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Abstract: This study is concerned with the central issues of community service engagement (CSE) in
21st century democratic societies around the world. To examine the factors influencing postsecondary
education attainment’s relationship to CSE, this study utilized data from the Organization for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) countries using ordinary least square (OLS) and
two-level hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) methods, including various factors for each country’s
individual and country levels. The results show that attainment in postsecondary education at the
individual level and investment and enrollments in tertiary education both have an influence on
increasing CSE in 18 OECD countries. The present study is expected to contribute to an understanding
of the relationship between postsecondary education and CSE across the world.

Keywords: postsecondary education; higher education; community service; civic engagement;
educational attainment; OECD country; hierarchical linear model (HLM); PIAAC

1. Introduction

Encouraging responsible, active, participatory citizenship is a goal in the field of
education and has globally been an important agenda item among researchers, educators,
and policy makers [1]. Increasing civic engagement is a growing concern, as it has been
proven to be an essential aspect of high-quality governance and a well-functioning democ-
racy, producing better quality schools, faster economic development, and more effective
governments [2]. In Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
countries, especially, matters of economic disparity and environmental sustainability have
increased calls for a more civil society [3]. In terms of the relationship between a nation
and its civic affairs, according to a Washington DC Gallup Poll [4], adults in developed
countries are more likely to be civically engaged than those in the developing world. Fur-
thermore, the related literature has revealed that civic engagement can be cultivated by a
nation through its economic status, culture, or social norms [5,6]. Despite variances in civic
engagement behaviors around the world, cultivating community service engagement and
thereby increasing civic engagement is an important task for all global citizens [1].

In the United States, individuals express their beliefs in the importance of individual
effort and concern for others through volunteerism and the ethic of service [7]. Americans
believe that one of the ways of passing this value on to younger generations is to participate
in community service [7]. According to U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics [8], 24.9% of the total
U.S. population volunteered at least once and spent average 52 hours on volunteer activities
during the period from September 2014 to September 2015. The three main organizations
people volunteered for were religious (33.1%), educational or youth service (25.2%), and
social or community service-related organizations (14.6%) [8]. Thus, K-12 schools strive to
play a crucial role in addressing community needs and often utilize service-learning as a
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pedagogical method [9]. At the collegiate level, membership in Campus Compact, the U.S.
coalition of colleges and universities committed to the public service purposes of higher
education, grew from its founding three colleges in 1985 to over 1100 campuses in 2008 [10].
The increased pressure for educational accountability and commitment to public good has
led universities to provide more opportunities for students to engage in community service
and to learn through service-learning [11]. In addition to Campus Compact, a variety of
professional and higher education organizations, such as the American Association of
Colleges and Universities and the Engagement Scholarship Consortium, have been actively
involved in community engagement in the United States.

Similarly, the United Kingdom places significance on building active citizens and
believes that citizenship education is essential to achieving this goal [12]. Therefore, the
national curriculum has included citizenship programs formally since 2002 with a goal to
prepare students to become active, responsible members of society [13]. In the same manner,
the majority of higher education institutions in the United Kingdom have been interested
in promoting active citizenship, with an emphasis on volunteerism, so many institutions
have provided various community service-learning programs for their students [14]. In
addition, national organizations such as Volunteering Matters offer volunteer opportunities
for the young generation.

In South Korea, the foundation of citizenship education has changed in accordance
with Korean modern history from anticommunism in the 1950s (post-Korean war) to pa-
triotism from the 1960s to the 1980s, to globalism and neoliberalism since the 1990s [15].
Recently, it has focused on preparing competitive workers rather than democratic citi-
zens [15]. In K-12 education, community service activities are included in the formal
school curriculum, so students tend to complete them mandatorily [16]. Korean higher
education institutions do not seem to emphasize community service, so college students
often participate in volunteer programs individually through non-profit organizations such
as the Korean University Council for Social Service or religious organizations [17].

Last, surprisingly, citizens in South America show a relatively high level of civic
engagement despite their countries’ unfavorable political conditions and economic perfor-
mances [18]. Citizens tend to actively participate in community activities to solve political
and economic issues by raising their voices together [18,19]. The results of a survey of
young teenagers from Chile and Columbia also revealed their civic engagement to be
higher than the international mean, in spite of lower civic knowledge and attitudes [20].
In particular, various social and political issues in Chile have made universities’ social
responsibilities significant [21]. In 2001, many universities participated in the University
Builds Country project to fulfill their responsibilities through service-learning [21].

As these countries have tried to expand their efforts for improving civic engagement,
scholars and researchers also have revealed the relationship between education and civic
engagement. In terms of the relationship between higher education and civic engagement
(including community service engagement), past studies have focused on the connec-
tion between them and pointed out the importance of education in improving attitudes
toward citizenship, civic education, political behavior, and social engagement [22–24].
Braskamp [25] also suggested that higher education should reinvestigate its role in prepar-
ing citizens for participation in a democratic society and the larger community. Since the
1970s, the field of postsecondary education has considered community service to be one of
the most indispensable components of civic engagement and recognized its importance in
student community service activities [26].

Although the importance of civic knowledge and engagement in the context of
academia and society is convincing, thus far few empirical studies and trials have attempted
to navigate the factors or determinants that influence community service engagement (CSE).
There was particularly a dearth of recent empirical evidence from cross-national samples
on the relationship between postsecondary education and CSE. This study, therefore, inves-
tigates how individual and national factors influence CSE. It focuses on the educational
context, especially the influence of postsecondary educational (throughout this paper, the
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terms higher education, postsecondary education, and tertiary education are regarded
as concepts that can be interchangeable; however, we keep the original term from the
given secondary datasets from each source) attainment at the individual and country levels
within the OECD countries, using cross-national representative data and ordinary least
square (OLS) regression and hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) methods. The specific
research questions are as follows:

1. Does the level of CSE vary by educational level in OECD countries?
2. To what extent does individual educational attainment, especially postsecondary

education attainment, affect CSE in each OECD country while controlling individual-
level covariates?

3. To what extent does postsecondary education attainment at the country level directly
affect CSE while controlling for both individual-level and country-level covariates?

Literature Review

There is no single definition of civic engagement. It is sometimes defined narrowly,
to focus on one specific perspective and activity, or broadly, to cover “all activity related
to personal and societal enhancement which results in improved human connection and
human condition” [27] (p. 22). However, generally it refers to “the ways in which citizens
participate in the life of a community in order to improve conditions for others or to
help shape the community’s future” [5] (p. 236). Civic engagement has four key aspects:
community service, collective action, political involvement, and social change [5,27]. The
first aspect, community service, focuses on individual or group participation and engage-
ment in voluntary service activities in the local community [28]. Taking collaborative and
collective action with other community members to advance their common interest is a
significant feature of civic engagement as well [29]. Civic engagement also includes active
participation and involvement in the political process or democracy [22]. Lastly, civic
engagement should strive towards positive social change, which benefits the entire commu-
nity [30]. Therefore, various activities are often considered forms of civic engagement (e.g.,
community problem solving, volunteering, fund-raising, voting, protesting, submitting
petitions, and canvassing) [22].

To promote students’ meaningful, experiential, and active learning and to prepare
them to become the leaders of our future society, higher education institutions have been
offering service-learning opportunities for students participating in service activities as com-
ponents of course work or extracurricular activities [11]. Service-learning should closely
relate to students’ academic curriculum; experiences that a student obtains from service-
learning need to meet the learning objectives of a certain course the student takes [11].
Therefore, unlike volunteerism, which more focuses on the receipient than the provider of
volunteering, service-learning focuses on the development of students’ learning through
community service activities [11].

Emphasis on these activities in higher education institutions has naturally led to
individuals in their 20s reporting higher participation in such activities than did previ-
ous generations [31]. Moreover, because a majority of colleges have begun to include
community service experiences among their admission criteria, middle and high school
students are participating in such activities at rates higher than those found among any
other age groups, with numbers increasing steadily since the 1990s [5,32]. College students’
participation in community service activities is especially important because people with
prior volunteer experiences tend to remain involved in other forms of volunteer work
continuously as they get older [26]. It seems that higher education institutions are the
dominant gateway to promoting civic engagement among the youth in the long term.

Several studies have reported various benefits arising from students’ service-learning
experiences [11]. Through these experiences, students can improve their academic learning
and develop practical skills [33]. They also provide opportunities for both personal growth
(e.g., development of interpersonal, communication, problem-solving, and leadership
skills) [34,35] and increased connections with their local community [36]. They are espe-
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cially useful and critical in learning about diversity, because students’ prejudices can be
challenged by direct encounters with people with different identities (e.g., generations,
socioeconomic status, ethnicity, and race) [37,38]. In addition, students can develop the
capacity to be responsible members of society [35,39]. These activities also benefit students’
future career by providing time to identify their values and consider career paths beneficial
to their community [11].

Prior studies also identified an individual’s motivations toward community service
engagement, including altruism, patriotism, values, career, and enhancement [40–42]. Gen-
eration Z, who were born in the mid-1990s to 2002, especially seem to engage in community
service activities to receive learning opportunities and to be beneficial for their career prepa-
ration [40]. Moreover, some scholars reported a close relationship between an individual’s
motivation to work in public sectors, such as government and non-governmental organi-
zations (i.e., public service motivation) and engagement of community service activities,
including volunteering [43,44]. In particular, people with a high level of commitment to
the public interest tend to volunteer more often than others, and those people usually
volunteer for political, religious, and charitable organizations [44].

In previous studies, background characteristics, such as gender, age, and religion,
have been associated with engagement in community service [12,20,45]. These associated
variables can be divided into three groups. First, as a proxy of economic capital, family
background factors such as income have been reported as important attributes [12,45].
Second, as a proxy of social capital, parental education, occupation, and volunteer expe-
rience [45,46], along with the degree of social trust [47] and the service orientation of an
individual’s acquaintances [46,48], has correlated to CSE. Third, as a proxy of cultural
capital, activities such as reading a book, going to a museum, or watching television
news [20] and community organization experiences [31,32] have been associated with CSE.
Other factors associated with the national level, such as characteristics of the individual’s
community [45] and governmental factors, such as media and ICT influence [49] or interna-
tionalization [50] also have an influence on CSE. Some studies also addressed education as
one of the factors related to CSE; for example, the level of education, the desire for higher
education attainment, and the availability of literacy resources at home are positively
related to one’s attitude towards civic engagement and CSE [20,51,52]. However, these
studies were published almost 20 years ago, and there is still a dearth of recent literature
examining the relationship between education, specifically focusing on postsecondary
education, and CSE across OECD countries.

Comprehensively, even though postsecondary education has been gradually more
interested in civic engagement and has put efforts into developing the curriculum and
activities for community service, most previous studies focused on the individual factors
influencing CSE and did not sufficiently consider educational factors using recently pub-
lished large-scale data. Further, few trials have been conducted with a global perspective,
and several studies were limited to a sample of one or a small number of countries. Thus,
the conceptual model for our study, with literature support, is described in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Conceptual model of predictors influencing community service engagement
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2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Data and Sample

The data for this study came from the Survey of Adult Skills, a product of the OECD
Programme for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies (PIAAC), which
assesses and compares the basic skills and competencies of adults in the 21st-century
around the world. The survey was a large-scale study developed by the OECD, which
surveyed 24 participating countries in 2012, nine additional countries in 2014, and another
five in 2017. For this study, out of the 24 countries that were surveyed in 2012, 18 made
their data available for public use. The surveys were conducted in multiple languages, all
transcribed and subsequently translated so that the data could be available to the OECD
in English. The raw data are organized by nation; thus, they had to be collapsed into one
dataset. After the systematic missing values for a variable utilized for this study were
deleted, the final dataset included a total of 110,288 individuals in 18 OECD countries. For
the analysis, among 110,288 individuals, if there were missing data in a specific variable
included in the analytic models, that observation was excluded from the analysis; thus, the
number of individuals in OLS and the HLM model was 64,910.

2.2. Variables

The dependent variable of this study is CSE, measured by individuals’ self-reported
levels of participation in voluntary work. This includes unpaid work for a charity, political
party, trade union, or other non-profit organization in the last 12 months. A Likert-scale
was used for measuring the variable from (1) “never” to (5) “every day.” It was redeemed
as a continuing variable as often as possible so it could be used without any harm to the
analysis [53].

Independent variables at the individual level (level-1) included personal factors, fam-
ily background factors, economic factors, and educational factors. Personal factors included
gender and age (16–55+). Family background included parental education (a proxy for
social capital), the number of books at home (a proxy for cultural capital), and immigrant
status. Economic factors included income level (a proxy for economic capital) and individ-
uals’ occupational status (e.g., student, employee, or retired). The educational factors that
were used in the study included degree attainment (i.e., less than a high school diploma,
high school diploma/some college but no degree, and college degree or higher).

In order to examine the effects of postsecondary educational attainment at the national
level (level-2), other variables related to sectors of the economy, society, and technology were
used as control variables, which were compiled from previous related studies [49,54,55]. The
proportion of gross enrollment ratios in tertiary education for both sexes were used to
assess postsecondary education attainment. In order to minimize the differences between
the postsecondary education systems of each country, spending on tertiary education
(1/1000 dollar) and the proportion of spending on tertiary education in the public sector
were included as well. Gross domestic product (GDP) per capita (1/10,000 dollar) and the
proportion of internet users were considered as control variables as well. All variables
were drawn from indicators from World Bank and OECD data, aligning the same matched
years (2012 and 2013) with the individual data from the PIAAC.

In the sample, in brief, 49% were female, 40% obtained greater than secondary edu-
cation completion (postsecondary), 92% were employed or self-employed, and 89% were
non-1st or 2nd generation immigrants. More specific descriptive statistics of the variables
included in the analysis are presented in Table 1. It was confirmed that none of the missing
data were biased towards a particular country or other variables.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics (n = 64,910).

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Communivty Service Engagement (CSE) 1.63 1.00 1.00 5.00
Gender (female) 0.49 0.50 0.00 1.00

Age: 16–24 (Age1) * 0.13 0.33 0.00 1.00
Age: 25–34 (Age2) 0.23 0.42 0.00 1.00
Age: 35–44 (Age3) 0.24 0.43 0.00 1.00
Age: 45–54 (Age4) 0.23 0.42 0.00 1.00
Age: 55+ (Age5) 0.17 0.37 0.00 1.00

Lower than secondary education completion (ED1) 0.14 0.35 0.00 1.00
Secondary education completion (ED2) * 0.46 0.50 0.00 1.00

Greater than secondary education completion (postsecondary) (ED3) 0.40 0.49 0.00 1.00
Income: no income (Income1) * 0.15 0.36 0.00 1.00

Income: lowest quantile (Income2) 0.15 0.36 0.00 1.00
Income: next lowest quantile (Income3) 0.25 0.43 0.00 1.00
Income: mid-level quantile (Income4) 0.21 0.41 0.00 1.00

Income: next to highest quantile (Income5) 0.13 0.33 0.00 1.00
Income: highest quantile (Income6) 0.11 0.31 0.00 1.00

Immigrant status: 1st generation immigrants (Imgrt1) * 0.08 0.28 0.00 1.00
Immigrant status: 2nd generation immigrants (Imgrt2) 0.03 0.16 0.00 1.00

Immigrant status: non 1st or 2nd generation immigrants (Imgrt3) 0.89 0.32 0.00 1.00
Cultural capital: 10 books or less (Culture1) * 0.12 0.33 0.00 1.00

Culture capital: 11 to 25 books (Culture2) 0.15 0.35 0.00 1.00
Culture capital: 26 to 100 books (Culture3) 0.33 0.47 0.00 1.00
Culture capital: 101 to 500 books (Culture4) 0.18 0.38 0.00 1.00

Culturel capital: more than 500 books (Culture5) 0.22 0.42 0.00 1.00
Parental educaiton: Neither parent has attained upper secondary (ParEd1) * 0.35 0.48 0.00 1.00

Parental educaiton: At least one parent has attained secondary and
postsecondary, non-tertiary (ParEd2) 0.41 0.49 0.00 1.00

Parental educaiton: At least one parent has attained tertiary (ParEd3) 0.25 0.43 0.00 1.00
Work status: Employed or Self-employed (Status1) 0.92 0.27 0.00 1.00

Work status: Retired (Status2) 0.00 0.07 0.00 1.00
Work status: Unemployed and looking for work (Status3) * 0.01 0.10 0.00 1.00
Work status: Student (including work programs (Status4) 0.04 0.20 0.00 1.00

Work status: Doing unpaid household work (Status5) 0.01 0.11 0.00 1.00
Work status: Others (Status6) 0.01 0.12 0.00 1.00

Proportion of Internet users (per 100 people) (C_Internet) 0.80 0.12 0.58 0.95
Average GDP per capita (10k) (C_GDP/capita) 0.41 0.22 0.14 1.03

Financial amount for tertiary education/student
($10,000)(C_TertiarySpend) 1.56 0.58 0.78 2.79

Proportion of spending on tertiary public education
(C_SepndingTertiaryPublic) 0.73 0.21 0.32 0.96

Proportion of gross tertiary enrollment (C_TertiaryEnroll) 0.73 0.12 054 0.95

Note: Descriptive statistics indicate the analytic sample number is limited to 64,910, and the observation has no missing data across all the
variables. In the table, * indicates the reference categories.

2.3. Analytic Methods

For the analysis of these data, the following three research hypotheses (alternative
hypotheses) based on the aforementioned three research questions were established:

Hypothesis 1: The level of CSE varies by educational level in OECD countries.

Hypothesis 2: Individual postsecondary educational attainment is positively associated with CSE.

Hypothesis 3: Postsecondary educational attainment at the country-level is positively associated
with CSE.

Specifically, for the first hypothesis test, we applied an ANOVA test with a Bonferroni
post hoc test for multiple comparisons. Next, the second hypothesis was tested using OLS
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regression. Lastly, hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) was utilized for the testing of the
third hypothesis.

The rationale behind the use of the HLM method, in particular, is the fact that data can
be commonly grouped by hierarchical level [56]. For example, in this study, the behaviors
of people are influenced simultaneously by their personal backgrounds but also by their
country of residence. This means that variances in outcome variables are shared by the
hierarchically structured data, on both the individual and national level. HLM allows for
the estimation of OLS regression, taking into account the nested structure of the data, a unit
of measurement. Thus, HLM can use data clusters to avoid grouping errors [57], which is
helpful for drawing out accurate estimate slopes for each level.

In terms of HLM modeling, first, specifically, we fitted an unconditional model (basic
model) to examine whether the average CSE differs between countries. After that, we
added individual-level variables, including individual educational attainment and other
covariates (Model 1). Finally, country-level variables, including the portion of postsec-
ondary enrollment and other covariates at the country level, were included (Model 2). In
Model 2, all the regression slopes of individual predictors were fixed at the country-level
(level-2), since the outcomes among the given OECD countries showed only relatively
small variations. This was also done to methodologically secure statistical stability [57].
The final model (Model 2) can be briefly represented as follows:

(1) Level-1: CSEij = β0j +
5
∑

p=1
βpjZπij +

13
∑

p=6
βpjYπij +

23
∑

p=14
βpjXπij +

25
∑

p=24
βpjWπij + eij,

eij ∼ N
(
0, σ2)

(2) Level -2: β0j = γ00 +
5
∑

c=1
γ0cTcj + u0j,u0j ∼ N(0, τ00)

βpj = γp0, (p = 1, 2, 3, . . . , 25)

where CSEij is the CSE participation score for individual i in country j, β0j is an intercept
for j country, βpj is the coefficients predicting CSE (W: educational attainment factors; X:
economic factors; Y: family background factors; and Z: personal background factors), and
ij is an error term to describe the unique effect of each individual. In addition, at level-2,
γ00 is an average CSE, γ0c indicates the coefficients predicting CSE, Tcj a>is country-level
factors in the model, γp0 is the average slope of the entire countries regarding individual-
level variables, and u0j is the level-2 random effect which is the variation of differences
between countries.

3. Results

Prior to conducting OLS regression and hierarchical linear modeling techniques, we
examined the mean CSEs using a one-way ANOVA test with the Bonferroni post hoc test
for multiple comparisons, which addressed the first research question. Means and standard
deviations, as well as the results of the ANOVA comparison of means analysis, are set
forth in Table 2. On average, CSE was 1.58 during the 12 months prior to completion of
the survey. This value is between the level of “never (1)” and “less than once a month
(2)”. However, worldwide, CSE varies from 1.31 (Poland) to 2.04 (USA), which yields a
standard deviation of 0.99 among the individuals sampled within the 18 OECD countries.
An alternative hypothesis (H1) predicts that for the individual participants in the CSE
sample, CSE would be greater for individuals with higher rather than secondary education
levels. As shown in Table 2, we rejected the null hypothesis, and the mean of CSE was
not statistically equal for an individual with lower than high school completion, high
school completion, and higher than high school completion. The detailed results of the
Bonferroni post hoc test is also presented in Table 2. For those individuals with more than
high school education (or postsecondary education level), the CSE in all 18 countries was
higher than those with only high school completion or individuals with less than a high
school completion.
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Table 2. ANOVA results for differences in community service engagement (CSE) by educational level.

Country CSE
Mean

CSE Std.
Dev.

Lower than
High School
Completion

High School
Completion
(Secondary
Education)

Greater than
High School
Completion

(Postsecondary
Education)

n
Difference in
Educational

Level

All (18 countries) 1.58 0.99 1.43 (0.88) 1.53 (0.97) 1.75 (1.07) 110,288 F = 828.77 ***
Chile 1.55 1.01 1.47 (0.95) 1.53 (0.99) 1.70 (1.10) 5188 20.81 ***
Czech 1.35 0.83 1.35 (0.77) 1.32 (0.81) 1.46 (0.93) 6077 13.94 ***

Denmark 1.84 1.13 1.64 (1.04) 1.85 (1.15) 1.95 (1.15) 7284 41.55 ***
Estonia 1.43 0.82 1.30 (0.71) 1.39 (0.81) 1.53 (0.87) 7577 42.56 ***
Finland 1.77 1.03 1.59 (0.95) 1.77 (1.05) 1.89 (1.02) 5450 23.69 ***
France 1.53 1.03 1.26 (0.80) 1.47 (0.98) 1.70 (1.12) 6905 59.48 ***
Israel 1.73 1.09 1.55 (1.01) 1.71 (1.06) 1.89 (1.14) 5963 44.32 ***

Ireland 1.65 1.11 1.65 (1.13) 1.56 (1.06) 1.75 (1.14) 5308 15.23 ***
Italy 1.48 1.00 1.35 (0.89) 1.51 (1.03) 1.66 (1.12) 4584 26.98 ***

Japan 1.50 0.81 1.38 (0.73) 1.49 (0.80) 1.55 (0.84) 5172 12.16 ***
South Korea 1.44 0.83 1.44 (0.78) 1.40 (0.83) 1.48 (0.86) 6651 6.21 **

Norway 2.03 1.10 1.84 (1.03) 2.05 (1.11) 2.14 (1.12) 4941 29.67 ***
Poland 1.31 0.74 1.27 (0.62) 1.26 (0.69) 1.45 (0.88) 9360 53.32 ***

Slovakia 1.36 0.75 1.27 (0.66) 1.34 (0.73) 1.57 (0.89) 5695 49.20 ***
Spain 1.35 0.87 1.22 (0.72) 1.42 (0.94) 1.52 (1.01) 5970 70.71 ***

Sweden 1.70 1.06 1.48 (0.92) 1.71 (1.08) 1.80 (1.08) 4462 24.23 ***
United Kingdom 1.63 1.07 1.34 (0.86) 1.60 (1.05) 1.87 (1.17) 8806 181.47 ***
United of States 2.04 1.15 1.74 (1.09) 1.92 (1.12) 2.30 (1.15) 4895 87.30 ***

*** p < 0.001 ** p < 0.01. For these statistics, the sample is inclusive of observations suitable for analysis when the outcome variable has no
missing values. The F-Statistic is calculated from variation between sample means divided by variation within the samples.

With regard to research question 2, whether educational degree level has a statistical
influence on CSE when considering other factors associated with it, the results of the
OLS regression are shown in Table 3a,b. According to the results, which included all
individuals in 18 countries in the sample, individuals with post-high school degrees
were more likely to participate in CSE than individuals with high school completion only
(β = 0.121, p < 0.001), when considering other factors as constant. In terms of the results of a
statistical model applied in each of 18 countries individually, the coefficients in 12 countries
out of the 18 were statistically significant. However, all individuals with a postsecondary
education level participated more in CSE than did individuals who had equal to secondary
education completion in all 18 countries, holding other personal background characteristics,
such as gender, age, immigrant and working status, and social, economic, and cultural
capital constant.

In terms of the results from the HLM method for the last research question (see
Table 4), the basic model was first run before the analysis. The indicator of the intra-class
correlation coefficient (ICC) in CSE, calculated by dividing the between-country variance
for the outcome variable by the total variance, turned out to be 0.055. This indicates that
about 5.5% of the variability was caused by countries’ individual factors or characteristics
(in other words, accounted for by the between-country effect).
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Table 3. Ordinary least square (OLS) estimates for educational attainment predicting community service engagement.

Variables
All Chile Czech Denmark Estonia Finland France Ireland Israel

Coef. Coef. Coef. Coef. Coef. Coef. Coef. Coef. Coef.
(s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.)

Ed1 −0.137 *** −0.086 −0.159 * −0.150 ** −0.123 ** −0.179 ** −0.179 ** −0.238 *** 0.160 *
−0.027 −0.065 −0.074 −0.051 −0.038 −0.06 −0.066 −0.07 −0.077

Ed3 0.121 *** 0.150 + 0.147 * 0.056 0.145 *** 0.048 0.147 *** 0.156 ** 0.183 ***
−0.023 −0.085 −0.074 −0.044 −0.03 −0.045 −0.04 −0.054 −0.052

Covariates (control variables)

Age2 −0.158 *** 0.021 0.081 0.003 0.021 0.016 0.141 * 0.052 −0.052
−0.041 −0.092 −0.076 −0.085 −0.046 −0.073 −0.055 −0.083 −0.065

Age3 0.021 0.129 0.094 0.322 *** 0.045 0.214 ** 0.368 *** 0.290 *** 0.006
−0.041 −0.098 −0.078 −0.086 −0.046 −0.076 −0.058 −0.085 −0.072

Age4 0.085 * 0.114 0.053 0.293 *** 0.083 + 0.262 *** 0.430 *** 0.616 *** 0.185 *
−0.042 −0.104 −0.095 −0.086 −0.05 −0.078 −0.06 −0.095 −0.082

Age5 0.193 *** 0.105 0.051 0.204 * 0.023 0.206* 0.366 *** 0.516 *** 0.055
−0.045 −0.115 −0.089 −0.085 −0.052 −0.081 −0.067 −0.101 −0.085

Female 0.053 ** 0.055 −0.086 −0.161 *** −0.100 *** −0.080 * −0.147 *** −0.123 ** −0.034
−0.02 −0.066 −0.058 −0.037 −0.029 −0.037 −0.034 −0.046 −0.044

Income2 −0.033 −0.387 *** 0.138 −0.266 *** −0.096 + −0.188 *** −0.043 −0.077 0.028
−0.034 −0.117 −0.094 −0.078 −0.052 −0.056 −0.105 −0.103 −0.091

Income3 0.013 −0.380 *** 0.11 −0.230 ** −0.099 * −0.132 * −0.077 −0.290 *** −0.179 *
−0.03 −0.114 −0.07 −0.078 −0.048 −0.055 −0.1 −0.079 −0.079

Income4 0.096 ** −0.398 *** 0.06 −0.206 * −0.105 * −0.061 −0.045 −0.261 ** −0.185 *
−0.032 −0.114 −0.078 −0.082 −0.049 −0.058 −0.104 −0.081 −0.08

Income5 0.152 *** −0.305* 0.137 −0.194 * −0.172 ** 0.013 −0.047 −0.180 * −0.242 **
−0.036 −0.15 −0.095 −0.089 −0.052 −0.068 −0.112 −0.092 −0.09

Income6 0.069 + −0.519 *** 0.025 −0.219 * −0.135 * −0.019 −0.168 −0.284 ** −0.279 **
−0.037 −0.135 −0.099 −0.094 −0.057 −0.072 −0.12 −0.096 −0.094

Imgrt2 0.087 0.127 0.036 0.16 −0.004 −0.107 0.189 * 0.145 0.329 ***
−0.079 −0.562 −0.377 −0.168 −0.06 −0.348 −0.084 −0.185 −0.062

Imgtr3 −0.047 0.086 −0.294 0.208 *** 0.029 0.243 * 0.199 *** 0.397 *** 0.312 ***
−0.038 −0.119 −0.235 −0.043 −0.046 −0.1 −0.049 −0.049 −0.051

Culture2 −0.007 0.116 0.046 0.031 −0.010 0.134 + 0.052 0.106 0.047
−0.031 −0.076 −0.147 −0.079 −0.084 −0.08 −0.053 −0.072 −0.074

Culture3 0.105 *** 0.141 −0.051 0.075 0.011 0.079 0.127 ** 0.173 * 0.120 +
−0.029 −0.093 −0.118 −0.071 −0.078 −0.072 −0.048 −0.067 −0.067

Culture4 0.179 *** 0.216 0.171 0.045 0.079 0.252 ** 0.181** 0.190* 0.144 +
−0.036 −0.152 −0.136 −0.075 −0.081 −0.08 −0.061 −0.08 −0.079

Culture5 0.251 *** 0.564 ** 0.138 0.149 + 0.123 0.291 *** 0.311 *** 0.184 * 0.463 ***
−0.038 −0.21 −0.129 −0.076 −0.081 −0.08 −0.066 −0.082 −0.078

ParEd2 0.139 *** 0.071 −0.051 −0.041 0.058+ 0.048 0.062 0.005 0.031
−0.022 −0.07 −0.101 −0.044 −0.033 −0.043 −0.04 −0.052 −0.056

ParEd3 0.256 *** 0.018 −0.070 −0.031 0.130 ** 0.024 0.074 0.116+ 0.118 +
−0.029 −0.103 −0.126 −0.053 −0.04 −0.058 −0.058 −0.066 −0.06

Status1 −0.153 + −0.126 0.057 0.035 0.041 0.321 + 0.078 0.526 ** 0.251
−0.088 −0.158 −0.128 −0.196 −0.124 −0.177 −0.253 −0.201 −0.191

Status2 0.167 0.364 0.132 −0.037 −0.284 + 0.953 ** 0.083 1.032 ** 1.748 +
−0.186 −0.506 −0.171 −0.273 −0.149 −0.32 −0.365 −0.375 −0.967

Status4 0.285 ** 0.061 0.157 0.062 0.325 * 0.454 * 0.244 0.574 * 0.528 *
−0.107 −0.196 −0.167 −0.209 −0.157 −0.194 −0.276 −0.232 −0.22

Status5 0.398 * −0.330 + −0.074 −0.422 −0.009 0.347 + −0.19 0.227 0.573
−0.165 −0.185 −0.163 −0.271 −0.151 −0.21 −0.266 −0.375 −0.472

Status6 −0.026 −0.174 −0.136 −0.173 −0.093 0.385 0.282 0.312 0.311
−0.118 −0.235 −0.175 −0.233 −0.142 −0.242 −0.344 −0.287 −0.243

Constant 1.539 *** 1.722 *** 1.440 *** 1.678 *** 1.317 *** 0.974 *** 0.915 *** 0.709 ** 0.929 ***
−0.105 −0.244 −0.305 −0.214 −0.159 −0.218 −0.273 −0.219 −0.209

n 64,910 3025 3017 5137 4367 3668 3835 3256 2877
R2 0.06 0.06 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.08 0.07

(a)
Reference group: Age1 (16–24), Ed2 (secondary education completion), Imgrt1 (1st generation immigrants), Income1 (no income), Culture1
(cultural capital_lowest quantile), ParEd1 (neither parent has attained upper secondary), Status3 (not working and looking for work).
+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table 3. Cont.

Variables
Italy Japan S. Korea Norway Poland Slovakia Spain Sweden UK USA
Coef. Coef. Coef. Coef. Coef. Coef. Coef. Coef. Coef. Coef.
(s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.)

Ed1 −0.022 −0.115 * −0.140
***

−0.198
*** −0.065 −0.087 + −0.217

*** −0.109 −0.271
*** −0.160 *

−0.054 −0.047 −0.039 −0.05 −0.051 −0.049 −0.053 −0.071 −0.052 −0.075
Ed3 0.128 + 0.036 0.090 ** 0.023 0.187 *** 0.211 *** 0.025 0.027 0.144 ** 0.287 ***

−0.071 −0.031 −0.032 −0.045 −0.044 −0.044 −0.056 −0.045 −0.046 −0.052

Covariates (control variables)

Age2 −0.045 0.072 −0.083 0.094 −0.047 −0.054 −0.033 0.008 0.086 −0.232 **
−0.092 −0.051 −0.054 −0.067 −0.037 −0.053 −0.075 −0.084 −0.066 −0.079

Age3 0.065 0.151 ** −0.002 0.506 *** 0.089 * −0.015 0.122 0.314 *** 0.269 *** 0.015
−0.093 −0.051 −0.055 −0.07 −0.043 −0.054 −0.079 −0.088 −0.07 −0.083

Age4 0.167 + 0.226 *** 0.138* 0.506 *** 0.098 * 0.049 0.089 0.335 *** 0.354 *** −0.028
−0.095 −0.056 −0.056 −0.072 −0.05 −0.056 −0.078 −0.089 −0.071 −0.084

Age5 0.089 0.363 *** 0.269 *** 0.234 ** 0.125 + 0.049 0.250 * 0.209 * 0.298 *** 0.098
−0.098 −0.059 −0.064 −0.075 −0.065 −0.061 −0.101 −0.09 −0.075 −0.09

Female 0.012 −0.134
*** 0.085 ** −0.140

*** 0.073 * 0.007 −0.066 −0.132 ** 0.013 0.073 +
−0.047 −0.032 −0.027 −0.038 −0.037 −0.028 −0.041 −0.042 −0.043 −0.043

Income2 −0.214 * −0.092 * −0.077 + −0.059 −0.017 −0.076 −0.040 −0.483
***

−0.398
*** −0.322 **

−0.085 −0.046 −0.044 −0.073 −0.062 −0.058 −0.058 −0.111 −0.089 −0.102
Income3 −0.074 −0.045 −0.034 −0.111 −0.020 −0.121 * 0.012 −0.251 ** −0.514

***
−0.334

***
−0.086 −0.048 −0.04 −0.071 −0.062 −0.061 −0.062 −0.077 −0.089 −0.098

Income4 −0.048 −0.024 0.021 −0.121 0.016 −0.058 −0.024 −0.217 ** −0.515
*** −0.282 **

−0.091 −0.047 −0.043 −0.08 −0.074 −0.08 −0.067 −0.081 −0.091 −0.101
Income5 0.097 −0.068 0.037 0 −0.047 −0.020 −0.002 −0.266 ** −0.450

*** −0.236 *
−0.103 −0.053 −0.052 −0.087 −0.089 −0.188 −0.078 −0.087 −0.102 −0.105

Income6 −0.178+ −0.096+ 0.063 −0.090 0.024 0.011 −0.082 −0.265 ** −0.430
*** −0.310 **

−0.107 −0.051 −0.057 −0.092 −0.091 −0.111 −0.086 −0.094 −0.105 −0.11

Imgrt2 0.134 0 −0.544
*** 0.367 −0.297 0.134 −0.068 −0.030 0.017 0.079

−0.331 (.) −0.112 −0.244 −0.256 −0.221 −0.129 −0.112 −0.107 −0.127
Imgtr3 0.026 −0.538 0.075 0.320 *** −0.388 ** 0.037 0.114 * 0.189 *** 0.087 0.112 +

−0.073 −0.492 −0.103 −0.055 −0.118 −0.145 −0.049 −0.056 −0.058 −0.068

Culture2 0.118 * 0.045 0.097 * 0.029 0.034 0.055 0.053 0.028 −0.095 −0.051
−0.06 −0.041 −0.038 −0.104 −0.052 −0.056 −0.055 −0.116 −0.075 −0.071

Culture3 0.250 *** 0.192 *** 0.150 *** 0.137 0.132 * 0.103 * 0.087 0.032 −0.014 0.167 *
−0.065 −0.039 −0.036 −0.094 −0.052 −0.052 −0.057 −0.098 −0.07 −0.07

Culture4 0.356 *** 0.216 *** 0.247 *** 0.196 * 0.280 *** 0.127 * 0.184 * 0.1 0.064 0.259 **
−0.084 −0.053 −0.051 −0.097 −0.068 −0.059 −0.08 −0.104 −0.08 −0.083

Culture5 0.511 *** 0.208 *** 0.288 *** 0.282 ** 0.321 *** 0.207 ** 0.229 ** 0.264 * 0.125 0.425 ***
−0.101 −0.055 −0.056 −0.097 −0.082 −0.066 −0.084 −0.104 −0.083 −0.086

ParEd2 0.011 −0.004 −0.001 −0.047 −0.049 −0.039 −0.018 0.006 0.067 0.003
−0.063 −0.041 −0.032 −0.047 −0.059 −0.036 −0.055 −0.054 −0.052 −0.069

ParEd3 −0.104 −0.031 0.058 −0.043 −0.012 −0.048 0.06 0.019 0.216 *** 0.027
−0.121 −0.046 −0.046 −0.056 −0.094 −0.061 −0.068 −0.055 −0.064 −0.077

Status1 −0.392 0.368 ** 0.172+ −0.124 −0.010 −0.114 0.081 −0.108 −0.580 −0.050
−0.316 −0.12 −0.089 −0.345 −0.083 −0.145 −0.075 −0.27 −0.422 −0.158

Status2 −0.294 0.814 0.591 0.249 −0.067 0.083 −0.437 ** 0.073 −0.677 0.23
−0.467 −0.501 −0.559 −0.543 −0.145 −0.27 −0.134 −0.401 −0.623 −0.332

Status4 −0.449 0.552 *** 0.251 * 0.045 0.323 ** 0.185 0.211 −0.136 −0.283 0.257
−0.375 −0.15 −0.127 −0.351 −0.119 −0.207 −0.188 −0.287 −0.447 −0.181

Status5 −0.907 ** 0.613 ** 0.285 0.114 −0.065 0.195 −0.172 * −0.415 −0.932 * 0.716 *
−0.339 −0.228 −0.197 −0.425 −0.212 −0.232 −0.088 −0.293 −0.47 −0.281

Status6 −0.461 0.142 0.152 −0.395 0.242 −0.286 0.224 0.278 −0.487 −0.082
−0.343 −0.154 −0.128 −0.376 −0.217 −0.223 −0.212 −0.381 −0.455 −0.191

Constant 1.597 *** 1.457 ** 0.903 *** 1.604 *** 1.474 *** 1.360 *** 1.137 *** 1.626 *** 2.165 *** 2.004 ***
−0.339 −0.508 −0.149 −0.365 −0.157 −0.207 −0.122 −0.285 −0.437 −0.197

n 2396 3560 4219 3854 4339 2911 2799 3191 5225 3234
R2 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.08 0.09

(b)
Reference group: Age1 (16–24), Ed2 (secondary education completion), Imgrt1 (1st generation immigrants), Income1 (no income), Culture1
(cultural capital_lowest quantile), ParEd1 (neither parent has attained upper secondary), Status3 (not working and looking for work).
+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table 4. Two-level hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) result of postsecondary educational attain-
ment predicting CSE (n = 64,910 at Level 1; n = 18 at Level 2).

Fixed Effects
Basic Model

Coef.
(s.e.)

Model 1
Coef.
(s.e.)

Model 2
Coef.
(s.e.)

Constant 1.619 ** 1.258 *** 0.969 **
(0.055) (0.069) (0.257)

Level-1 Variables
Female −0.066 *** −0.066 ***

(0.008) (0.008)
Age2 −0.016 −0.016

(0.015) (0.015)
Age3 0.149 *** 0.149 ***

(0.015) (0.015)
Age4 0.211 *** 0.211 ***

(0.015) (0.015)
Age5 0.182 *** 0.181 ***

(0.016) (0.016)
Ed1 −0.130 *** −0.130 ***

(0.012) (0.012)
Ed3 0.117 *** 0.118 ***

(0.009) (0.009)
Income2 −0.122 *** −0.122 ***

(0.014) (0.014)
Income3 −0.142 *** −0.142 ***

(0.013) (0.013)
Income4 −0.114 *** −0.114 ***

(0.014) (0.014)
Income5 −0.088 *** −0.088 ***

(0.016) (0.016)
Income6 −0.107 *** −0.107 ***

(0.017) (0.017)
Imgrt2 0.150 *** 0.149 ***

(0.027) (0.027)
Imgtr3 0.190 *** 0.191 ***

(0.014) (0.014)
Culture2 0.056 *** 0.056 ***

(0.015) (0.015)
Culture3 0.136 *** 0.135 ***

(0.014) (0.014)
Culture4 0.195 *** 0.194 ***

(0.015) (0.015)
Culture5 0.282 *** 0.281 ***

(0.016) (0.016)
ParEd2 0.007 0.007

(0.010) (0.010)
ParEd3 0.033 ** 0.033 **

(0.012) (0.012)
Status1 0.016 0.016

(0.038) (0.038)
Status2 0.168 * 0.168 *

(0.067) (0.067)
Status4 0.205 *** 0.206 ***

(0.043) (0.043)
Status5 0.056 0.056

(0.052) (0.052)
Status6 0.001 0.001

(0.050) (0.050)
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Table 4. Cont.

Fixed Effects
Basic Model

Coef.
(s.e.)

Model 1
Coef.
(s.e.)

Model 2
Coef.
(s.e.)

Level−2 Variables
C_GDP/capita (10k) 0.780 ***

(0.185)
C_Internet −7.612 **

(0.281)
C_TertiarySpend 0.164 **

(0.063)
C_SepndingTertiaryPublic −0.008

(0.137)
C_TertiaryEnroll 0.455 *

(0.209)

Random effects

Between countries
(τ00) 0.055 0.050 0.010

(0.018) (0.017) (0.004)
Within countries (σ2) 0.952 0.921 0.922

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Chi-square 3388.92 *** 2973.63 *** 367.38 ***

Reference group: Age1 (16–24), Ed2 (secondary education completion), Imgrt1 (1st generation immigrants),
Income1 (no income), Culture1 (cultural capital_lowest quantile), ParEd1 (neither parent has attained upper
secondary), Status3 (not working and looking for work. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Next, according to the results of Model 1, including level-1 predictors and covariates,
individual postsecondary educational attainment was significantly positively associated
with CSE compared to the secondary educational attainment (β = 0.117, p < 0.001). At
the same time, less than high school completion attainment negatively influenced CSE,
compared to secondary educational attainment (β = −130, p < 0.001).

Additionally, the result of Model 2 shows that, globally, individuals with more than
a high school education were more likely to participate in CSE compared to those who
had only completed high school (β = 0.118, p < 0.001), when other factors at the individual
and country levels remain constant in the model. On the other hand, individuals who
completed lower than secondary education were associated with lower participation in
CSE than those who completed secondary education. Meanwhile, the proportion of the
postsecondary education enrollment at the country level (level-2) was positively associated
with increased participation in CSE (β = 0.006, p < 0.05) across the OECD countries as well,
when holding spending on tertiary education, the proportion of public-sector to private-
sector spending on tertiary education, GDP per capita, and the proportion of internet users
constant in the model.

4. Discussion and Conclusions

Recent decades have witnessed a rising emphasis on civic engagement and citizen-
ship, and it is recognized as the leading civic education movement. The issues of civic
engagement in postsecondary education are continuously discussed among policymakers,
scholars, and practitioners in tertiary education settings [23,58,59]. Almost all higher educa-
tion institutions state that their mission is educating students to become good, responsible
citizens in our society [22,26,60–62]. That is, their ultimate goal is to prepare students
for an active civic life. Thus, this study mainly examined the CSE globally, as a part of
civic engagement activities, to explore how postsecondary education attainment affects
participation in CSE. From the findings of the current study, educational degree attainment
significantly influences the individual to engage in community service in most OECD
countries, considering other factors associated with CSE. The study also revealed that
postsecondary educational attainment plays an especially important role in increasing
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CSE among individuals. In addition, attaining postsecondary education is associated with
an increase in CSE as a part of civic engagement and citizenship, which goes beyond the
individual level and impacts the whole country.

It is important to acknowledge the limitations of our work. The outcome variable
was measured using a Likert scale, but the intervals on the scale would not carry the
assumption that the differences between points on the scale are all the same. Likert
and Likert-type responses are popular psychometric items, and debates on whether the
analysis using the Likert scale should be estimated using parametric statistics or non-
parametric statistics are ongoing. However, according to Carifio and Perla [63,64], Likert
responses are approximate ratio data. Additionally, individual items on Likert scales are
not independent and autonomous but instead are connected to each other to yield a single
unified result, which provide more reliable and fundamental construct than any individual
item. Moreover, we performed the ordered logistic regression, non-parametric function as
well; however, the results show considerably similar findings, which included statistically
significant factors on CSE, compared to the findings of this study. Therefore, for an intuitive
interpretation, we assumed CSE Likert-scale is a continuous variable. In addition to that,
there are other possible factors associated with CSE, and those factors, such as information
on community environment, and where they live and belong, would be included in our
analytical model. However, due to the characteristics of the secondary data, we could not
use these variables in our analysis and made our best attempt to analyze the given data. We
hope that other researchers will further expand the analysis using more inclusive variables,
and test our model using different sources, and ultimately improve upon our study.

Despite the limitations, this empirical study’s global perspective could have important
implications for policy and research. First, this study comprehensively analyzed how a
variety of influential factors, including personal and family characteristics (e.g., economic,
social, and cultural capital), educational factors, and national factors influence CSE. Fur-
thermore, it reveals whether each of these variables has a positive or negative influence
on CSE. Accordingly, the results of this study can contribute to an appreciation of the real
challenges surrounding CSE and civic engagement issues, as well as the role of higher
education. Other factors (e.g., parental education and working status) that influence CSE
vary from country to country. Thus, policymakers and educators in each country must
compare and evaluate the results and utilize them to improve their country’s CSE. In
addition, the methodology of this study was especially comprehensive and robust since
it used the representative OECD national large-data samples and utilized a variety of
exploratory variables and advanced analytic method, including diverse contexts at the
individual and country levels. Additionally, it employed HLM, which had been rarely
used to analyze this topic. Therefore, this study will assist researchers and national leaders
in ensuring that CSE can be affected not only by individual-level components but also by
those on a country level.

The empirical evidence of the positive association between postsecondary educational
attainment and CSE, closing the previous research gap, and simultaneously adding to
the previous studies (e.g., [51]). However, there is a dearth of past empirical literature
related to those issues in each country, and thus limited data are available on this subject.
Further studies are needed to investigate relevant factors, such as the relationship between
the postsecondary education system and government (governance) in each country at the
national level. This in turn influences improvements in community service and, more
broadly, civic engagement. Moreover, based on the findings of this study, average national
higher education attainment in a country is revealed as a significant factor influencing
the average CSE of the country, which also verified as the purpose of higher education
such factors as public service to society and commitment to civic affairs. Educational
attainment has been one of the consistent predictors from previous studies. However,
our study newly confirmed the importance of higher education attainment specifically
as a motivator toward CSE at the national level. Future studies could also attempt to
consider historical and political context in the country to examine how the relationship
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between postsecondary education and CSE would be changed depending on those national
contexts. Furthermore, studies could potentially trace how civic engagement and CSE
are influenced by the deliberate development level of postsecondary education. Those
trials could contribute to an appreciation of the real challenges surrounding CSE and civic
engagement and the role of general education and tertiary education systems around
the world.

In order to be effective in the college and university setting, service-learning oppor-
tunities for students should not only advance their academic learning, but also promote
their civic engagement and responsibility. Scholars have suggested several important
components of this process: mutuality, personalization, inquiry, reflection, community,
citizenship, and democracy [65,66]. The activities should be mutually beneficial for both
actors and recipients, and students need to personalize the service by cultivating mean-
ingful interactions with others. Pedagogically, students must have enough time to reflect
on and interrogate their experiences, think through any issues, and find ways to solve
them. The activities should be also directly or indirectly valuable to their community.
Through these experiences, students will be able to develop their lifelong citizenship in a
democratic society.

Higher education institutions should also play an important role in reducing dis-
parity in civic engagement accessibility among students with different socioeconomic
backgrounds by providing more opportunities and resources for students who do have
less accessibility [22]. For example, student affairs departments and professionals at col-
leges and universities provide a variety of co-curricular or extra-curricular engagement
bonding opportunities (e.g., experiential learning) both on and off campus together with
community engagement activities. This approach ultimately should be “a transformation
toward justice and the greater public good” [67] (p. 86). In addition, in the midst of the
COVID-19 pandemic, due to the development of technologies, online community service
engagement has been introduced [11]; thus, higher education practitioners try to spread
knowledge about out this new medium to students or adults who have lower accessibility
and knowledge of community and civic engagement activities.

Consequently, this study hopes to offer new insights and ideas as to how CSE can
be examined in postsecondary education settings across the globe and lead to a fuller
understanding of the factors that contribute to CSE from diverse contexts, including
both individual and country levels in 18 OECD countries. Moreover, policy makers and
practitioners can obtain additional insights into what factors function as a commonality
of improving CSE and what factors do not. Simultaneously, investment in postsecondary
education can play a pivotal role at both the individual and country level in bolstering
CSE. This study, therefore, will contribute to improving civic engagement in educational
contexts, especially in that of higher education, thereby promoting the value of democracy
and social mobility to produce a better world.
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