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 This was a two-phase study that aimed at re-examining the definition of service-

learning and the development of an instrument for evaluating service-learning programs 

in higher education settings. 

A Delphi study was designed to achieve research objectives of the first stage.  The 

objectives of the Delphi study were to re-visit the definition of service-leaning and to 

develop an instrument which operationalized the definition of service-learning.  Eight (8)  
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reviewers of the Michigan Journal of Community Service-Learning participated in this 

study.  At the end of this stage, a representative definition of service-learning and an 

instrument were developed.   

The objective of the second stage of this study was to examine the psychometric 

property of a newly developed instrument, Assessing Service-Learning Program (ASLP).  

An on-line survey study was designed for this stage.  After an extensive literature review 

of service-learning, a hypothesized model of service-learning was generated for this stage 

as well.  There were 248 participants included in this study.   A Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis (CFA) using AMOS 7.0 was performed.  Absolute Model Fit Indexes including 

Chi-Square statistics, Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI), Comparative Fit index (CFI), and 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) were utilized to investigate the 

adequacy of the research results.  The result indicated that the hypothesized model 

explained the internal structure of the data adequately.     
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I.  INTRODUCTION 

 

 This was a two-phase study that aimed at identifying a representative definition of 

service-learning and the development of an instrument for evaluating service-learning 

programs in higher education settings. 

 

Organization of This Document  

This chapter includes background of this study, research purposes, and significance of 

this study. The chapter also addresses delimitations, limitations, and definitions of terms.  

More detailed information regarding this study were further organized into four 

categories and presented in the following four chapters, Chapter two to Chapter five.  

Literature related to service-learning and research findings on the involved groups are 

discussed in Chapter Two.  A detailed research design is outlined in Chapter Three.  In 

addition, statistical procedures performed to achieve the research purpose are also 

addressed.  Chapter four consists of two manuscripts.  Each manuscript was the product 

of a stage of this study.  Finally, discussions on findings, implication of the research 

results, as well as limitation and recommendations are presented in Chapter Five.   

Learning through service has been practiced in American education since 1900 

(Dewey, 1938; James, 1910; Kilpatrick, 1918).  In recent decades, several organizations 
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such as Peace Corps, Volunteers in Service to America, Job Corps, Youth Serve 

America, Campus Opportunity Outreach League (COOL), and Campus Compact have 

been established and thrived.  In the 1990s, the National and Community Service Act of 

1990 signed by President George H. W. Bush and the National and Community Service 

Trust Act of 1993 signed by President Clinton evidenced the flourish of service-learning. 

The term service-learning was introduced in 1967.  Since that date researchers 

and practitioners, alike, have struggled to define just what it is.  Initially, service-learning 

embraced any program utilizing service and learning.  Kendall (1990), for example, 

reported 147 different terminologies used in literature to refer programs involving 

students� learning and service.  Eventually, leaders (Kandall, 1990; Stanton, Giles, & 

Cruz, 1999) in the field of service-learning identified essential elements of service-

learning.  A service-learning program, at its minimum, included three groups: Faculty 

who conduct the program, students who enroll in a class with service-learning and 

perform service activity in communities, and community agencies where service-learning 

students are hosted.  Researchers also have identified four criteria among the three groups 

of service-learning: 

(1) Student learning and development through active participation in 

thoughtfully organized service experiences that meet actual community needs and 

that are coordinated in collaboration with the school and community 

(2) Integration between the students' academic curriculum and work with the 

community that provides structured time for the student to think, talk, or write 

about what the student did and saw during service  
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(3) Opportunity for students to use newly acquired skills and knowledge in 

real-life situations in their own communities;  

(4) Extension of student learning beyond the classroom and into the 

community in an effort to foster the development of a sense of caring for others.  

(National and Community Service Act of 1990).   

Without meeting these criteria, programs that simply pair students and community 

concerns do not qualify as service-learning. Recognition of these criteria is important---

not a semantic quibble, for to define any program that places students in communities as 

service-learning is to make a number of forgone conclusions as to philosophy and 

structure of an endeavor.  

Research outcomes 

Research results suggest positive influences of service-learning programs on all 

involved parties, namely, students, faculty participants, and community agencies.  

Research outcomes of students fall into four categories (Waterman, 1997): enhanced 

learning of course content (Markus et al, 1993; Strange, 2000; McCluskey-Fawcett & 

Green, 1992), personal development (Marchel, 2003; Eyler & Giles, 1999; Jorge, 2003), 

the development of civic responsibilities and other citizenship values (Abernathy & 

Obenchain, 2001; Giles & Eyler, 1994a; Hollies, 2004; Kane &Westheimer, 1996), and 

student contribution to the community (Giles & Eyler,1994a; Kane & Westheimer, 1996; 

Kane, Westheimer & Rogers, 2000).  The improved student learning provided evidence 

that the integrating service-learning into course design is helpful to faculty participants in 

fulfilling responsibilities of both teaching and research (Bringle & Hatcher, 1996;  
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Parker-Gwin & Marbry, 1998), while community partners expressing observable 

improvement as a result of service-learning partnership (Jorge, 2003; Grey, 2000).   

Despite the positive outcomes attributed to service-learning and the increasing 

number of faculty participants, leaders in the field have long expressed concern that some 

practitioners of service-learning adopt unclear descriptions of the pedagogy (Kendall, 

1990; Sheffield, 2005; Zlotkowski, 1995), a condition that gives rise to possible 

undesired consequences from an inappropriately structured service-learning program.  

That is, researchers (Holland, 2001; Kraft, 1996; Morton, 1995; O�Byrne, 2001; Troppe, 

1996) emphasize that a clear description of service-learning dictates the implementation 

of service-learning activities and ultimately directs the evaluation on the effectiveness of 

service-learning programs (Eby, 1998; Pompa, 2002; Zlotkowski, 1995). If unresolved, 

faculty participants could possibly design and implement service related programs and 

then name these programs �service-learning�, if they believed that what they were doing 

was, indeed, service-learning.  Thus, Sheffield (2005) contends, if the definition or the 

description of service-learning is not identified, service-learning will be �everything for 

everybody� and ultimately �become nothing� (p. 47).   

Therefore, an up-to-date description of service-learning that includes necessary 

components of service-learning and a current instrument assessing a service-learning 

program are beneficial to resolve challenges faculty participants facing in the initiation 

and evaluation of their service-learning programs.    
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Significance of the Study 

Given the apparent disconnect between what service-learning should be versus 

what some practitioners make it to be, it is of interest to investigate whether or not the 

operationalization of service-learning established in the early 90s has been altered the 

practice of service-learning to date. Messick (1994) suggested the importance of re-

examining a construct periodically to reflect the progress of the evolving human society.   

Thus, a clear and up-to-date description of service-learning for the design and an 

instrument for the evaluation of service-learning programs accordingly become important 

for both sustaining the endeavor of service-learning practitioners and the effectiveness of 

service-learning.     With the up-to-date description of service-learning along with the 

instrument faculty practitioners will able to not only design a proper service-learning 

program but also the potential of service-learning will be more likely realized.  In 

responding to these critical issues, this study was aimed at re-examining the description 

of service-learning and generating a current instrument to assess the inclusiveness of 

service-learning programs.   

 

Research Purposes 

The purposes of this study were to re-examine if the original depiction of service-

learning still hold true today among leaders of service-learning.  Or has the variability 

among practitioner alter the theoretical conception of service-learning?       

This research design included two stages of a strong program of construct 

validation study, the substantative stage and the structural stage (Loevinger, 1957; 

Nunnally, 1978).  The objectives of the substantative stage were to re-examine the 
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description of service-learning and to generate an instrument to assess the inclusiveness 

of a service-learning program accordingly.  A Delphi technique was employed to achieve 

these objectives.  The Delphi study consisted of three iterations.  A webpage was 

established as the communication channel between panelists and the researcher.  Eight 

among sixty-eight reviewers listed in the Journal of Michigan Community Service 

Learning agreed to serve as the panelists in the Delphi study.   The panelists were asked 

to provide their perspectives of service-learning and rate items on a proposed instrument.  

Their perspectives of service-learning were analyzed using qualitative data analysis 

approach.  A descriptive analysis using SPSS 13.0 was conducted on panelists� ratings of 

items.  Results were posted on the webpage for panelists� references and possible revision 

of their future responses.  The completion of the substantative stage was followed by the 

structural stage.  The objective of the structural stage was to explore the psychometric 

properties of the instrument developed through the Delphi study.  A hypothesized model 

of service-learning was proposed based on the consensus obtained from the Delphi study 

and literature of service-learning.  An on-line survey study was conducted in this stage.  

The instrument was posted on-line to gather responses from faculty participants around 

the nation.  Two hundred fifty higher education institutions were identified through a 

stratified random sampling procedure.  Seven hundred eight department heads/deans of 

schools/coordinators of programs were contacted to disseminate information of this study 

to their faculty members.  As a result, two hundred forty-eight faculty participants 

responded to the instrument.  To explore the psychometric properties of the instrument, a 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) using AMOS 7.0 was employed to examine the 
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consistency between the internal structure of the data and the hypothesized model of 

service-learning.   

Delimitations 

 Service-learning has been implemented in educational settings from kindergartens 

through higher education institutions.  It has also involved numerous disciplines and 

personnel.   The complexity and popularity made service-learning a rich and challenging 

topic of study.  Explicitly, it was not easy to study the full scale of service-learning.  This 

study was aimed at the design and evaluation of service-learning programs in higher 

education institutions within the United States.  In addition, the scope of this study was 

limited to faculty participants of the College of Education only.     

 

Limitations 

 There were limitations in this study.  These limitations are presented according to 

the stages of this study. 

 In the substantative stage, the limitation has partially come from the selection of 

communication methods among the researcher and her panel members.  The Delphi study 

in this stage utilized the Internet and webpage for the panel discussion and information 

exchange.  The limitation of internet communication, compared to face-to-face 

communication, should be addressed.  The quality of communication and discussion 

might not be the same as that generated through face-to-face contacts.   

There were limitations in the structural stage.  First, this study utilized a voluntary 

sample.  Participants had freedom to decide about participation, despite the random 

sampling procedure used.  Second, the sample for this study was a homogeneous.  The 
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participants of this study were only faculty members in the Colleges of Education.  The 

use of a homogeneous sample places a limitation on the study that may affect the 

generalizability of the research results.  Third, this study asked for self-reported 

information.  One of the limitations of self-reported information is social desirability.  

This limitation must be considered while interpreting the research results.  Fourth, the 

sample size for this study was less than ideal for a Confirmatory Factor Analytic 

procedure, thus affected the statistical results may have been affected.       

 

Definitions of Terms 

 Delphi Study:   This technique systematically solicits professional knowledge and 

judgments from a group of expert �panel members� regarding a variety of issues through 

iterations of anonymous discussion. 

Faculty participant:  The instructor or professor who either integrates service-

learning activity into his/her course design or currently engages in a service-learning 

program in a higher education institution is considered the faculty participant in this 

study. 

 Community partners:  Community partners are the agencies or facilities in the 

society that have cooperative relationships with faculty participants in higher education 

institution.  Hosting students for their placement, supporting students� service-learning 

assignments, and supervising their activities on site are components of this cooperative 

relationship.      

 Student participant:  A student participant is a student enrolled in a course which 

contains the service-learning requirements in a higher education institution.   
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 Reflection: Learning literature has suggested that students� gains would be more 

warranted and sustained through verbal discussion or written expression that aimed at the 

integration of theory learned in the classroom and empirical experience obtained from 

daily living.  Classroom discussions and written assignments that focus on service-

learning experiences are two means for reflection on the purpose of service-learning. 

 Reciprocity:  Reciprocity in this study indicates the equality of the service-

learning partnership between faculty participants and the representatives of community 

agencies.  In a service-learning partnership, faculty participants and their community 

partners are both benefited and equally responsible for the service-learning partnership.    

 Substantive stage of validation:  The substantative stage is first stage of a 

construct validation study.  For a strong validation program, Loevinger (1957) and 

Nunnally (1978), who reflected on Chronbach and Meehl�s emphasis on the important 

role that theory plays in the validation process, proposed that the substantative stage 

involves defining the constituents and the core domains of a theory.  Additionally, 

identifying key concepts for each domain then operationalizing these concepts for 

observation and measurement is also accomplished in this stage.  In brief, the 

development of a list of concepts, consistent with theory, and an instrument, 

operationalizing these concepts to directly assess these observable variables or concepts, 

are developed in this stage.     

Structural stage of validation:  The second stage of a construct validation study 

proposed by Loevinger (1957) and Nunnally (1978) is the structural stage of validation.  

The structural stage involves the investigation of the patterns in the relationships among 

observed variables (identified from the substantative stage) as well as how these observed 
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variables relate to concepts and domains of the theory under study.  In short, the structure 

of a theory would be suggested through statistical procedures, such as internal 

consistency analysis, factor analysis or item response theory, in this stage.   
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 This review of the current research literature starts with a brief introduction to 

service-learning which is followed by a discussion of the development of service-

learning, including its historical background and its evolutionary process.  Research 

results that have been reported for specific groups are then examined.   

  

Service-Learning 

 Service-learning was originally proposed as a way to address specific educational 

objectives.  It has strong historical connections to the American tradition of voluntary 

community service, as there practices share a common goal of meeting the needs of 

communities.   

 Voluntary community service has a long history reaching back centuries and 

found in religious activities around the world (Kraft, 1996).  Various forms and types of 

voluntary community service have traditionally been provided by individuals or 

organizations to care for community needs.  Educational organizations such as schools 

are organizations that are integral parts of their communities, and thus, share this tradition 

of providing voluntary service to their host communities (Prentice & Garcia, 2000).   

In recent decades, educational institutions have increasingly embraced the use of 

community service as a pedagogical tool in a variety of curriculum designs.  The concept 

of involving students in community service activities in order to achieve specific learning 

goals has been accepted and adopted at all levels of the educational system, from K-12 to 
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colleges and universities, and involves a wide range of disciplinary fields (Clark, 2002; 

Kraft & Swandener, 1994; LeSourd, 1997).  To distinguish them from the other voluntary 

service programs in communities, schools initiated voluntary service activities need to be 

defined.  After decades of searching and discussion among educators, service-learning 

was eventually chosen as the title that represents the voluntary service activities initiated 

by schools.  Since adopting this designation, service-learning has grown to become an 

important new pedagogical tool in the American education system (Carpenter & Jacobs, 

1994).  Higher education institutions such as colleges and universities have also 

embraced and endorsed service-learning.  The integration of service-learning activities 

into the higher education curriculum has further broadened the influence of service-

learning in today�s educational system (Jacoby, 1996; Kezar, 2002; Moser & Rogers, 

2005). 

 Research into service-learning has focused on investigating its effectiveness and 

influence since it began to gain popularity as a pedagogical tool in the American higher 

education system (Layfield & Flagg, 2004).  The implementation of service-learning has 

been observed across a wide range of academic majors and disciplines (Abernathy & 

Obenchain, 2001; Adler-Kassner, Crooks, & Watters, 1997; Anderson & Guest, 1994; 

Kirk & Riedle, 2005; McCluskey-Fawcett & Green, 1992; Michalec, 1994; Reifsteck, 

2002; Ropers-Huilman, Carwile, & Lima, 2005; Wade, 1997).  Educational influences 

that have been reported include increasing students� social skills and understanding of 

cultural diversity (Reisfteck, 2002), their understanding of curriculum materials (Eyler, 

2000; McCluskey-Fawcett & Green, 1992; Moser & Rogers, 2005; Simons & Cleary, 

2005; Vogelgesang & Astin, 2000), their altruism (Marchel, 2003), their personal and 
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interpersonal development (Eyler & Giles, 1999; McCluskey-Fawcett & Green, 1992), 

and their improved satisfaction with their academic classes (Gallini & Moely, 2003; 

Giles,& Eyler, 1994a).  Unexpectedly, the growing utilization of service-learning has 

lead to some difficulties in regulating the formats of service-learning activities 

(Zoltkowski, 1995) and highlighted the lack of a universal definition of service-learning 

(Sheffield, 2005).  In order to understand service-learning and its influences in American 

higher education, it is necessary to examine its history and development.   

 

Historical Background 

The literature indicates that individuals or groups have provided voluntary service 

to address the needs of their communities for centuries (Kraft, 1996).  Though voluntary 

community service has long been practiced in American society, the influence of 

voluntary community service has been minimized by the social and cultural environment 

in the United States, which generally endorses individualism and autonomy.  This 

cultural value has hindered Americans� enthusiasm for participating in social activities 

and their willingness to be active in issues concerning community welfare.  This 

indifference with regard to community involvement has been especially obvious in higher 

education institutions.  Research suggests that college students in the twentieth century 

tended to pursue material needs rather than philosophical needs for their future (Astin, 

1996).  In the late 1960s, the Southern Regional Educational Board (SREB) started to 

develop community service programs that placed college students in communities for 

their internships (Myers-Lipton, 1998).  In the1970s and 1980s, several campus 

organizations were formed to promote college students� community involvement by 
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engaging them in community service programs.  The University Year for Action (UYA) 

in the early 1970s, Campus Opportunity Outreach League (COOL) in the1980s, and 

Campus Compact in 1985 were all prominent milestones in the endeavor to promote 

community involvement among college students.  One of the main purposes of involving 

students in their communities was to counter the gradually individualized and 

materialized generations, according to Myers-Lipton (1998). 

Congress and the federal government later joined their efforts with these 

organizations to promote community service.  In the 1990s, the National and Community 

Service Act of 1990 signed by senior President Bush and the National and Community 

Service Trust Act of 1993 signed by the President Clinton obligated the federal 

government to fund community service programs (Stukas & Dunlap, 2002).  The 

Commission on National and Community Service and the Corporation for National 

Service were established following the enactment of these Acts to oversee and fund 

community service programs such as AmeriCorps and Learn and Serve America (Myers-

Lipton, 1998; Stukas & Dunlap, 2002).  Efforts and endeavors contributed by 

government, Congress, universities, and social activists to increase community 

involvement and service have gradually spread to include higher education institutions 

and communities.  It has been suggested that scholars should examine the increase of 

individuals� community involvement.  Edwards, Mooney and Heald (2001) indicated that 

the increasing involvement of colleges and universities in community service programs 

has contributed to the rising level of student involvement in community service activities.  

Astin (2000) reported that a record 75.3% of college freshmen were involved in volunteer 

work at some point during the previous year, of whom 51.1% of these students reported 
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that their community service activities were a part of class requirements.  The impact and 

influence of community service have grown to include various dimensions of 

communities as well.  More individuals, societal organizations, and governmental entities 

have joined the trend for community service to not only educates the coming generation 

to be active participants of community affairs, but also counteract the negative cultural 

influences of individualism (Stukas & Dunlap, 2002). 

Formats of Service-Learning 

 As service-learning activities have gradually gained acceptance and support from 

individuals and organizations in recent years, the variety of services provided to the 

community have also become increasingly diverse.  The service provided by service-

learning programs took place at different levels and in different locations in communities.  

For example, there were service-learning programs that facilitated the connection of 

immigrants to the mainstream American society (Jorge, 2003), that provided help to non-

profit organizations (Johnson, 2005), that worked in poor neighborhoods to assist 

underserved populations, and that helped out at animal shelters to relieve staff shortages 

(McDonald, Caso, & Fugit, 2005).  These programs that addressed various issues have 

clearly illustrated the complexity and diversity of service-learning.  They also 

demonstrated the difficulty of standardizing and defining service-learning.  To improve 

the coherent understanding between researchers and practitioners reminds a critical 

agenda in the field of service-learning (Scheffield, 2005; Shumer, 1993, Zoltskowski, 

1995). 

Clearly, the variety of service-learning activities increases the complexity of 

service-learning and adds to the difficulty for scholars in defining it and identifying 
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activities that are eligible for inclusion.  Complicating the situation, the concept of 

delivering service to communities has included multiple terms.  Terms, such as service-

learning, community service, volunteerism, field education, and internships (Bickford & 

Reynolds, 2002, p. 230) have been used loosely to describe the practices of providing 

community service.  Some researchers and educators use these terms interchangeably, 

while others insist that each term describes different activities.  Among the multiple types 

and formats of service that are provided to communities through voluntary action, three 

types of community service are commonly observed in higher education, namely 

volunteerism, internship, and service-learning.  Though all of them share the principle of 

providing voluntary service to their communities, there are identifiable differences 

among them.     

Volunteerism has been practiced in human society for centuries (Kraft, 1996).  

Recently, it has become popular on the campuses of American colleges and universities 

(Astin, 2000; Edward, Mooney, & Heald, 2001).  The unique characteristic of 

volunteerism that differentiates it from other forms of community service is its lack of 

structured guidelines for conducting service activities.  Additionally, links between this 

type of service activity and educational objectives are not established (Prentice & Garcia, 

2000).  Volunteerism has no connection to either educational philosophy or pedagogical 

development.    

Internships have been included in the curriculum designs of a variety of 

disciplines for decades (Apolito, 2006).  Interns are required to go to community sites 

related to their major fields of study and provide assistance.  Students are supervised in 

this endeavor by trained faculty members (Katula & Threnhauser, 1999).  Internships 
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offer academic and career connections (Furco, 1996; Prentice & Garcia, 2000).  

Internships serve the purpose of orienting students to their career paths and give students 

valuable field experiences that are applicable to their curriculum (Apolito, 2006; Prentice 

& Garcia, 2000).  Although internships exhibit certain characteristics of community 

service, they also serve the function of career orientation and preparation for students 

(Brown & Roodin, 2001; Prentice & Garcia, 2000; Von Das & Miller, 2002).  They do 

not transform students� educational experiences beyond pre-established pedagogical 

goals. 

Service-learning, with its unique characteristics, is distinct from the other two 

types of community service activities due to its philosophical and pedagogical roots in 

education.  Unlike volunteerism that benefits the community, or internships that focus on 

students, service-learning establishes a unique reciprocal relationship among students, 

community, and universities to benefit all involved (Furco, 1996; Long et al., 2001; 

Marullo & Edwards, 2000; Prentice & Garcia, 2000).  To illustrate the differences among 

the three types of community service activities, Furco (1996) presented a diagram of 

�distinctions among service programs� (p. 5) to identify the distinctive features of the 

three types of service activities (Figure 1)  As shown in the diagram, internships and 

volunteerism belong to the areas of field education and community service, respectively.  

Service-learning, at the top of the diagram, holds a unique position that combines the best 

of what both community service and field education can offer.   
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Figure 1 

  

         Furco, 1996, p.5 

According to McCluskey-Fawcett and Green (1998), enhanced learning in class 

and improved understanding of social issues were reported by students who participated 

in service-learning activities.  Service-learning has also been reported to deliver 

beneficial results to participating students, faculty participants, and communities 

(Prentice & Garcia, 2000).  Although perceptions of the structure of service-learning and 

its practices vary among organizations, scholars, and researchers, the popularity of 

service-learning in the educational system continues to increase.   

 

Development of Service-Learning 

 A variety of service activities named service-learning are practiced in the 

educational system of the United States.  The term �service learning�, however, was not 

introduced until 1967 by Robert Sigmon and William Ramsay (Eyler & Giles, 1994a).  

Notably, the focus put on service or learning was different depending on each individual 

program.  Recognizing different focuses and the connection between service and 

learning, Sigmon (1994) presented four types of service-learning activities in his book: 

service-LEARNING, focusing on learning; SERVICE-learning, focusing on service; 
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service learning, with no connection between service and learning; and SERVICE-

LEARNING focusing on both and connecting the two.  The term �service-learning� as 

we know it today signifies that service-learning is expected to be a pedagogical practice 

and equally address service and learning.  In addition, Eyler and Giles (1994a) argued for 

the indispensable function of the hyphen between service and learning.  They asserted 

that the hyphen symbolizes reflection activities from which service experiences are 

transformed into knowledge learning (Eyler, 2001; Eyler & Giles, 1994a).  Researchers 

have suggested that the special combination of service and learning, the connection to 

educational philosophy, and the contribution to pedagogical development, lead to the 

significance of service-learning in American education (Boyle-Baise & Kilbane, 2000; 

Lake, 2001; Vogelgesang & Astin, 2000).   

The mounting popularity and unique pedagogical value of service-learning has 

attracted researchers� attention.  Research projects aimed at investigating students� 

academic learning have been conducted by researchers from a wide spectrum of 

academic studies (Eyler & Giles, 1994a).  Consequently, a significant number of positive 

research findings have been reported.  Thus, service-learning has now attracted the 

support of both researchers and educators.   

History of Service-Learning 

 Service-learning, due to its recent high level of popularity, is now considered to 

be an important pedagogical tool.  The rising visibility of service-learning in higher 

education institutions reflects its crucial influence on the American education.  However, 

despite its close connection with the long tradition of voluntary community service, 

service-learning is a relatively new term in the educational system (Eyles & Giles, 
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1994a).  The establishment of service-learning as a pedagogical tool in higher education 

has not been achieved without struggle and effort.  According to the literature, education 

reform and the recognition of community service have been two major contributions that 

have accelerated the acceptance of service-learning in the education system as a 

pedagogical tool.  Educational reform in higher education has primarily focused on 

revising the mission of American higher education.  The establishment of Land Grant 

institutions in the mid-nineteenth century further elaborated the educational purposes of 

higher education (Annotated History of Service Learning, 2006).  As a result of this 

reform, higher education was expected to prepare students not only for fields of academic 

studies and career preparation, but also to serve their communities.  The other important 

contribution to the development of service-learning was society�s recognition of 

community service.  In the early 1990s, nationally recognized service-learning 

organizations such as Campus Compact were established on campuses of colleges and 

universities across the nation (Myers-Lipton, 1998).  Later, the U.S. federal government 

responded to the expanding community service movement by passing several pieces of 

legislation, including the National and Community Service Act of 1991 and the National 

and Community Service Trust Act of 1993 (Skutas & Dunlap, 2002).  The enactment of 

federal legislations signified the prevalence and acceptance of service-learning, not only 

at the local community level but also at the highest level of federal government.   

 

Definitions of Service-Learning 

 Service-learning has now made an appearance in curriculum designs across a 

wide range of academic majors, with an increasing influence on college and university 
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campuses.  The concept of service-learning, where community service is blended into 

course designs to enhance students� learning and meet community needs, is a 

fundamentally simple idea.  However, a definition with a clear description that unifies 

fundamental components of service-learning is still not up dated (Belbas, Gorak, & 

Shumer, 1993; Hollis, 2004; Kraft, 1996; Sheffield, 2005).  For example, Shumer (1993) 

conducted a Delphi study in an attempt to identify service activities that would qualify as 

service-learning, contending that to meet the criteria of service-learning, individuals 

could not disregard social contexts in which service-learning activities were 

implemented.  He concluded by noting that �Service-learning still� resist[s] rigid 

definition and universal understanding� (p. 22).   

There have been repeated attempts to clearly describe service-learning and 

multiple definitions of the term can be found in the service-learning literature and related 

resources.  Kendall (1990) reported that nearly 150 definitions were utilized for scholarly 

research after she concluded her research.  Zlotkowski (1995) expresses his concern that 

there could be some divergence in service-learning practices as a result of these multiple 

definitions.  Sheffield (2005) indicated that ��there simply are too many definitions of 

what constitutes the service-learning pedagogy --- definitions that are all accepted as 

valid by the service-learning community� (p.46).  Sheffield argued that without a 

representative definition and �by being everything for everyone, service-learning is 

quickly becoming nothing� (p. 47).  Evidently, despite a profile of service-learning 

program and essential criteria repeatedly presented in literature, a congruency between 

researchers and practitioners is still not occurring. The following are examples that 

demonstrate the efforts put into diminishing the differences between service-learning 
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experts and service-learning practitioners.  All of these examples include a profile of 

service-learning with three groups and similar essential criteria of service-learning.   

 Two crucial definitions of service-learning are widely cited on numerous online 

sources posted by the service-learning organizations (Definitions of Service-Learning, 

2006; Service Learning, 2006; Service Learning Definitions, 2006; Service-Learning Is 

�, 2006).  These two definitions were provided in two legal bills, the National 

Community Service Act of 1990 and the National and Community Service Trust Act of 

1993.  In the National and Community Service Act of 1990, service-learning was 

described as a program: 

A. under which students learn and develop through participation in� 

thoughtfully organized service experiences that meet actual community needs; 

B. that is integrated into the students� academic curriculum or provides structured 

time for a student to think, talk, or write about what the student did and saw 

during the service activity; 

C. that provides students with opportunities to use newly acquired skills and 

knowledge in real-life situations in their own communities; and 

D. that enhances what is taught in school by extending student learning beyond 

the classroom and into the community and helps to foster the development of 

a sense of caring others   

 The National and Community Service Trust Act of 1993 defined service-learning 

as following: 

Service-learning means a method under which students or participants learn and 

develop through active participation in thoughtfully organized service that: is 
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conducted in and meets the needs of a community and is coordinated with an 

elementary school, secondary school, institution of higher education, [and] or 

community service program, and with the community; helps foster civic 

responsibility; is integrated into and enhances the academic curriculum of the 

students or the educational components of the community service program in 

which the participants are enrolled; and includes structured time for the students 

and participants to reflect on the service experiences. 

These two definitions describe the fundamental concepts of service-learning.  It is 

evident that providing service to the community, enhancing students� classroom learning, 

and meeting the needs of their communities is important for service-learning.  In 

addition, these two definitions have been endorsed by the Congress, therefore providing a 

means of regulating governmental funding to support service-learning. 

 In addition to the two governmental definitions, researchers and scholars continue 

to propose different versions of service-learning definitions.  Stanton (1990) suggested 

that  

 Service-learning appears to be an approach to experiential learning, an expression 

 of values � service to others, which determines the purpose, nature and process 

 of social and educational exchange between learners (students) and the people 

 they serve, and between experiential education programs and the community 

 organizations with which they work.� (p. 183).   

 Kraft (1996) indicated that the definition provided by the Commission on 

National and Community Service (CNCS) might be a �widely accepted definition� (p. 

136).  The Commission on National and Community Service (1993) published the 
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definition of service-learning in the promotion of community service.  Its definition 

followed exactly the definition provided by the National and Community Service Act of 

1990, as discussed above.  Mendel-Reyes (1998) provided a shorter definition, indicating 

that service-learning could be defined as �a pedagogical model that intentionally 

integrates academic learning and relevant community service� (p. 34).  Definitions of 

service-learning generally describe the consistent characteristics of service-learning.  It is 

therefore inevitable that these characteristics of service-learning should be investigated.   

Characteristics of Service-Learning 

 Service-learning has been defined differently according to its functions, roles, and 

activities within the social contexts where it is implemented.  The unique combination of 

serving community needs and achieving learning objectives distinguishes service-

learning from other forms of community service activities and pedagogical practices.  

However, without structural guidelines, service-learning covers a wide variety of 

practices in the field of education.  Its functions, roles, and activities range from loosely 

structured forms to theory-driven and well structured programs (Hollis, 2002).  It is 

believed that different fields, motives, and purposes for participating in service-learning 

have contributed to these divergent definitions of service-learning (Greenberg, 2000), but 

the lack of standards and means with which to assess service-learning has often resulted 

in poor designs and executions of service-learning programs.  These insufficiencies led to 

counterproductive influences and the failure to achieve learning objectives in given 

service-learning programs (Eyler, 2000; Gallini & Moely, 2003).  Hence, an up-to-date 

comprehensive understanding of service-learning has become critical for researchers and 

educators.  This comprehensiveness will benefit the design and implementation of 
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service-learning in colleges and universities.  It will also provide necessary measures 

with which to assess service-learning programs and evaluate their results. 

 In 1989, the Johnson Foundation published the Wingspread Special Report, which 

presented the following list of principles or criteria for an effective service-learning 

program:  

1.  Engages people in responsible and challenging actions for the common good. 

2. Provides structured opportunities for people to reflect critically on their 

service experiences. 

3. Articulates clear service and learning goals for everyone involved 

4. Allows for those with needs to define those needs. 

5. Clarifies the responsibilities of each person and organization involved. 

6. Matches service providers and service needs through a process that recognizes 

changing circumstance. 

7. Expects genuine, active, and sustained organizational commitment. 

8. Includes training, supervision, monitoring, support, recognition, and 

evaluation to meet service and learning goals. 

9. Insures that the time commitment for service and learning is flexible, 

appropriate and in the best interest of all involved. 

10. Is committed to program participation by and with diverse populations.  (pp. 

2-3) 

This list of criteria for service-learning programs clearly addresses the main 

characteristics of service-learning.  Service-learning is not a simple combination of 

service-providing and curriculum design.  On the contrary, service-learning involves 
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multiple actions and efforts of students, faculty, and the community to pursue the �best 

interests of all involved� (Johnson Foundation, 1989, p. 3). 

The National Service-Learning Clearinghouse site (Service-Learning Is�, 2006) 

provides another important list of the characteristics of service-learning.  This list was 

generated by the National Commission on Service Learning, as quoted on the National 

Service-Learning Clearinghouse web pages (Service-Learning Is�,).  The unique 

functions and roles of service-learning are described as: service-learning links academic 

content and standards; service-learning involves young people in helping to determine 

and meet real needs; it defines community needs; it is reciprocal in nature, benefiting 

both community and service providers by combining a service experience with a learning 

experience; it can be used in any subject area so long as it is appropriate to learning 

goals; and it works at all ages, even among young children.  Notably, the site also 

includes descriptions of what service-learning should not be.  Service-learning should not 

be �an episodic volunteer program�, add-on to existing curriculum, a graduation 

requirement or a punishment.   

 Eyler and Giles (1999) also provided their views of characteristics of service-

learning.  The important characteristics of service-learning addressed in their book 

include the following:    

  1.  There is an academic connection between service activities and course content. 

2.  Service-learning is a �genuine resource useful to the community�  

3. Students are able to link what they are doing in the classroom to what they are 

experiencing in the community and vice versa.  
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4. Service-learning should include reflection activities that tie student experience 

in the community to academic learning. 

5. Service-learning should provide the opportunity to work with people from 

diverse ethnic groups during the course of their service-learning. 

6. Service activities should address the needs identified by members of the 

community.  (p.167 - p.179)                                       

These characteristics of service-learning, described and summarized by various 

organizations and scholars, provide functional definitions that individual service-learning 

programs should consider as key components to be included in the process and design of 

service-learning activities and their related curriculums.  These characteristics are also 

effective resources when service-learning is examined for its pedagogical value or 

compared to existing philosophical notions in education.  The following section 

investigates the theoretical framework of service-learning to better understand the 

effectiveness of service-learning and its influence on education.    

 

Theoretical Framework of Service-Learning 

 Service-learning has been linked to the field of education with the objective of 

enhancing students� learning.  The implementation of service-learning has been observed 

at various levels and types of educational institutions within a variety of curriculums.  

Educators and researchers have not only attempted to examine its pedagogical 

effectiveness, but also to establish its theoretical links to the philosophy of education 

(Giles & Eyler, 1994b).  In the early stage of the development process of service-

learning, researchers have noted the absence of a theoretical framework (Giles & Eyler, 
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1994b).  Due to his position as one of the most important theoretical and philosophical 

figures in education, John Dewey�s educational philosophy has attracted a great deal of 

attention from scholars and researchers who considered it especially appropriate for 

service-learning (Carver, 1997; Ehrlich, 1998; Giles & Eyler, 1994b), it thus provides an 

excellent basis for the establishment of the theoretical framework of service-learning 

(Bringle & Hatcher, 2000b; Carver, 1997; Giles & Eyler, 1994b, Fertman, 1994; Harkavy 

& Benson, 1998; Hatcher, 1997).   

 John Dewey authored numerous books and articles to address his educational 

philosophy.  Throughout his career he established a philosophical and pedagogical 

framework of education.  Dewey�s educational philosophy relevant to service-learning 

included experiential education, democratic education, and education for citizenship.  

These concepts are closely associated with the theoretical framework of service-learning 

(Giles & Eyler, 1994b; Kraft, 1996).  In the following section, an exploration of the 

literature on service-learning in relation to John Dewey�s educational philosophy and its 

influences on the practices of service-learning is provided.   

Experiential Education and Service-Learning 

 Dewey expressed his strong support of experiential education through his 

educational philosophy (1938).  He believed that students should learn from their real life 

experiences, and educators should utilize experiential education in their teaching.  Dewey 

emphasized that true learning only occurs when learners are exercising their real world 

experiences (Harkavy & Benson, 1998).  He wrote that �there is an intimate and 

necessary relation between the processes of actual experience and education� (Dewey, p. 

7), and that real world experiences are necessary and crucial to both learning and 
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education.  Dewey further articulated his strong belief in the connection between 

experience and education, writing: 

The belief that all genuine education comes about through experience does not 

mean that all experiences are genuinely or equally educative.  Experience and 

education cannot be directly equated to each other.  For some experiences are 

mis-educative.  Any experience is mis-educative that has the effect of arresting or 

distorting the growth of future experience. (p. 25) 

One of the important messages conveyed to education by Dewey was that genuine 

education originates from experience.  Effective and educative experiences should not 

hamper future development and the growth of an individual�s learning.  To explicate 

educative experiences, Dewey proposed two principles, the Principle of Continuity and 

the Principle of Interaction (Giles & Eyler, 1994b).  According to Dewey, meaningful 

experiences have the characteristics of continuity, in which experiences build upon 

previous ones and lead to the development of future experiences.  In addition, continuity 

of learning is also sustained by interactions between individuals and their experiences 

(Giles & Eyler, 1994b). 

 Based on his belief in experiential education, Dewey asserted that real 

experiences are crucial to education and learning.  To illustrate how students transform 

experiences into learning, Dewey highlighted reflective thinking.  He believed that 

reflective thinking can not only facilitate students� learning and interactions among their 

experiences, but also transform these interactions into real learning (Giles & Eyler, 

1994b).   
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 Service-learning embraces a concept similar to Dewey�s experiential education.  

Service-learning is specifically designed to integrate a service component into curriculum 

designs.  Service activities that students are required to provide to communities serve as 

students� authentic experiences and are necessary to complete their learning and 

education processes.  In addition, various forms of reflection activities are included in 

service-learning to assure the transformation of students� service experiences into 

genuine learning (Eyler and Gelis, 1994a).  These reflection activities are consistent with 

Dewey�s notion of reflective thinking.  In the late 1980s, Boyer (1987) described the 

educational trend of focusing on experiential education.  He wrote: 

The trend is clear.  In just a generation, assumptions about time and location of 

learning that historically have guided undergraduate education have been turned 

on end.  Undergraduate education is beginning to break loose from traditional 

classroom encounters and even from the notion that all learning must be 

completed under the formal guidance of a teacher.  The nation�s colleges are 

discovering that the campus is as much a state of mind as a place.  It exists, or at 

least can exist, wherever a student happens to be. (Boyer, 1987, p. 232) 

 Scholars and researchers have applied Dewey�s philosophy of experiential 

education in the construction of service-learning theory (Giles, 1991; Giles & Eyler, 

1994b; Kraft, 1996).  Service-learning experiences are naturally continuous and 

interactive.  The critical inclusion of Dewey�s concept of experiential education has 

formed a solid foundation that supports the future development of service-learning.       
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Democracy and Citizenship Education and Service-Learning 

 In addition to experiential education, Dewey examined the important mission of 

education.  The traditional approach of education honored learning or acquiring 

knowledge from textbooks or teachers� lectures in classrooms, and focused on preparing 

students for an unknown future.  Unlike the traditional approach, Dewey proposed 

democratic education, embracing the important connection between education and 

authentic experience, and contended that education should take a democratic approach to 

acquaint students with the modern democratic society.  Education should seek not only to 

prepare individuals to function in the community and societies they dwelled in (Giles, 

1994b), but should also contribute to the development a democratic society (Anderson & 

Major, 2001).     

 Democracy is a major component of Dewey�s philosophy, and a major concept in 

his educational beliefs (Eldridge, 1996).  However, he realized that democracy does not 

necessarily result in a highly functioning society if individuals are not well versed in 

democratic procedures.  According to Dewey, citizens of a democratic society should 

honor the equality of all.  Individuals should be evaluated according to what they do 

rather than who they are.  In addition, individuals� unconditional obedience to authorities 

is not beneficial for a democratic society.  Rather, citizens of a democratic society need to 

be critical about community affairs.  To resolve existing disagreements, in a democratic 

society citizens need to be able to participate in constructive public debates, which reflect 

observations and evidence and produce decisions regarding community affairs with 

which the majority of the citizens agree (Anderson & Major, 2001).  Indeed, for Dewey, 

it was critical and fundamental for individuals to be responsible for the welfare of their 



    32 
 

communities.  He said that �unless local communal life can be restored, the public 

cannot� find and identify itself� (1946, p. 216).  He also contended that formal 

education should be responsible for preparing individuals to function in democratic 

societies, but also for educating them to become engaged citizens (Rhoads, 2000).       

 Sheffield (2004) argued that service-learning facilitates democratic education.  

After conducting research on 56 students who participated in 13 weeks of service-

learning activities, Giles and Eyler (1994a) concluded that service-learning played a 

critical role in the students� development of citizenship.  Chesler (2000) reported that 

students were able to ascertain that components of the existing social structure 

contributed to the continuation of social problems.  Sapp and Crabtree (2002) claimed 

that by participating in various types of service-learning activities, students are instilled 

with an awareness of the responsibility individuals have for the community in which they 

reside.   

 It has been proposed that service-learning activities in higher education 

purposefully encourage students to exercise their critical thinking skills, not only to solve 

the problems they encounter but also to address the root-causes of these problems.  

Pompa (2002) asserted that service-learning could be a driving force for social change.  

However, she acknowledged that social change could be realized only if service-learning 

programs are well designed and implemented.  Pompa�s assertion echoed Chesler�s 

notion of service-learning.  Chesler (2000) contended that service-learning does not 

necessarily lead to social change.  Kane and his associates (1996) were also cautious 

about this indefinite connection, although researchers often (Kane & Westheimer, 1996; 

Morton, 1995) support the possibility of its ultimate potential of leading to the 
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transformation of society.  Morton (1995) identified three types of service-learning 

activities:  charity, project, and change.  As he concluded his research, he contended that 

any type of service-learning activity had the potential to address social injustice and lead 

to the transformation of a society.  Later, Morton (2003) adopted a different approach to 

categorize a variety of objectives for conducting service-learning activities.  He indicated 

two purposes of conducting service-learning:  transactional and transformational.  Kane 

and Westhemier (1996) realized that service-learning programs may be categorized 

according to their purposes and activities; each program has its own strengths and 

weaknesses and was possibly able to address social problems, and could lead the way to 

social change.  This ultimate transformation of society echoes Dewey�s vision of a 

democratic society, in which its citizens are informed, communicate, and participate in 

decision making processes where the mutual interests within the community are 

addressed.   

 

Research and Influences of Service-Learning 

 In addition to the discussion of the historical background, definitions, and 

theoretical framework of service-learning in the previous sections, it is important to 

review research results on the influences of service-learning in higher education.  

Research provides empirical data on the effectiveness of service-learning by assessing the 

extent to which relevant areas are improved.  Research projects on service-learning have 

generally focused primarily on the students, especially their learning and development, 

with service-learning being treated as a pedagogical tool.  Research designs used in 

investigating the influences of service-learning have involved both quantitative and 
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qualitative inquiries.  The inclusion of both research methods has allowed researchers to 

tap into service-learning from different dimensions, thus enhancing the credibility of their 

research findings.  As a result, there is now a more comprehensive understanding of 

service-learning.  Numerous research articles have discussed was in which students were 

influenced by their service-learning experiences and what they learned from their service-

learning activities.  Service-learning participants from diverse academic majors have 

reported positive influences and supported the effectiveness of service-learning 

experiences (McCluskey-Fawcett, 1992; Myers-Lipton, 1998; Tucker et al., 1998); 

however, conflicting findings have also been reported (Simmons & Cleary, 2005).  

Despite the mixed results, the potential of service-learning as a pedagogical tool in higher 

education is widely recognized.  Researchers, scholars, and an increasing number of 

faculty participants consider it to be both effective and crucial in achieving students� 

learning objectives.  Integrating service-learning into instructional design is continuously 

and frequently observed in higher education institutions.   

 Service-learning has drawn nationwide attention and attracted scholars from a 

variety of backgrounds (Zlotkowski, 1995).  Scholars have investigated service-learning 

from various aspects according to their expertise and interests.  The important 

participants in a service-learning program and repeatedly mentioned in publications are 

the students participating in service-learning programs, the community agencies hosting 

the service-learning students, and the faculty participants organizing the service-learning 

programs (Long et al., 2001; Moser & Rogers, 2005; Prentice & Garcia, 2000).  To depict 

and emphasize the significant outcomes of integrating service-learning in higher 

education, Moser and Rogers (2005) asserted that �Essentially, service learning involves 
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learning a variety of skills through the act of service. �It is a powerful teaching strategy 

that can enrich student learning, enhance your teaching and revitalize your community�   

(p. 18).     

Reports in the literature indicate that service-learning has significantly influenced 

those involved, including faculty participants, students, and communities; however, most 

researchers did not design their research projects to study the influence of service-

learning on the three key groups equally.  Although tremendous resources have been 

devoted to studies investigating the influence and effectiveness of service-learning on 

students� learning and development, the other two groups, namely the faculty and the 

community, have generally been overlooked and have received less attention from 

researchers, despite their importance to service-learning programs.   

Influences of Service-Learning on Students 

Research on the influence of service-learning in higher education have 

predominantly focused on the capacity of service-learning to achieve educational 

objectives in diverse major study areas, namely, students� learning outcomes.  The 

literature has shown that service-learning does indeed provide students with rich field 

experiences that facilitate their learning and development.  A considerable volume of 

research results indicate a great enhancement in several areas Waterman (1997) 

documented four major positive influences that service-learning has on students� learning 

outcomes.  These influences are: 1) enhanced learning of course content, 2) personal 

development, 3) the development of civic responsibilities and other citizenship values, 

and, 4) student contribution to the community.  Results from research projects of Markus 

et al (1993), Strange (2000), McCluskey-Fawcett, and Green (1992) evidenced students� 
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positive course learning.  Markus et al (1993) reported significantly higher grades for 

students who participated in service-learning activities in a study of 89 students enrolled 

in eight sections of political science classes.  Strange (2000) studied the class 

performance of 477 students enrolled in Child Development classes from Spring 1997 to 

Fall 1999.  Her analysis of the data revealed that students who enrolled in classes with 

service-learning assignments achieved significantly higher scores than students with 

other assignments, such as observation and essay writing.  Similar findings have also 

been reported in other studies.  McCluskey-Fawcett and Green (1992) examined the 

effect of incorporating service-learning into their developmental psychology classes.  

They found that students who participated in a service-learning program achieved a better 

understanding of class materials than those who did not.  Tucker and associates (1998) 

also indicated that service-learning had assisted business students in their learning of 

communication skills.  Johnson (2005) introduced a community food drive project as her 

service-learning program and reported positive learning experiences for the students.  

Ropers-Huilman et al (2005) reported that service-learning had been a successful 

pedagogical tool for achieving established learning objectives.   Research results from 

projects of Marchel (2003), Eyler and Giles (1999) and Jorge (2003) provided evidence 

of students� personal development.  For instance, to promote second language learning, 

Jorge established service-learning partnership with a Mexican community.  She reported 

improvement of her students� cultural awareness.  Research projects of Abernathy and 

Obenchain (2001), Giles and Eyler (1994a), Hollies (2004), Kane and Westheimer (1996) 

indicated students� increased civic awareness.  Kane and Whestheimer compare service-

learning programs adopting different approaches.  As a result, they found increased civic 
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awareness and a sense of contributing to communities from students of both groups. 

Marchel (2003) analyzed service-learning experiences of her two undergraduate classes.  

She indicated that after overcoming the initial frustration and confusing stage, students 

experienced a meaningful connection to the community.   

However, some conflicting findings have been reported.  Strange (2004) analyzed 

the same data from different aspects and reported that students who were assigned 

service-learning activities earned higher, but not significantly higher grades, after she 

compared students enrolled in the upper division of Child Development classes.  Layfield 

and Flagg (2004) also found no difference between service-learning and non-service-

learning students on subject learning after a study of 35 students enrolled in an 

Agricultural Applications of Microcomputers class in the Spring 2002.   Rukaina and Li 

(2007) attempted to intervene students� ant-fat bias by integrating service-learning 

activities.  They reported that their students� stereotypes about obesity were not improved 

after service-learning experiences.  Moely et al (2002) studied the influence that service 

experience in general and service-learning have on improving students� civic awareness.  

They did not find that service-learning experiences significantly influenced their 

students� civic awareness.  Vogelgesand and Astin (2000) conducted a longitudinal on 

students from three different types of service experiences.  They analyzed data collected 

from 1991 to 1997 and reported that service-learning experiences did not significantly 

contribute to students� development of leadership and interpersonal skills.     

 Influences of Service-Learning on Faculty 

 In addition to its influence on students� learning and development, service-

learning has impacted faculty participants at higher education institutions.  Driscoll 
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(2000) and Sheffield (2004) both highlighted the essential role of faculty participants in a 

service-learning program.  According to them, faculty participants� decisive contributions 

have been recognized and addressed in the service-learning literature.  Faculty members 

are those in charge of delivering curriculum and designing instructional strategies 

(Bringle & Hatcher, 1998).  By integrating service-learning into course designs, faculty 

participants are actively engaged in finding appropriate community placements for 

service-learning activities, designing service-learning activities for students, conducting 

reflection sessions in class, communicating with community partners on a variety of 

concerns and issues, and most importantly facilitating the processes of transforming 

students� experiences into knowledge (Eyler & Giles, 1999; Rubin, 1990).  Parker-Gwin 

and Mabry (1998) also pointed out that the role of faculty participants in service-learning 

is to direct students� learning and facilitate students� service experiences to encourage 

their intellectual development.   

 Faculty participants contribute and influence service-learning through their 

responsibility for curriculum design and class instruction.  At the same time, faculty 

participants are also influenced due to their participation in service-learning.  Several 

benefits for faculty participants have been identified.  Faculty participants are likely to 

broaden their teaching strategies, enjoy teaching more, guide students with positive 

development, and embrace different teaching styles through their involvement in service-

learning (Kendall et al., 1990).  Easterling and Rudell (1997) indicated that participating 

in service-learning is one of the faculty�s important contributions to their colleges and 

universities.  In addition, service-learning experiences also provide faculty members with 

new perspectives on teaching and research.  In spite of these listed benefits, interactions 
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between faculty participants and service-learning programs did not come without a price.  

For example, Zlotkowski (1995) indicated that under the pressure of tenure and 

promotion, the amount of time and energy necessary for conducting service-learning 

programs is a major challenge for faculty participants (Praetzel, 1999; Hammond, 1994).  

Additionally, McDonald, Caso, and Fugit (2005) reported that locating resources that 

would be beneficial in designing proper service-learning programs is a common struggle 

for faculty participants. 

 It is undeniable that it would be impossible to accomplish research without the 

involvement of faculty members.  The involvement of faculty participants in research 

projects connected with service-learning is evidenced by the huge volume of publications 

and the increasing popularity of service-learning.  However, faculty participants� high 

level of involvement in service-learning research has focused primarily on students� 

learning outcomes.  Research devoted to faculty participants that focus on their personal 

and professional circumstances still remains to be done (Driscoll, 2000).  Howard et al 

(2000) emphasized the important role of faculty participants in service-learning and 

called for more research into the faculty domain of service-learning.     

Influences of Service-Learning on Community 

 The influence of service-learning on the community comes from the collaboration 

between community and faculty participants in conducting service-learning programs.  

Gray et al (2000) illustrated the important contributions of the community to service-

learning and asserted that �Community support is essential to the long-term success and 

stability of these programs� (p. 39).  Service-learning honors the reciprocal partnership 

between faculty and community.  Thus, faculty participants should focus not only on the 
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enhancement of students� learning, but also on satisfying community needs (Gray et al, 

2000).  By the same token, service-learning emphasizes both service and learning.  

Stanton (1990) described the essential perspective and stated that �Service, combined 

with learning, adds value to each and transforms both� (p. 1).  The reciprocity between 

service and learning is an essential element of service-learning that makes service-

learning unique in experiential education (Cruz & Gillis, 2000; Jorge, 2003).  In addition, 

community empowerment is a critical objective of involving the community in service-

learning activities.  Research indicates that to empower a community, the most important 

condition for fostering a sense of empowerment is benefiting the community partner 

through the partnership (Carpenter & Jacob, 1994; Valerius & Hamilton, 2001).  In the 

research project �Learn and Serve America, Higher Education� Gray et al (2000) 

assessed service-learning in terms of both the student and the community, concluding that 

the community did indeed benefit from participating in the service-learning program in 

numerous areas.  Community agencies reported improvements in the quality, quantity, 

and variety of service they provided.  Their reputations were also improved as a direct 

benefit of participating in the service-learning programs.  Jorge (2003) adopted a 

qualitative research inquiry and designed her research project to primarily investigate the 

community perspective. This service-learning program involved students who were 

enrolled in various levels of Spanish classes and a group of Mexican women in a 

Mexican predominant community.  To achieve the goal of improving the language skills 

of her students and at the same time help the community, Jorge designed service-learning 

activities with an emphasis on direct interactions between the students and community 

partners.  As a result, Jorge reported numerous unexpected outcomes of this program, 
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including the awareness of diversity, empowerment of community participants, reciprocal 

relationships, and the importance of the equality between the faculty and community 

partners.  According to her, the appreciation of diversity was found from both the 

students and the participating Mexican women.  Both parties experienced �a better 

understanding of such factors as cultural diversity, ethnicity, race, socioeconomic 

status� in a shared world� (p. 30).  The empowerment of community participants was 

observed from community participants� willingness to take ownership of teaching 

activities and their enhanced self-esteem, which was the result of their recognized ability 

to collaborate with professors in the program and being acknowledged as critical 

contributors to the service-learning program.  The reciprocal relationship was shown 

through the mutual changes and interactions of the service-learning experiences.  The 

equality between the two parties was evidenced by community participants� sense of 

being �free to negotiate and share power� (p. 30).  Jorge contended that this equality was 

the forerunner of a reciprocal relationship.  According to her, the program was able to 

encourage free discussion and sharing throughout the partnership, which made the 

relationship beneficial for all the service-learning participants, including both the students 

and those in the community.  However, several undesired or unexpected situations have 

been reported among the service-learning partnerships.  In addition to positive outcomes 

Gray et al (2000) reported some concerns of community partners.  Agencies whose 

service programs involved individuals experiencing an emotional crisis expressed their 

concerns over the short duration of the service-learning programs.  These agencies were 

concerned that service-learning programs were usually relatively short in terms of time 

and thus could have a negative impact on the existing psychological issues of their 
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clients.  Other situations, such as low cost-effectiveness for training service-learning 

students and scheduling challenges, were also concerns reported by this research.  

However, Gray et al concluded that the advantages of service-learning partnerships �far 

outweighed� (p38) the disadvantages.  The community agencies involved were generally 

pleased by the positive outcomes from participating in service-learning.  These research 

results supported the notion that communities can benefit from students� participation in a 

variety of service-learning activities (Parker-Gwin & Mabry, 1998).     

Despite encouraging outcomes, Zlotkowski (1995) expressed his concern and 

mentioned that without a precise description of the responsibility and obligations of the 

community agency, service-learning programs would not always realize the true equality 

between the community agency and its partnered educational institution.  This could 

hamper the quality and results of service-learning.  Echoing Zlotkowski�s concern, Cruz 

and Gillis (2000) called for a better definition of �community� for service-learning; 

however, they found little service-learning research attention has been invested in 

examining the community perspective (Ferrari & Worrall, 2000; Layfield & Flagg, 

2004), regardless of its projected critical influence on the effectiveness of the service-

learning program (Gray at el, 2000; Steffes, 2004).    

   

Importance of Current Research 

As discussed in the service-learning literature, abundant research data has been 

collected regarding students� learning, but research efforts have not investigated the 

perspectives of faculty and community participants of service-learning to the same extent 

even though the literature stressed that service-learning influences all the participants, 
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namely the students, faculty, and community.  However, the inadequate understanding of 

how service-learning has impacted faculty and community participants has resulted in 

some misunderstandings concerning service-learning.  Faculty participants are involved 

in every stage of a service-learning program, including planning, implementing, and 

evaluating the program.  In addition to delivering lessons in classes and guiding the 

reflection activities of their students, they also coordinate and communicate with 

community partners about service-learning issues.  Perspectives from faculty participants 

are therefore crucial and essential to the investigation of service-learning.  Thus, it is 

important to design a research project to investigate faculty participants� perspectives of 

engaging with service-learning.  Research results from such a research design would 

provide essential information to assist faculty participants in planning proper service-

learning programs, enhancing student learning, and maintaining positive faculty-

community partnerships.   

 The current study was designed to develop an instrument to address this issue and 

validate the scores gathered by the instrument.  Data was collected directly from faculty 

participants� perspectives to reveal their perspective on the three service-learning 

domains, namely the student, the faculty and the community.  The study included a 

Delphi study that involved a group of service-learning experts in the process of designing 

an instrument to assess service-learning programs.  With this instrument, the researcher 

then assessed the structure of service-learning programs by surveying faculty 

participants.  The intention of this Delphi study included investigations of the students� 

development and responsibility, the faculty participants�� involvement in program design 

and the community connection, and the community�s responses to and satisfaction with 
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service-learning programs.  The reciprocity and equality between faculty and community 

participants were also assessed in the research to investigate the faculty-community 

partnership.  Following the completion of the instrument, a validation process was 

conducted to assess the consistency between the internal structure of the data and a 

hypothesized service-learning model.  

The importance of this research lies in its intention to create a new instrument for 

faculty participants to assess essential information regarding their service-learning 

programs.  The instrument was designed to include critical components of service-

learning and provide necessary information for faculty participants in designing genuine 

service-learning programs and, eventually, the evaluation of their service-learning 

programs.  With the assistance of this instrument, faculty participants are expected to be 

able to adjust their program designs and maximize the potential benefits of service-

learning for all the participants.   

 

Summary  

This review of literature began with a brief introduction of service-learning.  The 

development of service-learning, including its historical background and its evolutionary 

process were addressed.  Research results on involved groups were examined as well.  

The next chapter will describe important information related to methodology of this 

study.     
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III. METHODOLOGY 
 
 

Purpose of Study 

This study consisted of two phases, the substantative stage and the structural 

stage, of a construct validation study.   

There were two objectives in the substantative stage.  The first objective was to 

re-examine the definition of service-learning after more than a decade of service-learning 

practice.  The second objective was to develop an instrument to assess service-learning 

programs that is consistent with its definition.   

The objective of the structural stage was to investigate the psychometric 

properties of the instrument developed from the substantative stage by examining the 

consistency between a hypothesized service-learning model and the internal structure of 

the data collected from the instrument developed from the substantative stage.     

 

Research Design 

This study included two of three components that constitute a construct validation 

study.   A strong program of construct validation study includes three components: the 

substantative component, the structural component, and the external component (Benson, 

1998).  This study involved the substantative component and structural component.   
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Substantive Stage:  Delphi Study 

The purpose of the substantative stage, as mentioned previously, was to re-

examine the definition of service-leaning and to develop an instrument to assess service-

learning programs in higher education institutions accordingly.  The present study 

researched knowledge and opinions from experts; thus, Delphi techniques were employed 

to achieve this research purpose.     

Delphi Study 

A Delphi study is known for its systematic approach in collecting professional 

knowledge and judgments from a group of experts, known as panel members, regarding a 

variety of issues through iterations of anonymous discussion (Erffmeyer, Erffmeyer, & 

Lane, 1986; Fisher, 1978, Turoff, 1970).  A consensus from panelists is expected from 

conducting a Delphi study (Woudenberg, 1991).     

The first Delphi experiment, known as Project Delphi, was designed by Norman 

Dalkey and Olaf Helmer for military purposes.  It was undertaken in 1948 (Erffmeyer, 

Erffmeyer, & Lane, 1986; Fischer, 1978; Riggs, 1983; Woudenberg, 1991) and 

conducted by the RAND Corporation in the state of California (Fischer, 1978; Erffmeyer, 

Erffmeyer, & Lane, 1986; Riggs, 1983).  Initially, Delphi methods were designed to 

avoid undesired effects embedded in the traditional group discussion and decision 

making process (Riggs, 1983; Rowe, Wright, & McColl, 2005).  According to 

Woudenburg (1991), 14 Delphi research projects were conducted between 1950 and 1963 

by the same group and kept secret due to their military bonds.  Not until 1963 did the 

journal of Management Science publish the first Delphi research article, which was 

authored by Dalkey and Helmer ( Woudenburg, 1991).  However, the Delphi techniques 
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claimed worldwide popularity the next year when Gordon and Helmer published their 

Delphi study (Woudenberg, 1991).  Since then, Delphi techniques were applied to a 

broad range of research agendas (Fischer, 1978; Gordon & Pease, 2006; Woudenberg, 

1991), such as forecasting, decision-making, and long-term planning (Erffmeyer, 

Erffmeyer, & Lane, 1986; Fischer, 1978; Gordon & Pease, 2006).   

In order to construct a Delphi study, a group of experts is essential.  Unlike the 

traditional interview or focus group designs, the physical attendance of the expert 

participant is not required to serve as a panel member (Dijk, 1990; Erffmeyer, Erffmeyer, 

& Lane, 1986; Riggs, 1983).  This approach granted panel members more freedom and 

flexibility to participate in a series of discussion on intended issues without constraints of 

physical location (Erffmeyer, Erffmeyer, & Lane, 1986).  The implementation of mail or 

electronic communication added even more flexibility to experts with busy schedules 

(Zolingen & Klaassen, 2003).    

Anonymity is another essential feature of a Delphi study.  The anonymity feature 

of the Delphi study prevents panelists from knowing the identities of other panel 

members (Erffmeyer, Erffmeyer, & Lane, 1986).  No panel member has information 

about the membership of the discussion group in which he or she is involved.  Dijk 

(1990) contended that panel member anonymity reduces the tendency of social 

desirability considerably.  Fischer (1978) also supported and praised Delphi methods.  He 

indicated that the combination of both no physical interaction and anonymous features 

contributed to the achievement of a better conclusion.  According to him, under this 

condition, individual panel members were able to express their opinions independently 

without the concern of creating argumentative situations when their opinions are 
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conflicting with those of others, being intimidated by more knowledgeable members or 

influential individuals, dismissing their opinions because of noisy individuals in the 

group, or concern of losing face for holding alternative opinions (Riggs, 1983; Rowe, 

Wright, & McColl, 2005, Zolingen & Klaassen, 2003).     

Noteworthy, despite its broadened popularity, researchers acknowledged various 

inconsistencies regarding Delphi procedures (Dijk, 1990; Linstone & Turoff, 1975; 

Turoff, 1970; Erffmeyer, Erffmeyer, & Lane, 1986, Riggs, 1983), and the number of 

iterations was just one of them (Dijk, 1990; Turoff, 1970; Erffmeyer, Erffmeyer, & Lane, 

1986, Riggs, 1983).   Erffmeyer, Erffmeyer, and Lane (1986) suggested that a stable 

conclusion could be achieved after four iterations.  Dietz (1987) stated that three rounds 

of iteration were found a common practice from published research reports.    

Various types of communication were recommended and applied for Delphi 

study, such as mail, fax and electronic approaches.  Electronic communication is popular 

today for this type of research, as technology has advanced.   

Delphi panelists 

Rowe and his associates (2005) indicated that the composition of a panel had a 

critical impact on the outcome of a Delphi study.  To develop un updated representative 

definition of service-learning, this Delphi study invited participation of professors and 

scholars with knowledge and experiences in service-learning.  A purposeful sampling 

procedure was used for the selection of panel participants.      

The population of the study was faculty participants in higher education 

institutions within the United States.  The target population was reviewers of the 

Michigan Journal of Community Service-Learning.  The reviewer lists of this journal also 
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served as the sample frame of this study.  The Michigan Journal of Community Service-

Leaning was chosen because it was noted for its dedication to the development of 

service-learning and its involved personnel and groups (Elyer & Giles, 2000).  Reviewers 

of such a journal, therefore, were thought to be ideal candidates for participation in this 

study due to their knowledge of service-learning.  There were 20 issues published when 

sampling took place.  One issue was chosen for this study.  The reviewer list of the 

chosen issue consisted of sixty-eight members.  These sixty-eight reviewers thus became 

the accessible sample for this study.   

Email addresses of these sixty-eight reviewers were found through the Google 

search engine.  All 68 reviewers listed in the selected issue were contacted via email and 

invited to participate in this study.  As a result, eight of the sixty-eight contacted 

reviewers agreed to participate and served as expert panel members for this study.   

The response rate in this study was 62.5%.  There were five (5) responses 

consistently submitted throughout the three rounds of iteration.  It is noteworthy that it 

could not be assumed that the five responses from each round of discussion were from 

the same respondents as panelists� identities were kept anonymous.      

Instrument                                

There are important individuals who made a service-learning program possible.  

Students from involved institutions, instructors who design and conduct service-learning 

programs, and community agencies who coordinate service-learning programs with 

instructors from institutions of various education levels are the three major groups that 

have been mentioned repeatedly in service-learning literature.  A tentative instrument was 

generated for the study after reviewing the literature.   The tentative instrument consisted 
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of 34 items.  These 34 items were generated to assess the three major domains of a 

service-learning program.  Of these 34 items, 10 items were aimed at assessing the 

faculty domain, 15 items at assessing the community domain, and 9 of them at assessing 

the student domain.  The first six items were dichotomous.  These six items were 

designed to assess agreement related to experiences of participants using �Yes� 

indicating agreement and �No� indicating disagreement.  The rest of the 29 items were 

designed to assess the three domains of a service-learning program.  All of these 29 items 

used a five-point Likert-type scale with �1� indicating �not important at all�, and �5� 

indicating �very important�.   

Procedure 

The research design for this study included three rounds of discussion.  Dietz 

(1987) and Erffmeyer et al (1986) indicated a stable consensus could be achieved after 

three iterations of a Delphi study.  Electronic communications were selected for this 

study because every panel member had access to a computer.  A cyberweb was designed 

for this Delphi study.   

A link to the cyberweb was sent to every participant via email.  At the beginning 

of the study, two tasks were posted on the cyberweb to request every panel member�s 

reaction.  The first task for panel members was to provide their own definition of service-

learning.  The second task asked panel members to rate the importance of individual 

items on the tentative instrument.  A space following each item was provided for panel 

members to address their rationales.  The details of the research procedure are presented 

in the following sections.       
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Round 1:  For the first task, every panel member was asked to provide a definition 

of service-learning according to their individual perspectives.  The second task was to ask 

panel members to rate the importance of each item on the tentative instrument.  Panel 

members also were encouraged to provide additional items and rationales for their 

ratings.      

           Round 2:  All responses for the definition of service-learning from round 1 were 

compiled, analyzed, and then made available to all panel members on the cyberweb.  

Submitted definitions of service-learning were analyzed using qualitative data analysis 

procedures.  Themes and codes were developed and organized.  Additionally, panel 

members� ratings on each individual item were analyzed using SPSS 13.0.  Statistics, 

such as means and standard deviation, were computed and reported on the cyberweb for 

panel members� reference.  In addition, suggestions from panel members from round 1 

were included in a revised instrument.  After reviewing and referencing information 

posted on the cyberweb, panel members were asked to make additional suggestions for 

the continued improvement of the instrument and/or to revise their definitions of service-

learning.    

        Round 3:  Panel members were provided with results from round 2, including the 

revision of the definition and the improved version of the instrument.  In the third round 

of discussion, instead of rating each item, panel members were asked to comment on the 

inclusion of each item using �yes� for inclusion and �no� for exclusion.  In addition, all 

panel members were asked to provide their thoughts on the revised definition of service-

learning.  Items that were given �yes� from more than one-half of panel members were 

included in the final version of the instrument.  Items receiving a �yes� rating from less 
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than one-half of the panel members were excluded from the instrument.  In addition, 

panel members� input regarding the definition of service-learning was organized 

according to qualitative data analysis procedures.  As a result, although themes and codes 

stayed the same, the definition of service-learning was modified based on new input from 

panel members.  

The final definition of service-learning and the finalized version of the instrument 

were posted on the cyberweb for all panel members after changes had been made.     

 

Structural Stage:  The Survey Study 

The second stage of this study, the structural stage, followed the completion of the 

Delphi study.  To address the objectives of this stage, a quantitative research approach 

using survey inquiry was designed and implemented.  Statistical procedures were carried 

out to explore the psychometric properties of the newly developed instrument.   

Hypothesized Model 

The hypothesized model is presented in Figure 1.  This model was generated 

based on a thorough literature review and the Delphi study results.  The model consisted 

of three factors and eight variables.     
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Figure 2 

The Hypothesized Model of Service-Learning 
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The three model factors are: Faculty, Community, and Student.  Eight variables 

were investigated and included in the model.  Each of the eight variables corresponds to 

one of the three factors.  The faulty participants� attention to pedagogy and their students� 

learning are included in the Faculty factor.  Reciprocity, equality and community 

empowerment are the three variables included in the Community factor.  Within the 

student factor, students� service-learning activities; their development, which includes 

students� academic, personal, and professional development; and students� civic 

awareness are included.  In addition, service-learning involves relationships among  

groups.  Therefore, correlations between factors were expected.    

Variables 

 There are two variables associated with the Faculty factor.  The faculty 

participants� devotion to pedagogy is measured by items 1 and 4.  Faculty participants� 

devotion to students� learning is measured by items 2, 3 and 5.   
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 The Community factor consisted of three variables.  Reciprocity is measured by 

items 6, 7, 8, 9, 19; community empowerment is measured by items 10, 15, 17 and 18; 

equality is measured by items 11, 12, 13, 14, 16 and 20.   

The Student factor is comprised of three factors.  Students� service-learning 

activities are measured by item 21 and 26; student development is measured by items 22, 

24, 27 and 28; students� civic awareness is measured by items 23 and 25.  (See Table 1 

for details) 

Table 1 

Items and Their Corresponding Variables and Factors 

Factor Variables Items 

Faculty Pedagogy 

Student-Learning 

1,4 

2,3,5 

Community Reciprocal partnership  

Empowerment  

Equality 

6,7,8,9,19 

10,15,17,18 

11,12,13,14,16,20 

Student Service-Learning activity  

Student-Development  

Civic Awareness 

21, 26 

22,24,27,28 

23,25 

 

Population 

The population for the substantive stage was the faculty participants in higher 

education institutions of the United States and participants were recruited from higher 

education institutions in the United States. Taking a sample from the population is a 
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common practice in a social science study because of the impossibility of studying every 

individual from the population (Pedhazur& Schmelkin, 1991).  According to Pedhazur 

and Schmelkin (1991), sample size is not the only criterion that matters to research 

results.  Representativeness of a sample is crucial.  Therefore, in addition to sample size, 

a sampling procedure that would establish a sample with a high possibility of 

representing the population of the study is desired.   

Sampling 

A stratified random sampling procedure is known for its merit in collecting data 

in a systematic fashion.  In an attempt to include variance from subgroups, a stratified 

random sampling procedure was employed in this study.  It was impossible to obtain a 

list of all faculty participants in the United States, thus the stratified random sampling 

procedure identified only the institutions of this study.  A sampling frame was found 

using the webpage of the University of Texas at Austin, 

http://www.utexas.edu/world/univ/state/index.html.   From this website, a list of higher 

education institutions by state was identified found.  Strata included all fifty states. 

Disproportionate allocation was decided because each state housed unequal numbers of 

higher education institutions.  In addition, an equal allocation was decided for the number 

of institutions included from each stratum.  Three institutions from each state were 

identified.  Within each stratum, higher education institutions were divided into three 

categories using the classification of Carnegie Foundation: Doctorate-granting 

Universities, Master�s Colleges and Universities and Baccalaureate Colleges.  One 

institution from each category was identified through a systematic random sampling 

procedure.  The systematic random sampling procedures started with coding higher 
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education institutions from each category independently.  The coding process started with 

number one and ended with �k� which is the quantity of institutions situated in a state.  A 

number, n, between one and 100 and another number, t, between one and k were selected 

for the systematic random sampling procedures.  Finally, the (n + t) th institution of each 

category was identified and included for this study.  As a result, 150 institutions were 

identified.  After the completion of the data collection procedure, the sample size was 

smaller than expected.  Therefore, a second data collection round was completed.  Two 

categories, university and college, were used.  The second data collection followed the 

same steps as the first.  An additional one hundred institutions were identified.  

Consequently, a second email list including the email contact information of 148 contact 

persons was established. Finally, a total of 250 higher education institutions were 

identified though two sampling rounds and 708 individuals were contacted via email by 

the researcher.   

Procedure 

Department heads/chairs, deans of the School of Education, or the coordinators of 

education programs served as contact persons for this study.  Using Microsoft office 

Access, a list of email addresses was generated by visiting the WebPages of individual 

departments, schools and programs of the 150 identified institutions.  As a result, a list of 

460 email addresses was generated.   

An email with a link to the research webpage was sent to the identified 

department heads/ chairs/coordinators using the mail merge feature of the Microsoft 

Office software.  The purpose of this email was to request assistance in disseminating 

information for this research.  After receiving the invitational email, the contact person 
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could forward the information along with the link to faculty members, if they agreed to 

provide assistance.  All faculty participants who were willing to participate in this study 

could use the link to visit and respond to the instrument posted on the cyberweb.  They 

also were able to submit their responses via this cyberweb.  There were two follow-up 

emails sent to contact persons in two-week intervals.  After the two follow-up emails, a 

thank you email was sent to them to express appreciation and inform them of the 

completion of the data collection.    

The second data collection including one hundred additional higher education 

institutions were identified, and 148 email addresses of contact persons were established.  

The second data collection attempt followed the same procedures as the first.   

Participants 

 Two hundred forty-eight respondents answered the survey.  Among the 248 

participants, 100 (40.3%) identified themselves as female and 142 (57.3%) were male.  

There were six (2.4%) participants who did not indicate gender.  Two hundred seven 

(83.5%) participants reported that they were conducting research on service-learning 

related issues, while 39 (15.7%) participants were not and two did not answer this 

question.  Ninety-two (37.1%) participants indicated having less than three years 

involvement in service-learning activity, 77 (31.0%) having 3-6 years involvement, and 

69 (27.8%) having more than 6 years involvement in service-learning activities.  Among 

the 248 participants, 21 (8.5%) were non-tenure track assistant professors, 77 (31.0%) 

were tenure-track assistant professors, 49 (19.8%) were Associate professors, 36 (14.5%) 

were professors, and 64 (25.8%) were graduate teaching assistants or instructors. (See 
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Table 2 for detail).  Note that the response rate of this study was unknown for an 

unknown number of faculty participants who ever received information of this study.     

 

Summary 

This chapter started with the purposes of the study and followed with a detailed 

description of the research design.  Information about the population, sampling 

procedures, and participants were included.  The instrument and the hypothesized model 

were discussed in this chapter as well.  In the following chapter, Chapter Four, a 

manuscript is presented.  Finally, research findings, discussions of findings, implications 

and recommendations for the study are discussed in Chapter Five.     
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Table 2 

General Information of Participants   

 n % 

Gender    

            Male 142 57.3 

            Female 100 40.3 

            Missing 6 2.4 

Service-Learning Research Involvement   

            Yes 207 83.5 

            No   39 15.7 

            Do not respond 2 .8 

Longevity of Service-Learning involvement   

            Less than 3 years   92 37.1 

           3-6 years 77 31.0 

            More than 6 years 69 27.8 

Professional ranking   

            Professor   36 14.5 

            Associate Professor 49 19.8 

            Assistant Professor (tenure-track) 77 31.0 

            Assistant Professor (non-tenure track) 21 8.5 

            Instructor/Graduate Teaching Assistant 64 25.8 

          N=248
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IV RESULTS 
 
 
 This study was aimed at developing a definition of the representative definition of 

service-learning and an instrument to help faculty participants in their design and 

evaluation of their service-learning programs.  The psychometric property of the 

instrument was examined in this study.    

 There is one manuscript presented in this chapter.  This manuscript includes 

information of the whole study.   

Introduction 

Learning through service has been practiced in American education since 1900 

(James, 1910, Kilpatrick, 1918, Dewey, 1938).  In recent decades, several organizations 

such as Peace Corps, Volunteers in Service to America, Job Corps, Youth Serve 

America, Campus Opportunity Outreach League (COOL), and Campus Compact have 

been established and thrived.  In the 1990s, the National and Community Service Act of 

1990 signed by President George H. W. Bush and the National and Community Service 

Trust Act of 1993 signed by President Clinton evidenced the flourish of service-learning. 

The term service-learning was introduced in 1967.  Since that date researchers 

and practitioners, alike, have struggled to define just what it is.  Initially, service-learning 

embraced any program utilizing service and learning.  Kendall (1990), for example, 

reported 147 different terminologies used in the literature to refer programs involving 

students� learning and service.  Eventually, leaders (Stanton, Giles, & Cruz, 1999, 
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Kendall, 1990) in the field of service-learning identified essential elements of service-

learning.  A service-learning program, at its minimum, included three groups: Faculty 

who conduct the program, students who enroll in a class with service-learning and 

perform service activity in communities, and community agencies where service-learning 

students are hosted.  Researchers also have identified four criteria among the three groups 

of service-learning: 

(1) Student learning and development through active participation in 

thoughtfully organized service experiences that meet actual community needs and 

that are coordinated in collaboration with the school and community 

(2) Integration between the students' academic curriculum and work with the 

community that provides structured time for the student to think, talk, or write 

about what the student did and saw during service  

(3) Opportunity for students to use newly acquired skills and knowledge in 

real-life situations in their own communities;  

(4) Extension of student learning beyond the classroom and into the 

community in an effort to foster the development of a sense of caring for others.  

(National and Community Service Act of 1990).   

Without meeting these criteria, programs that simply pair students and community 

concerns do not qualify as service-learning. Recognition of these criteria is important---

not a semantic quibble, for to define any program that places students in communities as 

service-learning is to make a number of forgone conclusions as to philosophy and 

structure of an endeavor.  
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Research outcomes 

Research results suggest positive influences of service-learning programs on all 

involved parties, namely, students, faculty participants, and community agencies.  

Research outcomes of students fall into four categories (Waterman, 1997): enhanced 

learning of course content (Markus et al, 1993; Strange, 2000; McCluskey-Fawcett & 

Green, 1992), personal development (Marchel, 2003; Eyler & Giles, 1999; Jorge, 2003), 

the development of civic responsibilities and other citizenship values (Abernathy and 

Obenchain, 2001; Giles & Eyler, 1994a; Hollies, 2004; Kane &Westheimer, 1996), and 

student contribution to the community (Giles & Eyler,1994a; Kane & Westheimer, 1996; 

Kane, Westheimer & and Rogers, 2000).  The improved student learning provided 

evidence that the integration of service-learning into a course design is helpful to faculty 

participants in fulfilling responsibilities of both teaching and research (Bringle & 

Hatcher, 1996; Parker-Gwin & Marbry, 1998), while research publications documented 

community partners� accounts on improvement as a result of the service-learning 

partnership (Jorge, 2003; Grey, 2000).   

Despite the positive outcomes attributed to service-learning and the increasing 

number of faculty participants, leaders in the field have long expressed concern that some 

practitioners of service-learning adopt unclear descriptions of the pedagogy (Kendall, 

1990; Sheffield, 2005; Zlotkowski, 1995), a condition that gives rise to possible 

undesired consequences from an inappropriately structured service-learning program.  

That is, researchers (Holland, 2001; Kraft, 1996; Morton, 1995; O�Byrne, 2001; Troppe, 

1996) emphasize that a clear description of service-learning dictates the implementation 

of service-learning activities and ultimately directs the evaluation of the effectiveness of 
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service-learning programs (Eby, 1998; Pompa, 2002; Zlotkowski, 1995). If unresolved, 

faculty participants could possibly design and implement service related programs and 

then name these programs �service-learning�, if they believed that what they were doing 

was, indeed, service-learning.  Thus, Sheffield (2005) contends that if the definition or 

the description of service-learning is not identified, service-learning will be �everything 

for everybody� and ultimately �become nothing� (p. 47).   

Therefore, an up-to-date description of service-learning that includes necessary 

components of service-learning and a current instrument assessing a service-learning 

program are beneficial to resolve challenges faculty participants facing in the initiation 

and evaluation of their service-learning programs.     

 

Significance of the Study 

Given the apparent disconnect between what service-learning should be versus 

what some practitioners make it to be, it is of interest to investigate whether or not the 

operationalization of service-learning established in the early 90s� has altered the practice 

of service-learning to date. Messick (1998) suggested the importance of re-examining a 

construct periodically to reflect the progress of the evolving human society.   Thus, a 

clear and up-to-date description of service-learning for the design and an instrument for 

the evaluation of service-learning programs accordingly become important for both 

sustaining the endeavor of service-learning practitioners and the effectiveness of service-

learning.  With the up-to-date description of service-learning along with the instrument 

not only will faculty practitioners be able to design a proper service-learning program but 

also the potential of service-learning will be more likely to be realized.  In responding to 
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these critical issues, this study was aimed at re-examining the description of service-

learning and generating a current instrument to assess the inclusiveness of service-

learning programs.   

 

Research Purposes 

The purposes of this study were to re-examine if the original depiction of service-

learning still holds true today among leaders of service-learning.  Or has the variability 

among practitioners altered the theoretical conception of service-learning?      

This research design included two stages of a strong program of construct 

validation study, the substantative stage and the structural stage.  The objectives of the 

substantative stage were to re-examine the conception of service-learning and to generate 

an instrument to assess the inclusiveness of a service-learning program accordingly.  The 

completion of the substantative stage was followed by the structural stage (Loevinger, 

1957; Nunnally, 1978).  The objective of the structural stage was to explore the 

psychometric properties of the instrument developed through the Delphi study.  

 

Method 

The Substantive Stage 

A Delphi technique was employed to achieve objectives of the substantative 

stage.  A Delphi study is known for its systematic approach in collecting professional 

knowledge and judgments from a group of experts, known as panel members, regarding a 

variety of issues, through iterations of anonymous discussion (Erffmeyer, Erffmeyer, & 

Lane, 1986; Fisher, 1978, Turoff, 1970).  The Delphi study consisted of three iterations.  
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A webpage was established as the communication channel between panelists and the 

researcher. A purposeful sampling procedure was used to form the panel of this study.  

Reviewers of the Journal of Michigan Community Service Learning were invited to 

participate in this study.  Eight among sixty-eight reviewers contacted agreed to serve as 

the panelists in the Delphi study.  The panelists were asked to provide their perspectives 

of service-learning and rate items on a proposed instrument.  Their perspectives of 

service-learning were analyzed using qualitative data analysis approach.  A descriptive 

analysis using SPSS 13.0 was conducted on panelists� ratings of items.  Results were 

posted on the webpage for panelists� reference and possible revision. 

The Structural Stage 

An on-line survey was designed to explore the psychometric properties of the 

instrument developed through the Delphi study.  To reach the objective of this study, a 

quantitative research approach using on-line survey inquiry was designed and 

implemented.  A hypothesized model of service-learning was generated as a result of an 

extensive literature review.    

Instrument 

 The instrument used in this study was Assessing Service-Learning programs in 

Higher Education Institutions (ASLP).  The ASLP is comprised of 28 five point Likert-

type items with 1 = Not Important at All and 5 = Very Important.  ASLP was designed to 

assist faulty participants in designing and evaluating their service-learning programs.  

These items were developed from a through literature review on crucial elements of 

service-learning and finalized by a group of experts in service-learning through a Delphi 

study conducted by the researchers of the present study.  The ASLP consisted of Faculty, 
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Community, and Student subscales.  The Faculty subscale included five items; the 

Community subscale included fifteen; the student subscale consisted of ten items.   

Hypothesized Model 

The hypothesized model is presented as Figure 2.  This model was generated after 

a thorough literature review.  The model consisted of three factors and eight variables.     

Figure 2 

The Hypothesized Model of service-Learning 

Faculty

pedagogy
1

Slearning

Community

reciprocity

1

enpowerment equality

Student

activity
1

personal
civic

 

The three model factors are: Faculty, Community, and Student.  Eight variables 

were investigated and included in the model.  Each of the eight variables corresponds to 

one of the three factors.  The faulty participants� attention to pedagogy and their students� 

learning are included in the Faculty factor.  Reciprocity, equality and community 

empowerment are the three variables included in the Community factor.  Within the 

student factor, students� service-learning activities; their development, which includes 

students� academic, personal, and professional development; and students� civic 

awareness are included.  In addition, service-learning involves relationships between 

groups.  Therefore, correlations between factors were expected.    
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Variables 

  The two variables associated with the Faculty factor are faculty participants� 

attentions to their teaching and their students� learning.  The Community factor included 

three variables: reciprocity, community empowerment, and equality between the faculty 

participants and their partnered community agencies.  The Student factors included 

students� service-learning activities, student development and students� civic awareness.  

Items and their corresponding variables are presented in Table 2.         

Table 2 

Items and Their Corresponding Variables 

Factor Variable Items 

Pedagogy 1,4 Faculty 

Student Learning 2,3,5 

Reciprocity 6,7,8,9,19 

Empowerment 10,15,17,18 

Community 

Equality 11,12,13,14,16,20 

Activity 21, 26 

Learning 22,24,27,28 

Student 

Civic Awareness 23,25 

 

Population 

The population for the structural stage was the faculty participants in higher 

education institutions of the United States.  Participants of the structural stage were 

recruited from higher institutions in the United States. Taking a sample from the 
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population is a common practice of social science study because of the impossibility of 

studying every individual from the population (Pedhazur& Schmelkin, 1991).  According 

to Pedhazur and Schmelkin (1991), sample size is not the only criterion that matters to 

research result, representativeness of a sample is crucial as well.  Therefore, in addition to 

sample size, a sampling procedure that would establish a sample with a high possibility 

of representing the population of the study was desired.   

Sampling 

In an attempt to include variance from subgroups, a stratified random sampling 

procedure was used in this stage.  This sampling technique is known for its merit in 

collecting data in a systematic fashion.  It was impossible to obtain a list of all faculty 

participants in the United States, thus the stratified random sampling procedure identified 

only the institutions of this study.  A sampling frame was found using the webpage of the 

University of Texas at Austin, http://www.utexas.edu/world/univ/state/index.html.   From 

this website, a list of higher education institutions by state was identified.  Strata included 

all fifty states. Disproportionate allocation was decided upon because each state housed 

unequal numbers of higher education institutions.  In addition, an equal allocation was 

decided for the number of institutions included from each stratum.  Three institutions 

from each state were identified.  Within each stratum, higher education institutions were 

divided into three categories: Doctorate-granting Universities, Master�s Colleges and 

Universities, and Baccalaureate Colleges.  One institution from each category was 

identified through a systematic random sampling procedure.  The systematic random 

sampling procedures started with coding higher education institutions from each category 

independently.  The coding process started with number one and ended with �k� which is 
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the quantity of institutions situated in a state.  A number, n, between one and 100 and 

another number, t, between one and k were selected for the systematic random sampling 

procedures.  Finally, the (n + t) th institution of each category was identified and included 

for this study.  As a result, 150 institutions were identified.  After the completion of the 

data collection procedure, the sample size was smaller than expected.  Therefore, a 

second data collection round was completed.  Two categories, university and college, 

were used.  The second data collection round followed the same steps as the first.  An 

additional one hundred institutions were identified.  Consequently, a second email list 

including the email contact information of 148 contact persons was established. Finally, a 

total of 250 higher education institutions were identified though two sampling rounds and 

708 individuals were contacted via email by the researcher.   

Procedure 

Department heads/chairs, deans of the School of Education, or the coordinators of 

education programs served as contact persons for this study.  Using Microsoft office 

Access, a list of email addresses was generated by visiting the WebPages of individual 

departments, schools and programs of the 150 identified institutions.  As a result, a list of 

460 email addresses was generated.   

An email with a link to the research webpage was sent to the identified 

department heads/ chairs/coordinators using the mail merge feature of the Microsoft 

Office software.  The purpose of this email was to request assistance in disseminating 

information for this research.  After receiving the invitational email, the contact person 

could forward the information along with the link to faculty members, if they agreed to 

provide assistance.  All faculty participants who were willing to participate in this study 
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could use the link to visit and respond to the instrument posted on the cyberweb.  They 

also were able to submit their responses via this cyberweb.  There were two follow-up 

emails sent to contact persons with a two-week interval.  After the two follow-up emails, 

a thank you email was sent to participants to express appreciation and inform them the 

completion of the data collection.    

The second data collection including one hundred additional higher education 

institutions were identified, and 148 email addresses of contact persons were established.  

The second data collection attempt followed the same procedures as the first.   

Participants 

 Two hundred forty-eight respondents answered the survey.  Among the 248 

participants, 100 (40.3%) identified themselves as female and 142 (57.3%) were male.  

There were six (2.4%) participants who did not indicate gender.  Two hundred seven 

(83.5%) participants reported that they were conducting research on service-learning 

related issues, while 39 (15.7%) participants were not and two did not answer this 

question.  Ninety-two (37.1%) participants indicated having less than three years 

involvement in service-learning activity, 77 (31.0%) having 3-6 years involvement, and 

69 (27.8%) having more than 6 years involvement in service-learning activities.  Among 

the 248 participants, 21 (8.5%) were non-tenure track assistant professors, 77 (31.0%) 

were tenure-track assistant professors, 49 (19.8%) were Associate professors, 36 (14.5%) 

were professors, and 64 (25.8%) were graduate teaching assistants or instructors. (See 

Table 3 for detail).  Noteworthy, the response rate of this study was unknown for an 

unknown number of faculty participants who ever received information of this study.     

Table 3 
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General Information of Participants   

 n % 

Gender    

            Male 142 57.3 

            Female 100 40.3 

            Missing 6 2.4 

Service-Learning Research Involvement   

            Yes 207 83.5 

            No   39 15.7 

            Do not respond 2 .8 

Longevity of Service-Learning involvement   

            Less than 3 years   92 37.1 

           3-6 years 77 31.0 

            More than 6 years 69 27.8 

Professional ranking   

            Professor   36 14.5 

            Associate Professor 49 19.8 

            Assistant Professor (tenure-track) 77 31.0 

            Assistant Professor (non-tenure track) 21 8.5 

            Instructor/Graduate Teaching Assistant 64 25.8 

          N=248 

 

Results 
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The Substantive Stage 

Re-examination of Service-Learning 

 In the attempt to understand the evaluation of service-learning after more than a 

decade�s practice in the field of education, a Delphi study was conducted.  As a result, a 

definition developed through the Delphi procedure was similar to those previously 

suggested by service-learning experts and was stated as:     

Service-learning is a pedagogical strategy.  It is purposefully designed to enhance 

students� academic learning through organized community service activities.  

Community service activities should meet the needs of and be identified by the 

community.  Ongoing reflection exercises, individual or in groups, are necessary 

for consolidating students� understanding of course content, promoting personal 

development, and deepening their knowledge of and commitment to the well-

being of the community to which they belong.    

Instrument 

 Item means and standard deviations were computed and reported to panel 

members.  The result of this computation was presented in Table 4. 

 Some items were reworded according to suggestions of panel members after the 

1st round of discussion.  Means from the 1st round ranged from 2.33 to 4.83, and in the 2nd 

round from 2.8 to 4.8.  A comparison of means between round 1 and round 2 resulted in 

31 out of 34 items had larger means in round 2 than those in round 1.  Exceptions 

included items #4, #31, and #33.  Standard deviations were, for the most part, smaller in 

round 2 than in round 1.  Items #4, # 17, #26, and #29 had slightly larger standard 

deviations.  All these increases in values were less than .04.  Item #33 had the greatest 
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increase of .39.  The third iteration focused on the inclusion of each item and resulted in 

eliminating item #23 as it appeared to assess similar information as item to 22.  Thus, the 

final version of the instrument consisted of 33 items.  Ten items assess information about 

faculty domain; fourteen items assess the community partner domain; and nine items 

assess the student domain.  The first five items were reformatted to be binary, yes or no, 

as suggested by panel members.  The response formats for the remaining twenty-eight 

items is a five-point Likert-type scale with 1 indicating not important at all and 5 

indicating very important.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4 
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Means and Standard Deviations from Round 1 and Round 2 of Discussion 

 

Item Number 

 
Mean 

_________________ 
        Round 1            Round 2 

 

 
Standard deviation 

_____________________ 
        Round 1            Round 2 

 
1 

 
3.00 

 
3.8  

 
1.50 

 
.447 

 
2 

 
         2.5            

 
3.6 

 
1.76 

 
.548 

 
3 

 
2.33          

 
2.8   

 
1.75         

 
.837 

 
4 

 
4.67           

 
4.6   

 
.52        

 
.548 

 
5 

 
4.33          

 
4.8 

 
1.63          

 
.447  

 
6 

 
         3.8            

 
4.4 

 
1.47          

 
.548  

 
7 

 
         3.5            

 
4.6   

 
1.23        

 
.548  

 
8 

 
         4.0           

 
4.8   

 
1.67        

 
.447  

 
9 

 
3.83          

 
4.5     

 
1.60      

 
.577  

 
10 

 
3.83          

 
4.8     

 
1.47       

 
.447 

 
11 

 
4.0            

 
4.0     

 
1.27      

 
.707  

 
12 

 
3.5            

 
4.60     

 
1.76    

 
.548  

 
13 

 
  3.83          

 
4.80      

 
1.47   

 
.447 

 
14 

 
4.0            

 
4.6     

 
1.67     

 
.548  

 
15 

 
  4.33 

 
4.6 

 
  .82 

 
.548 

 
16 

 
4.5            

 
4.75      

 
  .55   

 
.500 

 
17 

 
4.67           

 
4.6     

 
 .52     

 
.548  

 
18 

 
3.83           

 
4.2   

 
1.60       

 
.837  

Table 4. (continued) 
 
Means and Standard Deviations from Round 1 and Round 2 of Discussion 
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Mean 

_________________ 
        Round 1            Round 2 

 

 
Standard deviation 

_____________________ 
Round 1            Round 2 

 
19 

 
3.83          

 
3.8    

 
1.94       

 
1.3  

 
20 

 
4.5            

 
4.6    

 
.84     

 
.548  

 
21 

 
4.5            

 
4.8    

 
.55      

 
.447 

 
22 

 
4.17          

 
4.6   

 
.98      

 
.548  

 
23 

 
3.67          

 
3.8    

 
1.63     

 
.837  

 
24 

 
4.67         

 
4.8     

 
.516     

 
.447 

 
25 

 
3.83          

 
4.2   

 
1.17      

 
.837  

 
26 

 
4.83          

 
4.8 

 
.41       

 
.447 

 
27 

 
4.17          

 
4.5   

 
1.17       

 
.577 

 
28 

 
4.67          

 
4.8    

 
.52     

 
.477 

 
29 

 
4.17          

 
4.0     

 
.75     

 
.816 

 
30 

 
4.67          

 
4.6      

 
.516    

 
.894 

 
31 

 
3.33          

 
3.25    

 
1.97   

 
.957 

 
32 

 
         3.5            

 
3.6     

 
.55    

 
.548  

 
33 

 
         4.5           

 
4.4    

 
.55     

 
.894  

 
34 

 
 4.33          

 
3.6   

 
1.03      

 
1.34  

 

 

 

The Structural Stage 

Data analysis 
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) using Amos 7.0 was utilized to investigate 

the consistency between the data and the hypothesized model, shown as Figure 1, 

generated from literature.  Model fit indexes used to exam the research results of this 

study were classified as absolute.  Absolute fit indexes assess how well the overall model 

explains the observed variance or correlation matrix.  The absolute fit indexes used in this 

study were: Chi-Square, Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI), Comparative Fit index (CFI), and 

the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA).   

Reliability 

 There were three subscales included in this instrument.  Cronbach�s Alpha was 

used to examine the reliability of scores from the three subscales.  Cronbach�s Alpha 

coefficients ranged between .545 and .875 (See Table 5).    

Table 5 

Reliabilities of Scores of Three Subscales 

 Faculty 

(n = 5) 

Community 

( n= 15) 

Student 

(n= 8) 

Cronbach�s Alpha .545 .875 .750 

  

Validity 

This instrument was developed based on the input of experts in service-learning 

using a Delphi study.  Evidence of content validity was provided based on both the 

service-learning literature and these experts.  Additionally, the correlation coefficients 

between factors of the hypothesized model of service-learning were between .46 and .60.  
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These correlation coefficients were less than .85, thus provided evidence of discriminant 

validity as suggested by Kline (1998).    

Bivariate Correlations 

Items addressing each variable within each domain were summed in order to 

calculate means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations between variables (see Table 

6).  The bivariate correlation coefficients were statistically significant except for the one 

between reciprocity and civic awareness.  The range of bivariate coefficients was 

between .106 and .679.  No correlation coefficient exceeded .8, thus multicollinearity was 

not considered a concern (Hair et al, 1998).   
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Model Fit 

   The results of this analysis are presented in Table 7.  As observed in Table 6, a 

statistically significant Chi-Square (χ2 = 46.567, p< .001) resulted from CFA procedure.  

The Chi-Square statistic is known for its sensitivity to sample size, thus, it is important to 

examine other model fit indexes.  The magnitudes of the GFI (.951) and the CFI (.949) 

exceeded an insignificant value of .90 or greater (Meyers, Gamst & Guarino, 2005). In 

addition, the value of RMSEA was .090, which was below the accepted value of .1 or less 

(Meyers, Gamst & Guarino, 2005).  Thus, the hypothesized model of this research 

adequately explained the variance of the data.   

Table 7 

Result of the Analysis for the Hypothesized Model 

N Chi-Square p DF GFI CFI RMSEA 

217 46.567 < .001 17 .951 .949 . 090 

 

Correlation Coefficients 

The correlation coefficients between any two factors were all statistically 

significant.  In CFA, discriminant validity between factors is indicated by the correlation 

coefficients between factors.  According to Kline (1998), two factors with correlation 

coefficient higher than .85 could be conceptually perceived as the measuring the same 

information. The analysis of this CFA resulted in a correlation of .56 between the Faculty 

factor and the Students factor; .46 between the Student factor and the Community factor; 

and .60 between the Faculty factor and the Community factor (see Figure 3).  All of these 

correlation coefficients were less than .85, and thus evidence of discriminant validity. 
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Figure 4 

Results of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis                  

Chi-Square=46.562, DF=17, p=.000,
GFI=.951, CFI=.949, RMSEA=.090
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Pattern Coefficients   

The pattern coefficients between each individual observed variable and its 

corresponding factor were statistically significant.  See Figure 4 for correlation 

coefficients and pattern coefficients.  The pattern coefficients of this study were all 

statistically significant.  The pattern coefficients of paths to the Faculty factor were 

between .41 and .78; they were between .69 and .84 for the Community factor; and 

between .72 and .81 for the Student factor.  In addition, the correlation coefficients 

between two factors were between .46 and .60. (See Table 8) 

Table 8 
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Pattern Coefficients between Variables and Their Corresponding Factors 

Factor                       Variable Pattern Coefficients 

Faculty                    Pedagogy .41 

Faculty           Student-learning    .78 

Community Reciprocity .69 

Community              Empowerment .84 

Community     Equality .81 

Student                     Service-learning activity .72 

Student                     Personal Development .81 

Student                     Civic Awareness 73 

 

Discussions 

Guidelines in designing a service-learning program and a tool for its evaluation 

are crucial to keep the perceptions of service-learning experts and the practices of 

practitioners in coherence.   

First, faculty participants need guidelines in designing a proper service-learning 

program because they are not necessarily experts in service-learning.  Faculty participants 

come from a variety of backgrounds with diverse expertise.  Their motives for being 

involved in service-learning also are diverse.  In addition, service-learning is not a simple 

service enterprise and should not become �everything for everybody� (Sheffield, 2005, p. 

47).  It is important to have guiding principles for faculty participants to conduct service-

learning programs described by Zlotkowski (1995) as �real service-learning� (p.129).   
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Second, faculty participants need guidelines to relieve the pressure of seeking 

balance between time availability and professional responsibilities.  Service-learning is a 

very time consuming activity, which requires a great deal of communication and 

coordination among those involved (Holland, 2001).  A dependable instrument that 

includes core elements of service-learning reduces the amount of time faculty spend in 

designing proper service-learning programs, thus faculty participants become more 

effective in conducting service-learning programs.   

Third, faculty participants need guidelines to conduct high quality service-

learning.  The literature indicated that the quality of service-learning programs would 

have significant effects on the outcomes of student learning (Giles & Eyler, 1994).  To 

achieve effective teaching and enhance student learning, it is critical for faculty 

participants to follow guiding principles when they participate in service-learning.   

Fourth, faculty participants need data to evaluate the outcomes of their programs 

to provide evidence of the effectiveness of these programs.  Faculty participants are not 

necessarily experts in program evaluation (Gelmon, 2003), and an instrument that 

includes essential components of service-learning could be a valuable tool to them.  

Evaluation results from such an instrument would be beneficial to faculty participants in 

initiating service-learning programs, evaluating student-learning, and maintaining the 

faculty-community partnership.  In the short term, evaluation results inform the extent to 

which faculty participants have achieved their objectives of integrating service-learning 

into their teaching.  In the long term, the evaluation result may guide future efforts, thus 

improving the quality of service-learning as well as enhancing teaching effectiveness.   
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However, faculty participants still have difficulties in the design and evaluation of 

service-learning programs.  The researcher undertook this challenge and conducted the 

current research.  In this research project, a hypothesized model was proposed and an on-

line survey was implemented.  The research results indicated that the model is adequate 

in explaining the data and the hypothesized model was supported by the results.  To be 

precise, the model could be used as a guideline in designing a service-learning program, 

and the instrument could be used as a tool for evaluating the implementation of a service-

learning program.   

As the model illustrated, a service-learning program consists of three domains: the 

Faculty, the Student, and the Community.  Within each domain, there are facets of 

service-learning that must be addressed.  In the Faculty domain, faculty participants� 

attention to their teaching and their students� learning need to be assessed.  Within the 

Community domain, the faculty participants should take the reciprocal partnership, 

community empowerment, and the equality between themselves and their partnered 

community agencies into consideration.  In the Student domain, students� service-

learning activities, their development and their civic awareness are important aspects of 

service-learning to be addressed.  In addition, the instrument is a valuable tool for 

assessing a service-learning program.  The evaluation results reflect the inclusiveness of 

service-learning programs, and thus not only faculty participants� effort could be 

sustained, but also the quality of service-learning could be improved.   
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Limitations of the Research 

There were limitations in the study.  Future research designs should consider 

these limitations to improve the psychometric properties of this instrument.   

First, a voluntary sample was generated for this study.  The sample, therefore, 

may not represent the population adequately despite the fact that a stratified random 

sampling procedure was used.   

Second, a homogeneous sample was used for this study.  Characteristics of a 

sample will affect the extent to which a research result can be generalized (Meyers et al, 

2005; Pedhazur, & Schmelkin, 1991).  Participants of this study were recruited from the 

College of Education only.  The composition of this sample may bias the result of this 

study in relation of other fields of endeavor.     

Third, a small sample was used in this study, considering the statistical analyses 

employed.  There is no definite criterion for sample size (Hair et al, 1995; Meyers et al, 

2006; Thomson, 2004).  Hair et al (1995) suggested that a ratio of 10 respondents to one 

measured variable is acceptable for CFA.  A ratio of 15 participants to one item was 

suggested by Stevens (2002) for confirmatory analytic procedures.  The sample size for 

this study was relatively small according the recommendations made by Hair et al and 

Stevens. All of the limitations mentioned above would diminish the generalizability of 

the research results.   

Fourth, the on-line survey included in this study required self-reported 

information.  One of the most troublesome shortcomings of a self-reported survey study 

is the issue related to social desirability (Phillips & Clancy, 1972; Groves, 1987).  Social 

desirability, also known as self-desirability (Nunnally, 1978), is the tendency with which 
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individuals tend to respond to survey questions according to their perceived expectations 

of the society or researchers (Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991).  Therefore, responses from 

faculty participants were possibly biased, and consequently could have skewed the result.   

 

Recommendations for Future Research 

The instrument was developed in this study to assess service-learning.  This study 

represents the first attempt to test the psychometric properties of the instrument.  The 

recommendations presented below would be beneficial for future studies assessing the 

psychometric properties of this instrument.   

First, future research should refine sampling procedures to ensure the 

representativeness of the sample in relation to the population from which it is drawn.  A 

stratified random sampling procedure was used for this study; however, the sampling 

procedure was only for the selection of institutions rather than actual participants.  In 

order to have a representative sample, sampling procedures in future research should 

target potential participants rather than institutions.   

Second, this study focused on examining the conceptualized structure of a 

service-learning model.  Future validation studies could focus on convergent validity by 

examining the extent to which the results of this instrument correlates with results from 

other instruments assessing service-learning in higher education.  A focus on the 

discriminant validity also is recommended.  Although discriminant validity between 

factors was indicated by correlation coefficients, which were less than .85 as suggested 

by Kline (1998), future research could aim at the exploration of discriminant validity 
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across instruments by comparing results from the instrument to those produced from 

instruments assessing different but similar constructs.     

Third, this study included a homogeneous sample.  Participants were invited from 

the College of Education only.  This sample characteristic influences the accuracy in 

applying research results to the population (Meyers et al, 2005; Pedhazur, & Schmelkin, 

1991).  Future research on the psychometric properties of this instrument could include 

participants from diverse discipline backgrounds to further examine the hypothesized 

model in relation to other fields of study in higher education. 

Fourth, the reliability of the scores from the Faculty subscale was low.  Further 

research might improve the subscale by increasing number of items and/or revising items 

to reduce ambiguity to better assess the variables included in this scale, and thus solicit 

intended information.     

 

Summary 

This study was conducted to solicit information directly from faculty participants 

concerning their practice of service-learning.  As discussed in service-learning literature, 

abundant research data had been collected regarding students� learning; however, the 

research data on faculty and community participants in service-learning have not been 

investigated with equivalent intensity when compared to that on students� learning.  It 

was shown in the literature that service-learning influences all participants, namely, the 

students, faculty, and community.  However, there is inadequate understanding of how 

service-learning has impacted faculty and community participants.  The insufficient 

knowledge about and study of faculty and community has resulted in misunderstandings 
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and haphazard implementation of service-learning.  We posit that in order to assess the 

influences of service-learning on all participants, researchers must access faculty as 

resources.  Faculty participants are involved in the initiation of service-learning, student 

reflection and learning evaluation, and community partners.   Thus, it is important to 

design research projects to assess faculties� perspectives of students� learning, program 

design, and community reactions.  Results from such research projects will be beneficial 

to faculty participants in initiating their service-learning programs, evaluating student 

learning, and maintaining faculty-community partnership.   

This study was designed to explore the definition of service-learning and to 

develop an evaluation instrument of service-learning programs.  The psychometric 

properties of the instrument were examined in this study as well.  A Delphi study was 

designed to explore the definition and to develop the instrument.  Experts in service-

learning were invited to serve on the expert panel for the Delphi study.  A representative 

definition of service-learning and an instrument were developed as the results of the 

Delphi study.  An on-line survey study was designed to explore the psychometric 

property of the instrument.  Faculty participants were invited to offer their perspectives 

by responding to the instrument posted on-line.  The data collected from the instrument 

was examined against a hypothesized model of service-learning generated through a 

thorough literature review.  The results from a Confirmatory Factor Analysis indicated 

that the model explained the internal structure of the data adequately.  Explicitly, the 

model could be used as a guideline for designing a service-learning program and the 

instrument could be used as an evaluation tool for assessing the implementation of a 

service-learning program.  However, the reliability from the faculty subscale was less 
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than ideal.  Therefore, caution should be exercised in the interpretation of results from the 

Faculty subscale when the subscale is used for both program evaluation and research 

purposes.    
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V.  DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 

This chapter presents an overview of the study including research purpose, 

research design and results.  Limitations are discussed and followed by recommendations 

for future research on the psychometric properties of the newly developed instrument.  

   
Study Overview 

 
This research included two stages of a construct validation study: the substantive 

stage and the structural stage.  The purpose of the substantive stage was to develop a 

comprehensive definition of service-learning and an instrument to assist faculty 

participants with their design and evaluation of service-learning programs.  In response to 

these research purposes, a Delphi study with three iterations was designed and conducted.  

Eight service-learning experts participated in this study.  As a result, a representative 

definition of service-learning and an instrument were developed.   

Analyses of the structural stage were conducted following the completion of the 

Delphi study.  The structural stage was aimed at examining the psychometric properties 

of the instrument by investigating the consistency of a hypothesized service-learning 

model (Figure 5) and the data collected from the instrument.   
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Figure 5 

The Hypothesized Model of Service-Learning             
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This Figure was also presented as Figure 2 in Chapter III 

The hypothesized model of service-learning was generated after an extensive 

literature review.  There were three subscales and eight variables included in this 

hypothesized model.  Variables included in the Faculty subscale were pedagogy and 

student-learning.  These two variables assessed faculty participants� attention to their 

teaching and student-learning.  There were three variables included in the Community 

subscale.  The variable of reciprocity assessed the unique partnership between the faculty 

participants and the community agencies in service-learning; the variable of 

empowerment assessed the critical objective of service-learning; and the variable of 

equality assessed the equality between the faculty participants and the community 

agencies.  The variable of service-learning activity, the variable of student development 

and the variable of students� civic awareness were the three variables included in the 

Student subscale.  This information is organized and presented in Table 9.  All  
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twenty-eight items used a five-point Likert-type scale with 1= not important at all and 5= 

very important.  

Table 9 

Factors and Their Corresponding Variables 

Factor Variables 

Faculty Pedagogy 

Student�s learning 

Community Reciprocal partnership  

Empowerment  

Equality 

Student Service-learning activity  

Student development  

Civic awareness 

 

The structural stage was aimed at probing the psychometric properties of the 

instrument by examining the consistency between a hypothesized model of service-

learning and the data collected from the instrument.  An on-line survey study was 

conducted.  The sample of the on-line survey was gathered as a result of a stratified 

random sampling process.  Two hundred fifty higher education institutions were 

identified.  A total of 602 persons in the 250 higher education institutions were contacted 

via email.  To examine the consistency between the hypothesized model and the data 

collected from the instrument, a confirmatory factor analysis was performed.  After 
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excluding 31 incomplete surveys, the statistical procedure analyzed information from 217 

participants.    

Findings 

Eight service-learning experts participated in the Delphi study.  As a result, a 

comprehensive definition developed through this study was:    

Service-learning is a pedagogical strategy.  It is purposefully designed to enhance 

students� academic learning through organized community service activities.  

Community service activities should meet the needs of and be identified by the 

community.  Ongoing reflection exercises, individual or in groups, are necessary 

for consolidating students� understanding of course content, promoting personal 

development, and deepening their knowledge of and commitment to the well-

being of the community to which they belong.   

This definition was consistent with suggestions made by service-learning experts 

in the 1990s.  This finding indicated that after more than a decade�s practice, the 

underlying criteria of service-learning still hold true today.  In addition, an instrument to 

assess service-learning programs was developed.  The instrument consisted of three 

subscales: faculty, community and student, and twenty-eight items (See Appendix 1).   

The accomplishment of the substantive stage was followed by the structural stage 

of a construct validation study.  The objective of the structural stage was to examine the 

psychometric properties of the newly developed instrument by examining the consistency 

between the instrument and a hypothesized model of service-learning.  The outcomes of 

the statistical procedure indicated that there was a consistency between the hypothesized 

model and the internal structure of the data collected from the instrument.  In short, the 
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hypothesized model explained the data adequately.    Notably, the reliability of scores 

from the Faculty subscale was .54.  This result is less than the suggested value of .7 or 

higher (Nunnally, 1978).  Caution is advised when this subscale is used for both research 

and program evaluation purposes.   

   
Discussions 

Guidelines in designing a service-learning program and a tool for its evaluation 

are crucial to preserve the essence of service-learning while maintaining its popularity.  

First, faculty participants need guidelines in designing a proper service-learning program 

because they are not necessarily experts in service-learning.  Faculty participants come 

from a variety of backgrounds with diverse expertise.  Their motives for being involved 

in service-learning also are diverse.  In addition, service-learning is not a simple service 

enterprise and should not become �everything for everybody� (Sheffield, 2005, p. 47).  It 

is important to have guiding principles for faculty participants to conduct service-learning 

programs described by Zlotkowski (1995) as �real service-learning� (p.129).   

Second, faculty participants need guidelines to relieve the pressure of seeking 

balance between time availability and professional responsibilities.  Service-learning is a 

very time consuming activity, which requires a great deal of communication and 

coordination among those involved (Holland, 2001).  A dependable instrument that 

includes core elements of service-learning reduces the amount of time faculty spend in 

designing proper service-learning programs, thus faculty participants become more 

effective in conducting service-learning programs.   

Third, faculty participants need guidelines to conduct high quality service-

learning.  The literature indicated that the quality of service-learning programs would 
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have significant effects on the outcomes of student learning (Giles & Eyler, 1994).  To 

achieve effective teaching and enhance student learning, it is critical for faculty 

participants to follow guiding principles when they participate in service-learning.   

Fourth, faculty participants need data to evaluate the outcomes of their programs 

to provide evidence of the effectiveness of these programs.  Faculty participants are not 

necessarily experts in program evaluation (Gelmon, 2003), and an instrument that 

includes essential components of service-learning could be a valuable tool to them.  

Evaluation results from such an instrument would be beneficial to faculty participants in 

initiating service-learning programs, evaluating student-learning, and maintaining the 

faculty-community partnership.  In the short term, evaluation results inform the extent to 

which faculty participants have achieved their objectives of integrating service-learning 

into their teaching.  In the long term, the evaluation result may guide future efforts, thus 

improving the quality of service-learning as well as enhancing teaching effectiveness.   

However, faculty participants still have difficulties in the design and evaluation of 

service-learning programs.  The researcher undertook this challenge and conducted the 

current research.  In this research project, a hypothesized model was proposed and an on-

line survey was implemented.  The research results indicated that the model is adequate 

in explaining the data and the hypothesized model was supported by the results.  To be 

precise, the model could be used as a guideline in designing a service-learning program, 

and the instrument could be used as a tool for evaluating the implementation of a service-

learning program.   

As the model illustrated, a service-learning program consists of three domains: the 

Faculty, the Student, and the Community.  Within each domain, there are facets of 
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service-learning that must be addressed.  In the Faculty domain, faculty participants� 

attention to their teaching and their students� learning need to be assessed.  Within the 

Community domain, the faculty participants should take the reciprocal partnership, 

community empowerment and the equality between themselves and their partnered 

community agencies into consideration.  In the Student domain, students� service-

learning activities, their development and their civic awareness are important aspects of 

service-learning to be addressed.  In addition, the instrument is a valuable tool for 

assessing a service-learning program.  The evaluation results from this instrument reflect 

the inclusiveness of crucial components of service-learning programs, and thus provide 

faculty participants a reference for their future service-learning efforts.  Furthermore, not 

only faculty participants� effort could be sustained, but also the quality of service-

learning could be improved.   

 

Limitations of the Research 

There were limitations in the study.  Future research designs should consider 

these limitations to improve the psychometric properties of this instrument.   

First, it was a voluntary sample generated in this study.  The sample, therefore, 

may not represent the population adequately despite the fact that a stratified random 

sampling procedure was used.   

Second, a homogeneous sample was used for this study.  Characteristics of a 

sample will affect the extent to which a research result can be generalized (Meyers et al, 

2005; Pedhazur, & Schmelkin, 1991).  Participants of this study were recruited from the 
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College of Education only.  The composition of this sample may bias the result of this 

study in relation of other fields of endeavor.     

Third, a small sample was used in this study, considering the statistical analyses 

employed.  There is no definite criterion for sample size (Hair et al, 1995; Meyers et al, 

2006; Thomson, 2004).  Hair et al (1995) suggested a ratio of 10 respondents to one 

measured variable is acceptable for CFA.  A ratio of 15 participants to one item was 

suggested by Stevens (2002) for confirmatory analytic procedures.  The sample size of 

this study was relatively small according the recommendations made by Hair et al and 

Stevens. All of the limitations mentioned above would diminish the generalizability of 

the research results.   

Fourth, the on-line survey included in this study required self-reported 

information.  One of the most troublesome shortcomings of a self-reported survey study 

is the issue related to social desirability (Phillips & Clancy, 1972; Groves, 1987).  Social 

desirability, also known as self-desirability (Nunnally, 1978), is the tendency with which 

individuals tend to respond to survey questions according to their perceived expectations 

of the society or researchers (Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991).  Therefore, responses from 

faculty participants were possibly biased, and consequently could have skewed the result.   

 

Recommendations for Future Research 

The instrument was developed in this study to assess service-learning.  This study 

represents the first attempt to test the psychometric properties of the instrument.  The 

recommendations presented below would be beneficial for future studies assessing the 

psychometric properties of this instrument.   
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First, future research should refine sampling procedures to ensure the 

representativeness of the sample in relation to the population from which it is drawn.  A 

stratified random sampling procedure was used for this study; however, the sampling 

procedure was only for the selection of institutions rather than actual participants.  In 

order to have a representative sample, sampling procedures in future research should 

target potential participants rather than institutions.   

Second, this study focused on examining the conceptualized structure of a 

service-learning model.  Future validation studies could focus on convergent validity by 

examining the extent to which the results of this instrument correlates with results from 

other instruments assessing service-learning in higher education.  A focus on the 

discriminant validity also is recommended.  Although discriminant validity between 

factors was indicated by correlation coefficients, which were less than .85 as suggested 

by Kline (1998), future research could aim at the exploration of discriminant validity 

across instruments by comparing results from the instrument to those produced from 

instruments assessing different but similar constructs.     

Third, this study included a homogeneous sample.  Participants were invited from 

the College of Education only.  This sample characteristic influences the accuracy in 

applying research results to the population (Meyers et al, 2005; Pedhazur, & Schmelkin, 

1991).  Future research on the psychometric properties of this instrument could include 

participants from diverse discipline backgrounds to further examine the hypothesized 

model in relation to other fields of study in higher education. 

Fourth, the reliability of the scores from the Faculty subscale was low.  Further 

research might improve the subscale by increasing number of items and/or revising items 
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to reduce ambiguity to better assess the variables included in this scale, and thus solicit 

intended information.     

 

Summary 

This study was conducted to solicit information directly from faculty participants 

concerning their practice of service-learning.  As discussed in service-learning literature, 

abundant research data had been collected regarding students� learning; however, the 

research data on faculty and community participants in service-learning have not been 

investigated with equivalent intensity when compared to that on students� learning.  It 

was shown in the literature that service-learning influences all participants, namely, the 

students, faculty, and community.  However, there is inadequate understanding of how 

service-learning has impacted faculty and community participants.  The insufficient 

knowledge about and study of faculty and community has resulted in misunderstandings 

and haphazard implementation of service-learning.  We posit that in order to assess the 

influences of service-learning on all participants, researchers must access faculty as 

resources.  Faculty participants are involved in the initiation of service-learning, student 

reflection and learning evaluation, and community partners.   Thus, it is important to 

design research projects to assess faculties� perspectives of students� learning, program 

design, and community reactions.  Results from such research projects will be beneficial 

to faculty participants in initiating their service-learning programs, evaluating student 

learning, and maintaining faculty-community partnership.   

This study was designed to explore the definition of service-learning and to 

develop an evaluation instrument of service-learning programs.  The psychometric 
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properties of the instrument were examined in this study as well.  A Delphi study was 

designed to explore the definition and to develop the instrument.  Experts in service-

learning were invited to serve on the expert panel for the Delphi study.  A representative 

definition of service-learning and an instrument were developed as the results of the 

Delphi study.  An on-line survey study was designed to explore the psychometric 

property of the instrument.  Faculty participants were invited to offer their perspectives 

by responding to the instrument posted on-line.  The data collected from the instrument 

was examined against a hypothesized model of service-learning generated through a 

thorough literature review.  The results from a Confirmatory Factor Analysis indicated 

that the model explained the internal structure of the data adequately.  Explicitly, the 

model could be used as a guideline for designing a service-learning program and the 

instrument could be used as an evaluation tool for assessing the implementation of a 

service-learning program.  However, the reliability from the faculty subscale was less 

than ideal.  Therefore, caution should be exercised in the interpretation of results from the 

Faculty subscale when the subscale is used for both program evaluation and research 

purposes.    
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Assessing A Service-Learning Program  
in  

Higher Education Institutions 
 

 
Respond to the following items by selecting the number that best describes 
your experiences of conducting a service-learning program. 
 
 

 
Faculty Practitioner Domain 

Not Aagree    ----------------------Very 
 At all                                         Agree        

 1.  My cooperating site is a good match to the course 
content of my service-learning class.  

1 2 3 4 5 

2.  My students� professional development is 
important to me when I conduct my service-learning 
program.                                                                  

1 2 3 4 5 

3.  My students� acquisition of course content is 
important to me when I operate my service-learning 
program.                                        

1 2 3 4 5 

4. My pedagogical practice is an important factor in 
my decision to integrate service into my course design.  

1 2 3 4 5 

5. I provide class discussion on service-learning issues. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Community Domain 
6. I discuss the difficulties and needs faced by the 
community agency with my community partner.            

1 2 3 4 5 

7. I share my needs for conducting a service-learning 
program with my community partner.                              

1 2 3 4 5 

8. I take the needs of the community partner into 
consideration when I design my service-learning 
program. 

1 2 3 4 5 

9.  I discuss service-learning activities that will be 
implemented with my community partners at the 
designing stage.                               

1 2 3 4 5 

10. I ask my community partner to coach my students 
during on-site service-learning activity when 
necessary. 

1 2 3 4 5 

11. I am aware of the assets of the community partner. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

12.  I appreciate my community partners� expression 
of their concerns on the ongoing service-learning 
activities.                                                              

1 2 3 4 5 

13.  I regularly communicate with my community 
partner regarding service-learning issues.     
  

1 2 3 4 5 
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14. I formally introduce my community partner to my 
students. 

                                          

1 2 3 4 5 

15. My community partner provides on-site 
supervision for service-learning students from the 
university to maintain the quality of service provided.    

1 2 3 4 5 

16. I make program modifications in response to 
suggestions from my community partner.                        

1 2 3 4 5 

17. After service-learning, my community partner 
gains insight about resolving problems they 
encountered.                                                          

1 2 3 4 5 

18.  My community partners gain insight in relation to 
how to improve their situation after the service-
learning partnership.                                    

1 2 3 4 5 

19.  My community partners express positive 
comments on the service-learning partnership after the 
program is concluded.                                     

1 2 3 4 5 

20. My community partners express their goals for our 
service-learning program at the planning stage.               

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Student Domain 
21.  My students understand the requirements for their 
service-learning activities.                 

1 2 3 4 5 

22. My students are able to apply their service-learning 
experiences to facilitate their understanding of 
information presented in the classroom.                           

1 2 3 4 5 

23. My students demonstrate a comprehensive 
understanding of problems faced by the community 
after participating in service-learning activities.               

1 2 3 4 5 

24. My students are able to apply alternative 
explanations for difficulties encountered by 
individuals after their service-learning experiences.        

1 2 3 4 5 

25.  My students are more aware of the democratic 
procedure in the community after participating in 
service-learning activities.                 

1 2 3 4 5 

26.  My students are able to come up with effective 
strategies to resolve problems that arose unexpectedly 
after service-learning experiences.   

1 2 3 4 5 

27.  My students are more able to listen to different 
opinions after I integrate service-learning into my 
course design.                                            

1 2 3 4 5 

28.  My students express more concerns about their 
chosen profession after participating in service-
learning activities.                                              

1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX C 

IRB APPROVAL FORM OF ON-LINE SURVEY STUDY 
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