and the 
Alliance for Social Change. One of our student participants (active with 
community activist groups unaffi liated with the University) described the 
structure and hierarchy this way:

  (T)here’s defi nitely a hierarchy. There are organizations like Honor and 
JeffSoc and U-Guides, top-tier leadership things that you can get involved 
in without knowing what they really do. More of the resources, funding, 
gets funneled into them, versus minority organizations struggle to get 
funding. … And so it seems to me that organizations that really [advo-
cate] for substantial consciousness and for substantial change actually 
don’t get much of the funding, and to me, that seems very deliberate. 
The more that the University can give those resources to organizations 
that don’t really have some kind of conscious motive, that means they’re 
placing a hierarchy, in that status. … And it just kind of goes down from 
there. Black students are at the bottom, Latino students are at the bot-
tom. There’s defi nitely a hierarchy. And like I said earlier, it’s a result of 
the culture that exists there. 

   The elitist structure of student organizations also has substantive effects 
on the ability to infl uence. “I think the StudCo groups defi nitely have 
the ear of the University,” while it is diffi cult for informal groups to 
get a meeting, “because those students are supposed to be representa-
tive of the student body, they get more time with the administrators 
… that’s part of the power [of being involved with formal organiza-
tions]—the University’s interested in what you’re doing,” one activist 
told us. Another participant (an activist who participates in organizations 
unaffi liated with the University) further characterized more formal stu-
dent  organizations—“these groups at the top, StudCo, whatever”—as 
functioning as “mouthpieces of the administration” and “replicating the 
same power dynamics among the student body.” She also, as all of our 
participants did, links concerns about organizing with an understanding 
of the culture explaining that “people are attracted to prestigious organi-
zations, more well- funded organization” as showing how “that hierarchy 
is replicated among students.” She expresses concern for her peers and 
society: “we’re gonna go out in the world, become policymakers, teach-
ers, doctors, and replicate that same structure within society! And that’s 
why activism and consciousness- raising is super important.” Resistance to 
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this culture of elitism coupled with a desire to engage a critical discourse 
of citizenship shaped student activists’ reactions to crises related to race 
and gender during the 2014–2015 academic year.  

    Responding to Crisis 

 The University’s depoliticized approach to civic engagement became trans-
parent during the crises of 2014–2015 when student activists responded 
with actions representative of a social justice and critical discourse concep-
tion of citizenship. Some of the activists we interviewed attributed the 
crises themselves to the way in which the traditional civic culture “kept 
the lid on” gender and racial confl ict related to the University’s history. 

 The student activists’ ability to respond effectively to the events, poli-
cies, and culture undergirding the crises brought into stark relief the civic 
ethos of the institution; it revealed a culture that often remains hidden. 
The activists told us that this culture illuminated problems associated with 
low levels of activism and student engagement including inter- and intra-
group cooperation, identity politics, the “siloing” of and coalition build-
ing among activist groups, co-optation of CIOs, and a student culture of 
apathy, racial insensitivity, and sexism. 

 Student activists felt there were different levels of engagement with 
the sexual assault and the race crises that plagued UVa in 2014–2015. 
They perceived greater student engagement around the sexual assault 
issue because it affected more White women. They also felt that the type 
of activism the sexual assault crisis elicited was one where mainstream 
organizations responded to work with the administration to protect the 
reputation of the institution rather than to protest university culture and 
policy. They characterized the response by many student organizations to 
the  Rolling Stone  article as “prolifi c and rapid” but also as “more damage 
control than anything else,” refl ecting a disposition among many students 
toward institutional loyalty rather than critical change. 

 The campus culture, according to the interviewed activists, contributed 
to identity politics that hampered student activists’ ability to join together 
on various issues during the crises. As one activist put it, “in the Alliance 
thing, you just saw different kinds of feminism. What gets people involved 
in certain issues is basically their identities, and if you have a school of lim-
ited identities then you’re gonna have a school of limited issues.” 

 Different approaches to civic engagement were also held in different 
esteem at UVa, according to the activists. Direct action was described as 
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“taboo,” and it was clear that the mainstream student civic culture, as well 
as the administration, promoted prolonged dialogue over direct political 
action and protest. While all of the student activist leaders we interviewed 
had been involved with events that provided space for dialogue, they were 
frustrated that many of these initiatives felt superfi cial and symbolic. For 
example, the administrative response to one student group’s efforts to 
spotlight issues of racial profi ling and overpolicing through Black Lives 
Matter protests and direct action was a request to produce a report for 
the administration about racial inequality. This was the fourth report 
requested and provided in 20 years, and many of those involved felt these 
reports have not been accompanied by any substantive change. A student 
leader of a minority CIO provided this example:

  we raise the roof, and then things calm down again and new leaders come 
in. And then they learn all about it, and then they raise the roof, and then 
things calm down. The same thing happening over and over again. So … we 
have the same issues that we’ve been having for the last 10 years. What I’ve 
been advocating for the past year, the fi rst … president advocated during her 
term. So I don’t see any change. 

   Some activists felt that groups were co-opted into a civic culture that con-
tinually transforms student protest and resistance from action-oriented 
to discussion-oriented, precluding substantive action or change. Activists 
saw this as a deliberate strategy and, as a result, the same issues had been 
talked over for years with no change or substantive action, thus benefi ting 
UVa’s administration. One CIO activist, who was outspoken about socio-
economic diversity, explained how this created divisions among students 
hoping to effect change on Grounds:

  There’s such a struggle over “okay, should we escalate this and do a direct 
action or should we start slow and start with dialogue?” And I think that 
something that’s a core part of the University community is this idea of dia-
logue, and how talking things out will just solve the issues, these deep-seated 
issues that have been going on for centuries at this University. The types of 
issues that come with being historically an institution for White, affl uent, 
males. And as time has progressed, we’ve had women at this University, Black 
students at this University, Latino students at this University, low- income 
students at this University, and it has interrupted the core, founding values 
of this University. So some student groups will go straight to dialogue, and 
get co-sponsored by Sustained Dialogue to host a dialogue about issues like 
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sexual assault or issues like, let’s brainstorm policies that need to be created 
to make this a more inclusive space for Black bodies. And then let’s compile 
our notes from this dialogue and give it to administrators. There’s this idea 
of appealing to the administrators, of appealing to the people who are in 
power, the people who ultimately have the leverage to make decisions that 
will impact all of our lives. So the way to appeal to them isn’t through rallies, 
it isn’t through protest, it’s through dialogue. … or that’s the assumption 
that many students have here. That’s what makes the dialogue tactic appeal-
ing for a majority of students. Because it’s more comfortable and they think 
that administrators will listen if you speak. … But some students think also 
that being a part of these traditional organizations they’ll be more listened 
to, that they’ll have the power from the administration, when in reality they 
end up being the administration’s mouthpiece and doing and thinking and 
saying the things the administration wants them to do, think, and say. 

   The frustration exhibited by the student activists responding to crises of 
race and gender refl ects a confl ict between the institutional civic culture 
with certain enlightenment dispositions toward citizenship and students 
who are working from discourses of critical citizenship.   

    DISCUSSION 
 When investigating the progress of the civic engagement movement, it 
is important to understand the institution’s cultural context and how it 
relates to dimensions of civic responsibility (Thornton and Jaeger  2006 ). 
Examining the democratic spirit and culture of civic engagement at the 
University of Virginia within a context of crisis and student activism illu-
minated the specifi c types of civic leadership refl ected in the institutional 
culture and how that culture marginalizes student leaders who operate from 
a discourse of critical and justice-oriented citizenship. Questions of civic 
identity are illuminated in these interactions highlighting who is welcomed 
and who is not welcomed into the University’s civic space (Abowitz and 
Harnish  2006 ). Varied defi nitions of key concepts revolving around democ-
racy and citizenship have signifi cant implications and raise political issues for 
civic renewal efforts (Westheimer and Kahne  2004 ). The University’s ascrip-
tion to “civic republican” and “political liberal” frameworks of citizenship 
confl icts with the citizenship orientations of the activists we interviewed, 
students from underrepresented groups (women of color and students from 
low-socioeconomic backgrounds) who, representing marginalized voices of 
minorities, women, and low-income students (all only recently admitted to 
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UVa), operate from a “critical discourse” or reconstructionist defi nition of 
citizenship that “raise issues of membership, identity, and engagement in 
creative, productive ways” (Abowitz and Harnish  2006 , p. 666). Activist 
versions of citizenship break with liberalism and elitist forms of democracy 
in that they focus less on individual rights and freedom and more on collec-
tive or communal aspects of civic engagement.  

    CONCLUSION 
 The National Task Force on Civic Learning and Democratic Engagement 
stated that “[d]emocracy is the defi ning characteristic of our country” 
and asked that Universities “model institutional citizenship by employing 
democratic processes and practices” (p. 69). One of the most signifi cant 
challenges in this effort is the development of political skills relating to 
dealing with difference. If activists and dissenters are marginalized in the 
assumed safety of the democratic culture that the higher education envi-
ronment aims to provide, what does that say about the ability of American 
public research universities to prepare students for active and engaged par-
ticipation in a diverse democracy? Universities must reexamine their civic 
cultures in this era when many administrators, faculty, and students have 
been captured by neoliberal ideologies and elite discourses. 

 University leaders should take into account changing and multiple defi -
nitions of democracy and citizenship if they are to successfully lead the way 
to civic renewal in higher education. Calls for civic renewal should be seen 
as calls for cultural renewal and institutional analysis because they force 
administrators to examine their operational defi nition of democracy and 
citizenship and the root confl icts between neoliberalism and democracy. 
Our results indicate that leaders of institutions committed to civic renewal 
will have to take a deep and hard look at their institutional cultures and 
time-honored traditions and move beyond the impression-management 
strategies of survival and competition. This will require different attitudes 
toward critique, dissent, and the politics of difference often found in the 
organizational cultures of research universities. Leaders should seek out 
and encourage divergent voices in the effort to engage in civic renewal. 
Starting with an examination of the culture of democracy and civic spirit 
on the institution is essential as this factor infl uences how universities 
defi ne civic engagement strategies such as service-learning, extra- and co- 
curricular programming, and curricular approaches to civic renewal. The 
stakes are high: “When students perceive their institution as preaching one 
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thing and living another, they are likely to become cynical” (Colby et al. 
 2003 , p. 93). Without attention, universities run the risk of creating apa-
thy and cynicism rather than inspiring engagement among students who 
are cognizant of the difference between university defi nitions of democ-
racy and citizenship as they are actually practiced.     
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    CHAPTER 13   

    Developing students’ social justice commitments becomes a more urgent 
task of service-learning and community engagement as institutions of 
higher education are challenged to prepare students for our increasingly 
diverse democracy—developing what Musil ( 2003 ) terms “generative 
citizens.” People who “understand the residual legacies of inequality” 
have a “sophisticated knowledge of the levers that can make systems 
more equitable,” and “seek the well being of the whole” as they come 
to value community as “an interdependent resource fi lled with possi-
bilities” (para. 19). Service-learning and community engagement were 
often assumed to be practices inherently connected to concerns of social 
justice (Kendall  1990 ; Warren  1998 ). While some scholars have called 
this assumption into question (Robinson  2000 ), others have suggested 
that scholars and practitioners be more intentional in their practice to 
demonstrate a commitment to social justice and develop these commit-
ments in students (Maybach  1996 ; Mitchell  2008 ; Rosenberger  2000 ). 
Hurtado ( 2007 ) suggested that a priority of higher education should be 
“encouraging students to develop a sense of social justice and to become 
responsible citizens” (p. 191). Is service-learning the practice that can 
produce those developments? 
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 Prior research suggests that service-learning can be a pedagogical 
tool that develops students’ commitments to social justice (Einfeld and 
Collins  2008 ; Mitchell  2014 ; Moely et  al.  2002a ). Mitchell’s ( 2014 ) 
qualitative study demonstrated that service-learning experiences that 
encouraged refl ection on experience, identity, in dialogue with others, 
and with focus on structural conditions that undergird social concerns 
supported students in sensemaking that yields commitments to justice. 
Similarly, Einfeld and Collins ( 2008 ) research with nine students in pro-
longed service placements (300  h or more for a year) concluded that 
“effective” training and refl ection was essential to lead students to social 
justice commitments (p.  104). They discovered that while “each par-
ticipant acknowledged and witnessed inequality … some participants 
developed a social justice paradigm and others adopted a charity para-
digm” (p. 104). The Civic Attitudes and Skills Questionnaire (CASQ) 
developed by Moely and colleagues is one of the few quantitative instru-
ments specifi cally designed for service-learning experiences. It includes 
an eight-item scale on social justice attitudes that asks items such as: 
“It is important that equal opportunity be available to all people”; “In 
order for problems to be solved, we need to change public policy”; and, 
“People are poor because they choose to be poor” (Moely et al.  2002b , 
p.  19). In their study, service-learning students increased their aware-
ness of social justice issues and, compared to their nonservice-learning 
counterparts, their social justice attitudes as well (Moely et al.  2002b ). 
Importantly, none of these studies explores the quality of the engage-
ment experience beyond number of hours served and generalizing the 
issues central to the community work (e.g., poverty, education). And, 
only Mitchell ( 2014 ) interrogated whether students in these experiences 
see their service to the community as opportunities to learn about social 
justice or as action in service of social justice. 

 Perhaps because of the challenge to operationalize a commitment to 
(not to mention a defi nition of) social justice, or due to the prioritiz-
ing of academic and civic outcomes in service-learning research, there are 
few empirical studies exploring connections between service-learning and 
social justice. This chapter contributes to empirical work on community 
engagement more broadly but also adds to the literature on social jus-
tice and service-learning. This study explores how students classify their 
 community engagement experiences and the outcomes developed in the 
different types of experiences. 
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    PURPOSE OF THE CHAPTER 
 Given the lack of data related to the proportion of undergraduates who 
participate in social justice-oriented service, the fi rst goal of this chap-
ter was to analyze data to discover how undergraduates characterized the 
nature of their community-based service activities at large public research 
universities. Students were asked to classify their service within categories 
including charity, public or collective action, social change, empowering 
others, social action, participatory democracy, and social justice. 

 In addition to a lack of data regarding the proportion of undergradu-
ates who may participate in social justice-oriented service, there is also a 
lack of quantitative research about the outcomes of students’ participation 
in social justice; therefore, the second purpose was to discover whether 
students’ participation in social justice community-based activities was 
positively associated with their engagement in social perspective-taking, 
refl ecting on social problems, and implementing social change both inside 
and outside of their collegiate classrooms. 

 The two guiding research questions for this chapter are: (1) What pro-
portion of undergraduate students characterize their community-based 
service work as social justice above and beyond other types of service? And 
(2) Is students’ engagement in social justice-oriented community activities 
associated with social change outcomes above and beyond other types of 
service and controlling for input and environmental variables? These social 
change outcomes—social perspective-taking inside and outside of classes, 
refl ecting on social problems inside and outside of classes, and implement-
ing social change inside and outside of classes—refl ect the aims of gen-
erative citizenship (Musil  2003 ) and may help practitioners understand 
what types of service experiences (or whether students’ characterizations 
of those experiences) matter in developing students with the knowledge 
and skills to be engaged and responsible citizens in a diverse democracy. 

 The conceptual framework for this study draws from Astin’s ( 1993 ) 
input-environment-output model, which hypothesizes that the back-
ground characteristics of undergraduate students (inputs) and relevant 
aspects of the higher education experience (environment) infl uence out-
comes. Our statistical approach refl ected this model in that controls for 
inputs (e.g., sex, racial/ethnic identity), and additional higher educa-
tion experiences (e.g., students’ academic majors and academic levels) 
were included as separate blocks in models predicting students’ out-
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comes. With this approach, we isolated these variables’ contributions 
from the focal independent variables—students’ participation in social 
justice- oriented service and other types of service. Following this model, 
we utilized hierarchical linear regression models in our analysis to dis-
cover the amount of variance explained by students’ participation in 
community-based activities (including those characterized as social jus-
tice) above and beyond the variance explained by input and environmen-
tal variables. Hierarchical multiple regression analyses are commonly 
used by researchers seeking to examine the variance-specifi c measures 
explained above and beyond the variance accounted for by control mea-
sures (Petrocelli  2003 ).  

    METHODS 

    SERU Instrument 

 The Student Experience in the Research University (SERU) survey is 
administered annually within a consortium of large public research uni-
versities that are members of the Association of American Universities 
(Center for the Studies of Higher Education  2010 ). In spring 2014, 
the SERU survey was administered to eligible undergraduate students 
enrolled at seven institutions. The Institutional Review Boards at each of 
the respective institutions provided full approval to administer the survey. 
From the overall survey respondents, we obtained a small subpopulation 
of students who were randomly assigned to complete a survey module that 
included items related to students’ participation in community engage-
ment activities. 

 The SERU survey contains over 600 items. The purpose of the instru-
ment is to gather data on students’ satisfaction, academic engagement, use 
of time, perceptions of campus climate, research experiences, leadership, 
developmental outcomes, and civic/community engagement, among 
other areas (Douglass et al.  2012 ; Soria  2012 ,  2015 ; Soria et al.  2013 ; 
Soria, Nobbe et  al. 2013; Soria et  al.  2015 ; Soria and Stebleton  2012 , 
 2013 ; Soria and Thomas-Card  2014 ; Soria and Troisi  2014 ). Researchers 
have provided evidence for the internal consistency of students’ responses 
over several administrations of the survey; for example, Chatman ( 2011 ) 
noted that reliability estimates of seven primary factors (ranging from 
 α  = 0.72 to  α  = 0.92) developed from core survey items remained consis-
tent over 3 years of survey administration.  
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    Participants 

 We obtained survey responses from 3093 undergraduate students enrolled 
at seven large public research universities. Female students comprised the 
majority of the sample (67.5 % compared to 32.5 % male). In addition, 
6.82  % were Hispanic, 0.34  % American Indian, 9.02  % Asian, 3.09  % 
Black, 7.92 % international, 2.84 % multiracial, and 69.74 % White. Within 
the sample, 23.24 % were the fi rst in their families to attend higher educa-
tion, 4.40 % identifi ed as low-income, 14.50 % as working-class, 44.90 % 
as middle-class, 33.20 % as upper-middle or professional-middle, and 
2.9 % wealthy.  

    Dependent Measures 

 We utilized 20 survey items to measure students’ engagement in social 
change inside and outside of the classroom. The items asked students to 
rate the frequency with which they engaged in 10 activities in the class-
room and 10 activities outside of the classroom on a scale from one (never) 
to six (very often). The 10 activities included the following: acknowledge 
personal differences, appreciate the world from someone else’s perspec-
tive, interact with someone with views that are different from their own, 
discuss and navigate controversial issues, defi ne an issue or challenge and 
identify possible solutions, implement a solution to an issue or challenge, 
refl ect upon the solution of an issue or challenge, refl ect on community or 
social issues as a shared responsibility, refl ect on their personal responsibil-
ity for community or social issues, and act on community or social issues. 
We collapsed those variables into six factors, which we describe below.  

    Independent Measures 

    Block One 
 We utilized several measures of students’ precollege demographics in our 
analysis that were either indicated on the SERU or provided by institutional 
research offi ces at the respective institutions. Institutions provided students’ 
sex (coded female = 1, male = 0) and race or ethnicity  (dummy- coded with 
White students as the common referent). We also used students’ fi rst- 
generation status and defi ned students as fi rst-generation if they were the fi rst 
in their families to pursue a bachelor degree (1 = fi rst- generation, 0 = non-
fi rst-generation). Students also provided information regarding their social 
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class, and we retained the variable as a continuous variable (suggesting that 
a higher number means a higher self-identifi ed social class). Prior studies 
have provided evidence for the validity of students’ self-reported social class 
using the same measures utilized in this analysis (Soria and Barratt  2012 ).  

    Block Two 
 In the second block, we entered variables associated with undergraduates’ 
experiences in higher education, including their academic level (as defi ned 
by the number of credits earned, e.g., freshman = 1, sophomore = 2, etc.) 
and academic major (coded into primary groups with the common refer-
ent including undeclared majors).  

    Block Three 
 The measure included in the third block asked students to indicate the 
best characterization of the nature of their community-focused experi-
ences during the academic year. Students were asked to only select one 
item from the list, and, in order from the greatest proportion selected to 
the least proportion selection, 51.7 % selected charity (providing help to 
individuals), 15.7 % empowering others, 9.1 % societal change (changing 
societal conditions or views), 8.6 % public or collective action, 6.4 % other, 
3.9 % social justice, 3.1 % social action (rally, sit in), and 1.6 % participa-
tory democracy (changing laws). For the purposes of data analyses, we 
dummy-coded the different categories with charity work serving as the 
common referent variable for each of the other categories.   

    Data Analyses 

 We fi rst utilized a factor analysis for the purpose of data reduction—
to explain a larger set of measured variables with a smaller set of latent 
constructs. To develop the dependent measures used in this study, we 
conducted a factor analysis on 20 items with oblique rotation (promax). 
Rather than relying upon Kaiser’s eigenvalue rule (which can overestimate 
the number of factors), the scree plot test (which can suffer from subjec-
tivity and variability), or Bartlett’s test (which is sensitive to sample size), 
we utilized Velicer’s ( 1976 ) minimum average partial (MAP) method to 
estimate the factors (Courtney  2013 ). We utilized the procedures outlined 
by Courtney ( 2013 ) to analyze the data using SPSS R-Menu v2.0 (Basto 
and Pereira  2012 ). Velicer’s MAP values indicated a distinct sixth step 
minimum squared average partial correlation suggesting six factors. 
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 The six factors we consequently retained were (1) social perspective- 
taking  in class , (2) social perspective-taking  outside of class , (3) engagement 
in social change  in class , (4) engagement in social change  outside of class , 
(5) refl ecting on social problems  in class , and (6) refl ecting on social prob-
lems  outside of class . The three items comprising students’ social perspec-
tive-taking (in and outside of class) include the frequency with which they 
acknowledge personal differences, appreciate the world from someone 
else’s perspective, and interact with someone with views that are different 
from their own. The fi ve items comprising students’ refl ection on social 
problems (inside and outside of class) include the frequency with which 
they discuss and navigate controversial issues, defi ne an issue or challenge 
and identify possible solutions, refl ect upon the solution of an issue or 
challenge, refl ect on community or social issues as a shared responsibility, 
and refl ect on their personal responsibility for community or social issues. 
Finally, the two items comprising engagement in social change (inside 
and outside of class) were the frequency with which students implement 
a solution to an issue or challenge and act on community or social issues. 
We computed the six-factor scores using the regression method and saved 
them as standardized scores with a mean of zero and a standard deviation 
of one. Each of these factors had good reliability ( α  > 0.85). 

 After conducting the factor analysis, we conducted hierarchical least 
squares regression analyses. As noted earlier, theoretical frameworks about 
undergraduates’ development suggest students’ demographic characteris-
tics, and environmental contexts might covary with collegiate experiences, 
thereby potentially confounding the effects of those collegiate experiences 
(Astin  1993 ; Pascarella and Terenzini  2005 ). To that end, we entered data 
into these three blocks to assess the variance-specifi c collegiate experience 
items explained above and beyond the variance accounted for by control 
measures (Petrocelli  2003 ): (1) pre-college characteristics; (2) collegiate 
experiences; and (3) community-based service experiences.   

    LIMITATIONS 
 This study is limited in generalizability due to the voluntary participation 
of not only the universities choosing to be a part of the consortium but 
also students within these large research universities. It may therefore be 
diffi cult to extrapolate the fi ndings to students at other types of institu-
tions. Additionally, it is diffi cult to ascertain how students distinguished 
their participation in social justice community-based activities over other 
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categories of service. The measure itself is limited in that some of the 
categories may not be conceived as necessarily mutually exclusive from 
each other; for instance, social justice work may involve working for social 
change or in the pursuit of social action and, thus, students may not have 
been able to distinguish these categories given their mutual commonalities.  

    RESULTS 
 We will present the results for our six models fi rst by classroom-based 
activities and next by outside-of-classroom activities for students’ engage-
ment in social perspective-taking, refl ecting on social problems, and taking 
action to promote social change. For our fi rst model, the results suggest 
that students’ community-based activities accounted for unique vari-
ance in students’ engagement in social perspective-taking in class beyond 
the variance explained by the two previously-entered blocks ( R  = 0.272, 
 R   2   = 0.074,  p  < 0.001,  R   2    change  = 0.006,  p  < 0.001). The results suggest 
that the community-focused activities signifi cantly and positively associ-
ated with students’ social perspective-taking in class included experiences 
characterized as empowering others ( β  = 0.076,  p  < 0.001) and engaging in 
social change ( β  = 0.035,  p  < 0.001). 

 Additional variables entered into the fi rst and second blocks were signifi -
cantly associated with students’ social perspective-taking in class. Females 
were signifi cantly more likely to engage in social perspective-taking in class 
compared to males. International students were signifi cantly less likely to 
engage in social perspective-taking in classes. Students enrolled in arts and 
humanities majors, social sciences majors, and education majors were sig-
nifi cantly more likely to engage in perspective-taking in class while students 
enrolled in general sciences and STEM academic majors were signifi cantly 
less likely to engage in social perspective-taking in classes. Students’ aca-
demic level was also signifi cantly and positively associated with this outcome. 

 For our second model, the results suggest that students’ community- 
based activities accounted for unique variance in students’ refl ection on 
social problems in class beyond the variance explained by the two previ-
ously entered blocks ( R  = 0.253,  R   2   = 0.064,  p  < 0.001,  R   2    change  = 0.007, 
 p  < 0.001). The results suggest that the community-focused activities 
signifi cantly and positively associated with students’ refl ections on social 
problems in classes included experiences characterized as empowering 
others ( β  = 0.072,  p  < 0.001), collective action ( β  = 0.044,  p  < 0.01), and 
engaging in social change ( β  = 0.043,  p  < 0.05). 
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 Additional variables entered into the fi rst and second blocks were sig-
nifi cantly associated with students’ refl ecting upon social problems in class. 
Females were signifi cantly more likely to refl ect upon social problems in 
classrooms compared to males, although international students were sig-
nifi cantly less likely to refl ect upon social problems in classes compared 
to their peers. Students enrolled in arts and humanities majors, social sci-
ences majors, health majors, and education majors were signifi cantly more 
likely to refl ect upon social problems in classes. Students enrolled in gen-
eral sciences and STEM academic majors were signifi cantly less likely to 
refl ect upon social problems in classes. Students’ academic level was also 
signifi cantly and positively associated with this outcome. 

 For our third model, the results suggest that students’ community- 
based activities accounted for unique variance in students’ social action 
in class beyond the variance explained by the two previously entered 
blocks ( R  = 0.200,  R   2   = 0.040,  p  < 0.001,  R   2    change  = 0.007,  p  < 0.001). 
The results suggest that the community-focused activities signifi cantly and 
positively associated with students’ social action in class included experi-
ences characterized as empowering others ( β  = 0.071,  p  < 0.001), collec-
tive action ( β  = 0.054,  p  < 0.01), and participatory democracy ( β  = 0.036, 
 p  < 0.05). 

 Additional variables entered into the fi rst and second blocks were sig-
nifi cantly associated with students’ social action within academic classes. 
Asian students were signifi cantly more likely to engage in social action over 
their peers. Students enrolled in education majors and health majors were 
signifi cantly more likely to engage in social action within classes. Students 
enrolled in general sciences and STEM academic majors were signifi cantly 
less likely to refl ect upon social problems in classes. Students’ academic 
level was also signifi cantly and positively associated with this outcome. 

 For our fourth model, the results suggest that students’ community- 
based activities accounted for unique variance in students’ engagement 
in social perspective-taking outside of class beyond the variance explained 
by the two previously entered blocks ( R  = 0.220,  R   2   = 0.048,  p  < 0.001,  R   2   
 change  = 0.005,  p  < 0.001). The results suggest that the community- focused 
activities signifi cantly and positively associated with students’ social per-
spective-taking outside class included experiences characterized as empow-
ering others ( β  = 0.062,  p  < 0.001) and social justice ( β  = 0.056,  p  < 0.001). 

 Additional variables entered into the fi rst and second blocks were sig-
nifi cantly associated with students’ social perspective-taking outside of class. 
Females were signifi cantly more likely to engage in social perspective- taking 
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outside of class compared to males. International students were signifi cantly 
less likely to engage in social perspective-taking outside of classes. Students 
enrolled in social sciences majors and education majors were signifi cantly 
more likely to engage in perspective-taking outside of class. 

 For our fi fth model, the results suggest that students’ community- 
based activities accounted for unique variance in students’ refl ection on 
social problems outside of beyond the variance explained by the two previ-
ously entered blocks ( R  = 0.210,  R   2   = 0.044,  p  < 0.001,  R   2    change  = 0.012, 
 p  < 0.001). The results suggest that the community-focused activities sig-
nifi cantly and positively associated with students’ refl ection on social prob-
lems included experiences characterized as empowering others ( β  = 0.086, 
 p  < 0.001), collective action ( β  = 0.044,  p  < 0.05), social change ( β  = 0.071, 
 p  < 0.001), and social justice ( β  = 0.057,  p  < 0.001). 

 Additional variables entered into the fi rst and second blocks were sig-
nifi cantly associated with students’ refl ecting upon social problems out-
side of class. Females were signifi cantly more likely to refl ect upon social 
problems outside of class compared to males. International students and 
Black students were signifi cantly less likely to refl ect upon social problems 
outside of classes. Students enrolled in arts and humanities majors, social 
sciences majors, and education majors were signifi cantly more likely to 
refl ect upon social problems outside of classes. Students’ academic level 
was also signifi cantly and positively associated with this outcome. 

 For our sixth model, the results suggest that students’ community- 
based activities accounted for unique variance in students’ social action 
outside of class beyond the variance explained by the two previously- 
entered blocks ( R  = 0.168,  R   2   = 0.028,  p  < 0.001,  R   2    change  = 0.009, 
 p  < 0.001). The results suggest that the community-focused activities sig-
nifi cantly and positively associated with students’ social action outside of 
class included experiences characterized as empowering others ( β  = 0.079, 
 p  < 0.001), collective action ( β  = 0.036,  p  < 0.05), social change ( β  = 0.060, 
 p  < 0.05), and social justice ( β  = 0.032,  p  < 0.05). 

 Additional variables entered into the fi rst and second blocks were sig-
nifi cantly associated with students’ social action outside of class. Female 
students were signifi cantly more likely to engage in social action over their 
peers. International students and Black students were signifi cantly less likely 
than their peers to engage in social action. Students enrolled in social sci-
ences majors were signifi cantly more likely to engage in social action out-
side of classes. Students’ academic level was also signifi cantly and positively 
associated with this outcome.  
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    DISCUSSION 
 The results of this study suggest that different types of community-focused 
service work may yield ubiquitous outcomes. Across the board, students 
who worked in community-focused service that they characterized as 
empowering others were signifi cantly more likely than their peers to report 
engagement in all six social change outcomes both inside and outside of 
the classroom. Students who also participated in social change and social 
justice work were most likely to engage in perspective-taking inside and 
outside of their classes (respectively). Students who participated in social 
change and collective action were most likely to have spent time refl ecting 
on social problems inside and outside of classes and also to participate in 
social action inside and outside of classes. Participatory democracy-type 
activities were associated with students’ in-class social change action. 

 Participating in social justice community-based work was associated 
with perspective-taking, refl ection, and action outside of classes only. In 
fact, other than community-focused experiences empowering others, social 
justice activities were the only one signifi cantly and positively associated 
with all social change outcomes outside of the classroom. These results 
may suggest that students who engaged in social justice community-based 
work may be more likely than their peers to enact social change in their 
communities as opposed to on their own campuses in classroom-based 
contexts. Since students who saw their work as social justice had positive 
associations with social change outcomes  outside of class , it may be impor-
tant to understand how students come to be engaged in this social justice 
work and how to bring those kinds of connections and opportunities into 
the curricular experience so that students can experience this social change 
outcomes in their classroom experiences as well.  

    IMPLICATIONS 
 While the data demonstrate that community engagement activities are 
positively associated with a number of outcomes considered essential to 
preparing students for active engagement in a diverse democracy, it also 
suggests that students’ conceptions of their activity matter. The effects 
observed lead us to understand that the frameworks we provide students 
for their community engagement work may have different impacts both 
inside and outside the classroom. However, we do not know what activi-
ties students were participating in or what it was about those activities that 
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led them to characterize their community-based work differently. How are 
these different activities distinguished in the minds of students? 

 It is important to acknowledge that the majority (51.7 %) of students 
in our sample classifi ed their community engagement as charity and less 
than 4 % identifi ed their community work as social justice. This fi nding 
refl ects Joseph Kahne’s assertion that we “pay least attention” to com-
munity engagement efforts aimed toward social justice (Tugend  2010 , 
para. 13). And, yet, these different frameworks do appear to matter. The 
signifi cant relationships between the various social change outcomes 
and the different community engagement frameworks indicate that 
practitioners should be attentive to providing different opportunities 
for engagement for students that utilize varied approaches for respond-
ing to social concerns. Even more importantly, we recommend that 
practitioners be clear with students in explaining what these different 
approaches are (i.e., how charity differs from participatory democracy) 
so that students are able to understand and appropriately classify their 
work. Similarly, we recommend that researchers reevaluate the scale to 
consider if the different classifi cations of engagement are appropriate 
and distinct enough to be a more reliable measure. For example, the 
category of “empowering others” feels more a condition or result of 
engagement as opposed to a category or type. The hope might be that 
social change, social justice, participatory democracy, or, potentially, 
even charitable acts would allow others to feel empowered; so while it 
makes sense that 15.7 % of respondents characterized their community 
work as empowering others, there is little clarity as to what that means 
in terms of community engaged practice.  

    CONCLUSION 
 As evidenced by students’ characterizations of their community engage-
ment practice, it is clear that the connections between service-learning 
and social justice once assumed (Kendall  1990 ; Warren  1998 ) can no lon-
ger be. The data presented show that few students see their community-
focused- service work as social justice, and when students do characterize 
their work as social justice, those efforts are most positively associated 
with social change outcomes  outside of class . So, what does that mean for 
the possibility of service-learning and community engagement to develop 
generative citizens? It seems that community engagement experiences 
must be explicit in their intention toward social justice in order to provide 
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the opportunities for students to develop social change outcomes (both 
inside and outside the classroom) that best prepare them to be active and 
engaged participants in our increasingly diverse democracy.     
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    CHAPTER 14   

  Recently, the  East Bay Express  published a profi le on the University of 
California at Berkeley’s American Cultures Engaged Scholarship (ACES) 
program titled “Tumbling the Ivory Tower” (Burke  2015 ). The title sug-
gests, and the ACES program in its implementation aims to “[break] down 
the ivory tower by bringing the university’s brain power to issues in the 
communities that surround it, and learning directly from those communi-
ties in the process” (para. 10). It is the story of a public research university 
implementing its civic mission. And, simultaneously, it is a story of a public 
research university struggling to implement its civic mission. The ACES 
program, once robustly supported by a gift from the Evelyn and Walter 
Haas, Jr. Fund, has run out of funding and is seeking to be considered 
an institutional priority of the university (with the institutionalized funds 
such prioritizing would warrant). 

 Boyte and Hollander ( 1999 ) warned that universities “have often 
drifted away from their civic mission” (p. 7). In response to the  Wingspread 
Declaration  and with the support of organizations like Campus Compact 
and grants from the, now defunded, Learn and Serve America program of 
the Corporation of National and Community Service, institutions of higher 
education energetically responded to the call for civic renewal. Service-
learning and community engagement are now “more fully integrated” 

 Revisiting the Civic Mission of the 
American Public Research University                     

     Tania     D.     Mitchell       
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in the curricular and co-curricular practices of the university so that it 
is a “regular feature of educational life” (Lounsbury and Pollack  2001 , 
pp. 332–333). Recent fi ndings from national surveys confi rm this institu-
tionalization. More than 70 % of undergraduate seniors reported volun-
teering in the local community either occasionally or frequently (Franke 
et al.  2010 ), and 62 % of seniors and 52 % of fi rst-year students reported 
taking at least one class that included service-learning (National Survey of 
Student Engagement  2014 ). In this text, Williams, Soria, and Erickson 
reported that 66.2 % of undergraduate students participated in commu-
nity service during the 2013 academic year. And yet The National Task 
Force on Civic Learning and Democratic Engagement ( 2012 ) laments 
that the infl uence of community engagement in our institutions is “partial 
rather than pervasive” (p. 8). The U.S. Department of Education ( 2012 ) 
goes further, challenging postsecondary institutions “to both expand and 
transform their approach to civic learning and democratic engagement, 
rather than engage in tinkering at the margins” (p. 13). 

 This challenge is not merely a question of quantity. Several chapters in 
this text affi rm that public research universities are creating experiences 
and opportunities that, as Boyte and Hollander ( 1999 ) encouraged, allow 
“students, faculty, staff, [and] administrators to use their many talents for 
the greater good”(p. 8). The challenge of transformation issued by the 
Department of Education is the one we must tackle. 

 The chapters in this volume point toward the important developmen-
tal opportunities afforded by community engaged practice. The frame-
works, research, and examples offered highlight student involvement in 
the community and the impacts and implications of that engagement. 
The research reported in this text provides new insights into the ways 
research universities create and constrain civic leadership development, 
and presents new models for assessment and practice that may do more 
to deepen civic learning and the civic capacities of today’s undergraduate 
students. 

 What, then, would it mean to transform practice? 
 One challenge of scholarship on service-learning and community 

engagement is its limited insight into the programmatic realities of 
engaged practice (Howe and Fosnacht  2015 ). The community engage-
ment experiences of students are rarely interrogated to help scholars and 
practitioners understand the specifi cs that yield democratic outcomes. 
It is not enough that students are connected to opportunities to serve 
the community. How they are connected, what constitutes engagement, 
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and the meaning students make from that experience must also matter if 
research universities are to succeed in their civic mission. 

 As public research universities consider their civic missions and the 
programmatic interventions used to realize them, more must be done to 
document, report, and investigate the quality of engagement experiences 
and the results of different types of engagement. Research by Mitchell 
and Soria (this volume) and Howe and Fosnacht ( 2015 ) suggests that 
different types of civic learning experiences may better support students’ 
development for democratic engagement. To suggest that community 
engagement experiences operating from a charity framework may yield 
different outcomes than a social change framework are likely not surpris-
ing. Morton ( 1995 ) asked service-learning scholars and practitioners to 
be attentive to these different approaches long ago. But, we still have 
limited insight into what a social-change-focused community-engaged 
practice looks like, or how students experience and make meaning of 
that different framework in understanding their responsibility to civil 
society. 

 The challenge issued by the U.S. Department of Education ( 2012 ) is 
largely focused on students. What are the civic opportunities provided 
for students? How do we ensure that students do not “graduate with less 
civic literacy and engagement than when they arrived” (p. 13)? The work 
of public research universities to prepare students for active and informed 
engagement in our diverse democracy is an integral part of this work. 
It is a mistake though, as much research on service-learning and com-
munity engagement has led us, to operate as though the civic mission of 
public research universities rests solely in the developmental outcomes of 
students. 

 Another critical aspect of the civic mission of public research universi-
ties is to serve the public—the communities, cities, states—where we are 
located. Transforming engagement in service of our civic mission changes 
“being present” in the community to ensuring that our presence strength-
ens the communities where we engage. If we fail to do that, Simpson 
( 2015 ) warns, we take several risks:

  It potentially furthers the idea of democratic work as charity, repositions 
educators and students as the primary benefi ciaries of civic or social justice 
service-learning work, locates relationships with community organizations 
as secondary to pedagogical and curricular objectives, and rearticulates and 
normalizes problematic power relationships. (p. 105) 
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   Realizing the civic mission demands that public research univer-
sities take active steps to counter these risks. In their book,  Deepening 
Community Engagement , Hoy and Johnson ( 2013 ) argue that engage-
ment must be “more pervasive, deep, and integrated with the core of the 
institution” (p. xviii) in order to truly be transformed. Thinking about 
what it would mean to create community engagement experiences that 
are more pervasive, deep, and integrated, Mitchell ( 2013 ) imagined the 
impact would be widespread, and

  transformative for students who, through linking critical inquiry and com-
munity engagement, are gaining the knowledge, skills, and values to … 
create more equitable systems for the future public good. They are also 
transformative for communities where, through partnerships with higher 
education institutions, innovative practices create new opportunities to 
address critical community concerns. Higher education institutions are also 
transformed as community engagement changes the ways faculty members 
teach and research, the ways students learn and develop, and the ways lines 
between campus and community are blurred and reconfi gured. (p. 263) 

   To expand on these ideas, I argue that pervasiveness means that all 
members of the campus community (i.e., students, faculty, staff, admin-
istrators) recognize and understand their connection to the civic mission, 
and that they feel able and fortunate to do work that connects to that 
mission. Depth emphasizes engaged work that moves beyond charitable 
gestures to focused partnerships that seek to understand the multiple 
dimensions of community concerns while investing time, resources, and 
effort into work that aims to effectively and meaningfully respond to those 
concerns in ways that strengthen communities. Integration requires an 
understanding of public research universities as institutions that not only 
 serve  the community, but  are part of  the community. From this place of 
integration, public research universities cannot shirk responsibility for “the 
wellbeing of the whole” (Musil  2003 , para. 19). Research universities are 
successful when the communities where they reside share in that success. 

 A student engaged in the ACES program at Berkeley considers this 
type of pervasive, deep, integration “radical academic work” (Burke  2015 , 
para. 54). The student, Austin Pritzkat, a fi fth-year political science major, 
fi rst got involved in the ACES program through a class in his fi rst year at 
the university. He has been involved in the program ever since. He credits 
the program with helping him to understand his social location and his 
ability to effect change in the community. “ACES,” from his perspective, 
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“doesn’t work to completely dismantle, but at least erode, the wall that 
gets created between this ivory tower—the university—and the commu-
nity” (Burke  2015 , para. 54). 

 Erosion is often viewed negatively as a process that symbols weak-
ening, but the erosion that Pritzkat hints at is a sign of strength—a 
positive transformation that “though incomplete … represent[s] sub-
stantial progress toward a more inclusive and a more just system of 
higher education” (Boyte and Hollander  1999 , p. 8). Public research 
universities are poised to signifi cantly infl uence and shape the future 
of our democracy. To realize the civic mission of higher education 
“requires intense and self- conscious attention” (Boyte and Hollander 
 1999 , p. 9). The intention and investment with which higher education 
institutions approach engaged work matters in the experiences and lives 
of the people working in—and impacted by—these efforts. More work 
is required to realize the civic mission of public research universities, 
but this mission justifi es the prioritization of such investments; deserves 
advancement in research and policy agendas; and demands intentional 
collaboration, refl ection, and action to strengthen our communities for 
a more inclusive and just world.    
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