
Table 1: Differences in infrastructure, activities, outcomes, and missions across institution type and residency status 
 

Table 2: Survey results for differences among elite institutions 
   Differences across Research/Liberal Arts Differences across Residency Status 
 

  Annapolis Group N AAU N Difference 

  Annapolis Group N AAU N Difference Residential N Commuter N Difference 
 

VALUE AND SCHOLARSHIP           

INFRASTRUCTURE             
    

 
Valued on Campus 5.21 57 5.56 25 -0.35 

Number of offices 1.161 124 1.179 56 -0.017 1.167 180 0.353 68  0.814** 
 

Civic Engagement Scholarships 0.45 58 0.36 25  0.09 

Number of staff 5.472 113 9.86 50 -4.388** 6.818 163 2.325 80  4.493** 
 

Civic Engagement Grants 0.78 58 0.91 23 -0.14 

ACTIVITIES                     
 

COLLECT           

Service trips 0.943 123 0.926 54  0.017 0.938 177 0.432 88  0.506** 
 

President’s Honor Roll 0.76 58 0.48 25  0.28** 
Day of service 0.87 123 0.981 54 -0.112* 0.904 177 0.494 89  0.410** 

 
Student voter registration 0.21 56 0.24 25 -0.03 

Alumni day of service 0.374 123 0.784 51 -0.410** 0.494 174 0.067 89  0.427** 
 

Community service hours 0.88 56 0.58 24  0.29** 
Legislative action day 0.246 122 0.765 51 -0.519** 0.399 173 0.051 88  0.348** 

 
Student participation in politics 0.16 57 0.25 24 -0.09 

Service orientation 0.634 123 0.49 51  0.144+ 0.592 174 0.091 88  0.501** 
 

Teach for America 0.54 57 0.33 24  0.21+ 
Themed residence hall 0.279 122 0.373 51 -0.094 0.306 173 0.056 89  0.250** 

 
Graduates working for non-profits 0.48 56 0.33 24  0.15 

Scholarship, current students 0.457 116 0.44 50  0.017 0.452 166 0.202 89  0.250** 
 

Graduates going into military service 0.16 56 0.17 24 -0.01 
Scholarship, incoming students 0.291 117 0.18 50  0.111 0.257 167 0.135 89  0.123* 

 
Graduates going to Peace Corps 0.58 57 0.33 24  0.25* 

Service work study program 0.618 123 0.846 52 -0.228** 0.686 175 0.472 89  0.214** 
 

Graduates going to AmeriCorps 0.58 57 0.29 24  0.29* 
Required service learning class 0.14 121 0.037 54  0.103* 0.109 175 0.022 89  0.086* 

 
Graduates going into civilian service  0.23 56 0.21 24  0.02 

Optional service learning class 0.967 122 0.963 54  0.004 0.966 176 0.629 89  0.337** 
 

Students running for state and local office 0.31 55 0.21 24  0.10 

OUTCOMES                     
 

METRIC FOR SUCCESS           

President's service honor roll 0.387 124 0.357 56  0.03 0.378 180 0.3 90  0.078 
 

President’s Honor Roll 0.80 51 0.78 23  0.02 
Carnegie engagement classification 0.121 124 0.107 56  0.014 0.117 180 0.267 90 -0.150** 

 
Student voter registration 0.49 41 0.71 21 -0.22+ 

ROTC: Navy per 1000 students 0.202 124 1.867 56 -1.666** 0.72 180 0.006 90  0.714** 
 

Community service hours 0.96 53 0.83 23  0.13* 
ROTC: Air Force per 1000 students 0.14 124 2.055 56 -1.915** 0.736 180 0.148 90  0.588* 

 
Student participation in politics 0.62 42 0.73 22 -0.11 

Peace Corps per 1000 students 3.106 124 1.64 56  1.466** 2.65 180 0.43 90  2.220** 
 

Teach for America 0.64 47 0.57 21  0.06 

MISSION STATEMENTS                     
 

Graduates working for non-profits 0.66 47 0.71 21 -0.05 

Citizenship 0.266 124 0.25 56  0.016 0.261 180 0.267 90 -0.006 
 

Graduates going into military service 0.31 42 0.35 20 -0.04 
Civic engagement 0 124 0.018 56 -0.018 0.006 180 0.033 90 -0.028+ 

 
Graduates going to Peace Corps 0.69 48 0.60 20  0.09 

Democracy 0.048 124 0.036 56  0.013 0.044 180 0.011 90  0.033 
 

Graduates going to AmeriCorps 0.68 47 0.62 21  0.06 
Volunteer 0.024 124 0.018 56  0.006 0.022 180 0.011 90  0.011 

 
Graduates going into civilian service 0.47 45 0.52 21 -0.06 

Service 0.444 124 0.661 56 -0.217+ 0.511 180 0.578 90 -0.067 
 

Students running for state and local office 0.52 44 0.52 21  0 

Vote 0 124 0 56  0 0 180 0 90  0 
 

CREDIT GIVEN FOR ACTIVITIES           

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01                     
 

Volunteering 0.74 58 0.72 25  0.02 

 
          

 
Internship 0.19 58 0.33 24 -0.14 

Notes: Residential schools include Annapolis Group and AAU institutions. Commuter schools come from a U.S. News & World Report list of the 100 schools with the 
lowest percentage of students living on campus, excluding proprietary and special interest institutions. With the exception of the infrastructure, mission statement, 
ROTC, and Peace Corps variables, variables are binary indicators. Mission statement variables reflect the mean of the number of times that word appears in an 
institution’s mission statement. “Citizenship” includes references to the words citizenship, citizenry, civic, citizen and citizens. All other words represent only what is 
written in the table. 

 
Service learning 0.09 57 0.20 25 -0.11 

 
REQUIRED ACTIVITIES           

 
Volunteering 0.05 58 0 25  0.05 

 
Internship 0.02 58 0.04 25 -0.02 

 
Service learning 0.10 58 0.04 24  0.06 

 
+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01 

     

 
      

 
Notes: The “valued on campus” measure is a 7-point Likert scale, with 7 being “Highly valued” and 1 being “Not at all 
valued.” All other variables are binary indicator variables. 
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“It is time to bring two national priorities — career 
preparation and increased access and completion rates —
together in a more comprehensive vision with a third 
national priority: fostering informed, engaged, responsible 
citizens.”  

 – Excerpt from A Crucible Moment:  
College Learning and Democracy’s Future  

Research Question 
  

  
 

  

Data for this study were collected from four different sources: 
 
1.  College and University Websites:  A content analysis of  college and 

university websites provided data on civic engagement offices and related 
activities of  270 institutions including the Annapolis Group, the AAU and 90 
commuter campuses.  

2.  Integrated Postsecondary Data System (IPEDS): Mission statements for all 
270 institutions in the sample. The number of  mentions of  civic engagement 
related language in the mission statements serves as a reflection of  the 
institutional priority of  civic engagement on each campus.  

3.  Survey of Civic Engagement Offices: The survey gathered student and 
institutional level outcome data on the civic engagement activities from 220 
elite civic engagement-related offices identified in our sample.   

4.  Washington Monthly’s College Rankings: Data related to civic engagement 
outcomes such as participation in ROTC and the Peace Corps.  

In this study, we: 

•  Explore differences in value placed on civic engagement through 
mission statements 

•  Assess civic engagement activities offered and data that is 
collected on student participation in these activities. 

•  Examine how organizational structures related to civic engagement 
differ across institution type (residential/ commuter; public/
private; research/liberal arts). 

The sample of  institutions selected for this study was based on the 
desire to test differences in civic engagement structures and 
activities across different types of  institutions.   
  
•  The elite research institutions were selected from the entire 

membership of  the American Association of  Universities (AAU)  

•  The membership of  the Annapolis Group made up the liberal arts 
college sample 

•  The commuter campuses were selected from the US News and 
World Report list of  the highest percentages of  students living off  
campus for the 2014-2015 academic year. For-profit institutions 
were omitted from the sample.  

There exist three core missions of  higher education institutions: 
 
1.  To educate the next generation 
2.  To provide a setting and support for cutting edge research 
3.  To serve the public good through civic engagement 

This study explores institutional structures and activities related to that third 
mission, civic engagement, across postsecondary institutions by comparing 
differences between public and private, liberal arts and research, and residential 
and commuter institutions.  

  

How do colleges and universities differ in terms of their 
missions, infrastructures, activities, and outcomes related to 
civic engagement? 
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Figure 1: E-Mail Survey Responses 
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Discussion 
 
  

Most of  the differences we see in civic engagement structure and practice are 
between the residential institutions in our sample (AAU and Annapolis Group 
institutions) and the commuter institutions. We cannot be certain whether high 
residential populations at the AAU and Annapolis Group institutions or other student-
level factors associated with those schools that drive the differences we find. Because 
the commuter schools are more likely than the residential institutions to have sought 
and received the Carnegie civic engagement classification, and that classification is 
based primarily on service hours, we find it hard to believe that commuter school 
students aren’t interested in participating in civic engagement activities. Due to the 
transient nature of  commuter school students, however, it may be harder for 
commuter schools to organize civic engagement activities than their residential 
counterparts. Students in high-residency schools may also form a community more 
quickly and, as a result, know much faster the needs of  that community.  It is 
possible that the residential students are more likely to push their administrations for 
greater civic engagement activity. Future research will attempt to sort out whether the 
differences we see are due to the residential nature of  the elite institutions or due to 
the differences in student populations. 

There are few structural differences among the elites. 
There are few differences in civic engagement structure across the elite 
institutions in terms of  activities, outcomes, infrastructure, and mission. 
Those few differences that do exist are, in part, due to institution control.  
For instance, AAU institutions are more likely to sponsor legislative action 
days – public institutions within that group have more reason to lobby state 
legislatures than their private, smaller peers. 

Most of the differences occur across residency status. 
When compared to commuter institutions, residential institutions are 
significantly more likely to take service trips, organize days of  service for 
both current students and alumni, support a service orientation and themed 
residence halls, give out scholarships to incoming or current students for 
service, provide opportunities for service learning and service-related work 
study programs, graduate students who go into military or Peace Corps 
service, and have a greater number of  staff.  
  
AAU institutions enroll a large number of ROTC cadets. 
Despite the fact that the majority of  their civic engagement offices neither 
collect data on military service nor use it as a metric for success, AAU 
institutions produce more military officers than either liberal arts colleges or 
commuter institutions.  
 
Liberal arts colleges produce Peace Corps Volunteers. 
In 2014, members of  the Annapolis Group had an average of  3.11 alumni 
per 1000 undergraduates among the Peace Corps' volunteer pool, compared 
to 1.64 at AAU institutions and 0.43 at the commuter institutions. Liberal 
arts college civic engagement staff  also were more likely than the staff  at 
the elite universities to gather and collect data on alumni going into the 
Peace Corps and other forms of  civilian service.  
  

Institutions want to be on the President’s Honor Roll.  
Around 80 percent of  AAU and Annapolis Group institutions used 
membership on the President’s honor roll as a metric for success. 
Less than 40% of  both types of  residential institution and the 
commuter schools, however, qualified for the President’s Honor Roll. 
  
Mission statements show great institutional isomorphism.  
The most striking similarities across all colleges and universities in 
our sample are in institution mission statements. We attribute the 
few differences we see to the age of  the institutions within 
comparison groups. The term “Civic Engagement” is relatively new 
in the scope of  higher education. Commuter institutions by in large 
are younger than their residential peers and many have undergone 
mission statement changes over the past two decades. In a separate 
analysis (not shown) we see few differences across public and 
private institutions. This is striking, given that public institutions 
arguably have an greater role to play in the development of  the 
citizenry in their states. 
 
Community service hours are an important metric. 
The elective Carnegie Civic Engagement Classification is based 
mostly on service hours, and pertains to around 27% of  commuter 
institutions in our sample compared to only 11% of  the residential 
institutions, a statistically significant difference. Overall, 1/6th of  the 
institutions  (9 AAU, 15 Annapolis Group, and 24 commuter schools) 
received the Carnegie Classification. Annapolis Group civic 
engagement offices were significantly more likely to collect data on 
community service hours and use them as a metric for success, 
when compared to AAU institutions.  
 
Most offices do not track student voter registration  
Fewer than 25% of  civic engagement offices surveyed collected 
student voter registration data. Voter participation doesn’t seem to 
be a major goal of  colleges and universities – none of  the 270 
institutions in our sample mentioned voting in their mission 
statements. 
  

Questions or Comments? Contact b.evans@vanderbilt.edu 


