
ABSTRACT  

PARKINS, LESLIE CAROL. Predicting Faculty Participation in Service-Learning 
Pedagogy at Research Institutions. (Under the direction of Audrey Jaeger, Ph.D.).  

 
As a pedagogy supporting a renewal of higher education’s civic mission, service-

learning provides opportunities to improve student learning and connections with 

community issues. Understanding faculty participation in service-learning pedagogy can 

provide insight into how institutions can better support such non-traditional approaches to 

faculty work. The purpose of this study was to identify individual characteristics and 

motivational factors predicting faculty participation in service-learning pedagogy at 

research institutions. This study employed quantitative methodology and used the Faculty 

Survey of Individual and Motivational Factors to survey 3,000 full-time tenured and 

tenure track faculty at five similar research institutions. This study demonstrated the 

influence of ethnicity, rank and teaching goals as significant factors on the use of service-

learning pedagogy. These findings reflect the current participation of faculty in service-

learning as moving more toward the mainstream and also suggest possible policy and 

practice changes that can allow for faculty to pursue such work. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 Since the birth of American higher education with the founding of Harvard in 

1636, the purpose of a college education evolved over time. Initially its intention was to 

train the elite to become clergy and public servants, but later shifted to providing 

occupational education for the masses (Rudolph, 1990). Recently, many scholars and 

associations both within and outside of the academy, suggest a return to the democratic 

mission of colleges and universities (Boyer, 1990; Brukardt, Holland, Percy, & Simpher, 

2004; Ehrlich, 1997; Ehrlich, 2000; Jaeger & Thornton, 2006; Kezar, Chambers, & 

Burkhardt, 2005; U.S. Department of Education, 2006). This return to a democratic 

mission reflects the initial focus of American higher education to meet the civic needs of 

communities and society as a whole. Such a return would require changes on many levels 

within universities, affecting significant aspects of the institutions such as curriculum, 

faculty roles, funding, enrollment, and institutional mission (Checkoway, 2001; Furco, 

2001; Ward, 2003; Zlotkowski & Williams, 2003). Various pedagogical approaches, such 

as service-learning, developed to integrate more of an experientially based curriculum 

founded in the democratic ideals of society.  

Service-Learning 

Service-learning, a pedagogical approach to the democratic mission of education, 

provides a mechanism to reconnect college curriculum to civic goals. Recently, scholars 

pushed to renew higher education’s commitment to develop a democratic society 

engaged in serving the public good (Boyer, 1990; Ehrlich, 1997; Ehrlich, 2000; Jaeger & 

Thornton, 2006; Kezar et al., 2005). Service-learning is a pedagogy “grounded in 
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experience as a basis for learning” deliberately involving students in the community 

while enhancing academic learning in the classroom (Jacoby, 1996, p. 9). 

As a pedagogical model, service-learning received increasing attention in the last 

several decades. Several definitions of service-learning exist; for the purposes of this 

study, Jacoby’s (1996, p. 5) definition of service-learning is used and is defined as 

follows: 

Service-learning is a form of experiential education in which students engage in 

curricular activities that address human and community needs together with 

structured opportunities intentionally designed to promote student learning and 

development. 

Service-learning was first used as a term by Robert Sigmon and William Ramsey in 1967 

and continues to develop as a practical and reflective pedagogy applicable for most 

disciplines (Giles & Eyler, 1994). As a vehicle for student learning, service-learning 

enhances several outcomes including increased understanding of course content, critical 

thinking skills, and writing skills (Astin & Sax, 1998; Berson & Younkin, 1998; Eyler & 

Giles, 1997; Ikeda, 2000; Markus, Howard, & King, 1993).  

 As a pedagogy service-learning allows faculty to explore ways to combine 

theoretical concepts and practical experiences. Grubb (1999) defines good teaching as 

being both “didactic and discipline centered” and “constructivist and student-centered” 

(p. 40). Such a pedagogy requires additional planning time and often places a strain on 

faculty in comparison to other teaching approaches.  

 



3 

Faculty Reward Structure 

The prevalence of service-learning is limited to the number of faculty self-

selecting to use it in their courses. However, such a decision can impact how faculty 

spend their time, often prescribed by the faculty reward structure emphasizing research, 

teaching, and service. Previous studies have shown the impact of institutional rewards 

and structures on faculty work behaviors and an increased emphasis on research over 

teaching and service (Ramaley, 2000; Tierney, 1999; Ward, 2003). Tierney states: 

Existing faculty reward structures are not in sync with the public’s main goals for 

higher education (i.e., undergraduate education and service). Instead, faculty 

reward structures appear to be heavily geared toward research and scholarship. 

(Tierney, 1999, p. 3)  

Institutional type influences the emphasis faculty place on teaching, research, and service.  

The emergence of research universities as a distinct institutional type reflects the growing 

economic and intellectual needs of American society (Rudolph, 1990). Over the past 

several decades, research universities set the standard for institutional prestige and 

recognition (Graham & Diamond, 1997; O’Meara, 2007). As such, institutions are 

continuously seeking evaluation and information on how to improve their status in 

comparison with other institutions (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). This phenomenon of 

institutional isomorphism is evident as tenure and promotion practices are relatively 

similar among research institutions (Boyer, 1990; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). For years, 

research institutions have become the gold standard of universities, and only in the past 

decade has this trend slowly begun to change with the formation of a more 
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comprehensive Carnegie classification system (Graham & Diamond, 1997; O’Meara, 

2007).  

Research institutions emphasize research, offer different curriculum, and 

decentralize decision making about the tenure and promotion to individual departments 

(Tierney, 1999). The requirements of the tenure and promotion process vary greatly 

across institutional type and between disciplines. However, within research universities 

the faculty reward structure continues to primarily emphasize research over teaching and 

service (Tierney, 1999).  

Awarding tenure to faculty began in 1940 by the standards set forth by the 

American Association of University Professors (Olivas, 1997). The rationale for tenure is 

to preserve the academic freedom among professors, to provide financial stability for 

professional scholars and to set forth reasonable criteria for termination or continuation of 

employment (Olivas, 1997). Typical tenure and promotion practices among research 

institutions require faculty to submit a portfolio of scholarly activities including research, 

publication, teaching, and service experiences to a review committee according to the 

policies of the university and department. For many faculty achieving tenure provides 

professional and financial stability as well as academic and scholarly freedom. As such, 

tenure policies and standards can directly influence their productivity and work (Ward, 

2003). 

Teaching and service plays a lesser role in the faculty reward structure at research 

institutions (Tierney, 1999). Although scholars called for a new approach to the 

evaluation of scholarship and work, the faculty reward process is entrenched in the 
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institutional mission and values of these institutions (Boyer, 1990; Jaeger & Thornton, 

2006; O’Meara, 2002; Rice, 1996). These institutions reflect the Germanic model of 

higher education, valuing the pursuit of science through the practice, application, and 

funding of research (Graham & Diamond, 1997). 

Limited studies have explored faculty participation in service-learning pedagogy 

at research institutions. Giles and Eyler (1998) called for research to explore faculty 

involvement in service-learning. In 2002, Abes, Jackson, and Jones (2002) studied a 

statewide cross-section of faculty at varying institutional types, including community 

colleges, teaching institutions, and research institutions. Their study explored motivations 

and deterrents among service-learning and non-service-learning faculty across Ohio. The 

authors found the faculty reward structure is a significant factor only for faculty at 

research institutions to participate, continue or discontinue service-learning pedagogy. 

However, this study is limited in a number of ways: the sampling of such a wide variety 

of institutions prevents any significant information for a particular type of university or 

faculty and the lack of theoretical framework does not ground the results conceptually.  

The American higher education system did not always place such a tremendous 

emphasis on research as the most valued product of scholarship; prior to 1906, 

scholarship was related to the creative work of faculty (Boyer, 1990). Since the 

introduction of research to universities, research productivity continues to be heavily 

weighted in the promotion and tenure process particularly for research intensive 

universities. Research and publication are traditionally considered for productivity; 

teaching and service to a lesser extent (Becker & Toutkoushian, 2003). However, when 
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faculty activities do not fit into this traditional structure, it is difficult to evaluate faculty 

work for promotion and tenure. Despite how service-learning cuts across research, 

teaching, and service, it is not compatible with a research institution’s faculty reward 

structure; yet, faculty continue to teach service-learning courses (Amey, 2002).  

As the preeminent publication on reconceptualizing faculty work, Scholarship 

Reconsidered outlines the need for faculty roles and reward structures to better 

incorporate teaching and service (Boyer, 1990). Sixty-two percent of four year 

universities report Scholarship Reconsidered (1990) “had a role in discussion of faculty 

role and rewards” (Glassick, Huber, & Maeroff, 1997). Identifying a theoretical 

framework to better explain the involvement of faculty in service-learning can provide 

opportunities to better enhance the faculty reward system to better integrate the various 

scholarly activities of faculty. 

Conceptual Framework 

Motivation theory provides a framework for understanding faculty work and 

productivity, providing insight into the issues and decisions relating to faculty work and 

rewards. Various theories have examined motivation as a cognitive process where an 

individual assesses tasks and rewards when deciding to pursue a particular goal or engage 

in a specific behavior. These theories evolved over time, integrating new theories and 

representing more of a dynamic understanding of human behavior. 

This study integrated several theories relating to the cognitive nature of 

motivation, including Vroom’s (1964) expectancy theory, Porter and Lawler’s (1968) 

performance theory and Ford’s (1992) motivation systems theory. These theories reflect 
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the rational processes of human behaviors seeking a particular outcome in the context of 

a specific environment. Other theories approach motivation through a biological, 

emotional or needs-based approach.  

In particular, expectancy theory examines and explains how individuals make 

decisions about their behavior. The premise of expectancy theory is individuals choose 

the behavior associated with the “strongest motivational forces” (Vroom, 1964). 

Motivational force is determined by the valence, instrumentality and expectancy of a 

behavior. Valence is defined as the attractiveness of the reward itself. The actual behavior 

necessary to achieve the desired reward is instrumentality. Expectancy refers to the 

individual’s ability to successfully complete the behavior. As an established work 

motivation theory, the use of expectancy theory can ground research in the area of 

understanding faculty participation in service-learning. In addition, it can explore aspects 

of faculty motivation that were previously overlooked by other researchers.  

 Porter and Lawler (1968) built upon Vroom’s theory to examine individual 

performance as a function of ability and motivation. Their theory considers mediating 

variables and the product rather than the sum of these variables. For example, one’s effort 

is a product of both the perceived value of the reward and the effort-reward probability, 

or likelihood of receiving the reward with the given effort. Individual characteristics, 

understanding of one’s role, rewards (both intrinsic and extrinsic), and perceived equity 

of the rewards are considered to be mediating variables affecting motivation. This 

particular theory allows for more of a dynamic relationship and flexible nature of the 
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motivation model (Miner, 2005). While Porter and Lawler’s theory provides a more 

detailed model of Vroom’s initial theory, both lack the impact of context on motivation.  

Motivation systems theory is the “organized patterning” of personal goals, 

emotional arousal processes and personal agency beliefs that “direct, energize and 

regulate” one’s behavior (Ford, 1992, p. 17). Mainly influenced by Ford’s living systems 

framework, motivation systems theory also incorporates additional theories of motivation 

such as motivational control theory, goal setting theory, and task motivation theory, 

(Bandura, 1986; Campion & Lord, 1982; Ford, 1987; Hyland, 1988; Locke & Latham, 

1990a, 1990b; Maehr & Braskamp, 1986). Primarily recognized for its “comprehensive 

conceptualization of the whole person” this theory considers psychological, biological, 

and organizational influences on individual behavior (Ford, 1987, p. 245). Due to its 

comprehensive and integrative approach to motivation, motivation systems theory is the 

most appropriate theoretical context for understanding faculty involvement in service-

learning. Of particular interest in this study is how individual characteristics, goals, 

capability beliefs, and context beliefs influence faculty to participate or not participate in 

service-learning pedagogy.  

 The application of these theories provides a conceptual framework for this study. 

In addition, this conceptual framework is heavily influenced by Colbeck and Wharton-

Michael’s (2006) conceptual approach for framing faculty motivation to use public 

scholarship. Public scholarship is the integration of public contributions within all areas 

of scholarship. Colbeck and Wharton-Michael’s (2006) conceptual idea provides the 

same integration of theories with a slightly different application as shown in Figure 1. 
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This model illustrates the conceptual framework proposed in this study applies individual 

characteristics and motivational factors to predict faculty involvement in service-learning 

pedagogy.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Conceptual Framework for Study of the Influence of Individual Characteristics 
and Motivational Factors for Predicting Faculty Involvement in Service-Learning 
Pedagogy. 
 

Understanding faculty motivations provides insight into individual, institutional, 

and departmental factors influencing the use of service-learning pedagogy. In particular, 

previous research has shown that the level of support within a department or institution 

through the faculty reward structure greatly influences the choice to use service-learning 

at research institutions (Abes et al., 2002). 

Statement of Problem 

The recent call to return to a democratic education suggests supporting 

pedagogies engaging students and faculty in the community (American College 

Personnel Association & National Association of Student Personnel Administrators, 

Individual characteristics (Porter & 
Lawler, 1968) 

• Gender 
• Ethnicity 
• Rank 
• Discipline 

Involvement in 
service-learning 
pedagogy 

Motivation  
• Goals (Vroom, 1964; Locke & Latham, 

1990) 
 
• Capability beliefs (Vroom, 1964; Ford, 

1992)  
 
• Contextual beliefs (Ford, 1992) 
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2004; Boyer, 1990; Ehrlich, 1997, 2000; Jaeger & Thornton, 2006; Kezar et al., 2005; 

U.S. Department of Education, 2006). As a pedagogy supporting a renewal of higher 

education’s civic mission, service-learning has positive impacts on student learning 

including increased understanding of course content, critical thinking skills, moral 

development, and social awareness (Astin & Sax, 1998; Berson & Younkin, 1998; Eyler 

& Giles, 1997; Ikeda, 2000; Markus et al., 1993; Ward, 2003).  

Despite its impact on learning outcomes, service-learning is rarely rewarded in the 

promotion and tenure process at research institutions where faculty performance is 

assessed based on traditional approaches to research, teaching, and service (Furco, 2001; 

Zlotkowski, 2003). Service-learning pedagogy is both time consuming and difficult to 

implement requiring more time and effort; yet, the number of faculty participating in 

service-learning programs has increased to over 1,000 campuses, without being 

recognized in the performance review process (Bulot & Johnson, 2006; Campus 

Compact, 2006). The challenges associated with service-learning pedagogy at research 

institutions are amplified by the expectations of faculty to spend more time on research 

related activities such as grant writing and publication and less on teaching (National 

Survey of Post Secondary Faculty, 1993, as cited in Tierney, 1999).  

Limited research has examined faculty participation in service-learning and even 

fewer studies have examined participation at research institutions. Abes et al. (2002) 

found the tenure and promotion process is a factor for faculty at research institutions in 

choosing to participate or continue to participate in service-learning pedagogy. Most 

faculty at research institutions indicated the faculty reward structure would influence 
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their decision to discontinue the use of service-learning pedagogy. However, faculty at 

non-research institutions did not identify the tenure and promotion process as a factor in 

the decision to participate in service-learning pedagogy (Abes et al., 2002). Similar 

studies identify the associated intrinsic rewards as a motivating factor to participate in 

service-learning pedagogy (Bringle, Hatcher, & Games, 1997; Hammond, 1994). Each of 

these studies addresses various individual and institutional factors relating to service-

learning pedagogy. Although various studies examine motivation and deterrents for 

faculty using service-learning pedagogy, the literature lacks the application and 

framework of a comprehensive motivation theory.  

Previous studies recommend future research to examine service-learning 

pedagogy as it relates to individual and institutional factors such as faculty motivation, 

institutionalization, and reward structures (Furco, 2001; Holland, 1997; Jaeger & 

Thornton, 2006; Ward, 2003). Abes et al. (2002) studied faculty motivations and 

deterrents for using service-learning pedagogy and found faculty at research institutions 

have different motivations and disincentives than their counterparts at other institutions. 

Although this research is critical to better understanding service learning at research 

universities, it lacks a conceptual framework. Work motivation theory provides a 

foundation to understand human behavior as it relates to how faculty spend their time. 

Such theories provide a better understanding of faculty decisions to engage or not engage 

in service learning pedagogies. In addition, Abes et al. (2002) surveyed a broad sample of 

faculty across institutional type, providing a broad analysis of faculty motivations and 

deterrents. The results from this study demonstrate a need for a narrow study of research 
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institutions and faculty to better understand the influence of tenure and promotion on 

service-learning pedagogy.  

Boyer (1990) called for a re-examination of faculty reward structures to 

incorporate more creative approaches to scholarship and teaching. However, limited 

research discusses faculty workload in the context of work motivation theory. Kezar et al. 

(2005), O’Meara (2002), O’Meara and Braskamp (2002) and O’Meara and Jaeger (in 

press) discuss faculty reward structures and the need to include public service activities, 

such as service-learning in traditional conceptions of scholarship. In addition, Furco 

(2001) and Zlotkowski and Williams (2003) identifies a need to better support service-

learning pedagogy at research institutions, but neither study discusses the specific 

motivations for service-learning faculty at research institutions. Each of these studies 

provides a basis for examining the individual and institutional factors affecting the 

decision by faculty to use service-learning pedagogy at research institutions. Building on 

the previous research, this study considered both the individual and the context through 

the application of cognitive motivation theories.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to identify individual characteristics and 

motivational factors predicting faculty participation in service-learning pedagogy at 

research institutions.  

Research questions addressed by this study include:  

Research Question 1: What are the levels of faculty participation in service-

learning pedagogy at research institutions?  
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Research Question 2: What is the influence of individual characteristics (gender, 

ethnicity, rank, discipline) and motivational factors (goals, capability beliefs, context 

beliefs) on faculty participation in service-learning pedagogy at research institutions? 
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Both governmental officials and scholars have called for a renewal of the civic 

mission of higher education (American College Personnel Association & National 

Association of Student Personnel Administrators, 2004; Bringle, Games, & Malloy, 

1999; Brukardt, Holland, Percy, & Simpher, 2004; U.S. Department of Education, 2006). 

This call suggests reconnecting curriculum to civic engagement through new pedagogies 

such as service-learning. However, the nature of service-learning requires more time and 

effort from faculty, and is a particular issue for faculty at research institutions (Bulot & 

Johnson, 2006). This literature review explores research on service-learning, faculty 

issues, research institutions, and work motivation theories. 

Service-Learning 

American higher education has grown for more than 370 years, and continues to 

expand and develop according to the needs of society. With over 3,700 American 

institutions of higher education, universities have become increasingly competitive, 

developing a highly specialized mission or adapting new objectives quite different from 

those established in the university charter (Ward, 2003). Emphasis in reconnecting higher 

education with the greater good is evident in the Commission on the Future of State and 

Land-Grant Universities recommendation to “reinvigorate the historical role higher 

education has played in society calling for institutions to redesign teaching, research, and 

service functions” (O’Meara, 2002, p. 9). 

For many, higher education is “more than a vehicle for providing economic 

opportunity for individuals” but is also a public good (Kezar, Chambers, & Burkhardt, 
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2005, p. 4). For centuries the public relationship between higher education and society 

supported access to educational opportunities, excellence in teaching, and preparing 

students to participate in a democratic society. The Spelling Commission found this 

historic agreement has failed in many ways to serve the current public good in terms of 

access and excellence (U.S. Department of Education, 2006). The current definition of 

public good of higher education is related to the social benefits of college, including 

increased individual wages leading to increased tax bases, a more literate society and a 

higher gross national product as opposed to a definition calling for the creation and 

perpetuation of a democratic society (Paulsen, 2001).  

In an effort to reconnect college learning with a democratic society, John Dewey 

studied and developed experiential pedagogies, such as service-learning, the intentional 

integration of service and academic coursework (Giles & Eyler, 1994). Service-learning 

as a pedagogy is an approach to experiential education through the intentional integration 

of service and academic learning (Jacoby, 1996). Service-learning was first used as a 

term by Sigmon and Ramsey in 1967 and over the course of four decades it has seen saw 

slow but significant growth as a pedagogy (Giles & Eyler, 1994). As a movement, 

service-learning gained momentum over the decades and is increasingly integrated 

throughout various disciplines by many cross-sections of faculty (Abes, Jackson, & 

Jones, 2002; Butin, 2006). Despite the increase in use of service-learning by faculty, the 

institutionalization of service-learning remains slow and faces resistance. The increasing 

presence of service-learning pedagogy provides opportunities to better understand the 

impact of this pedagogy on student learning. 
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Student Outcomes 
 

Most research relating to student outcomes and service-learning is non-

experimental, and as such is limited in its generalizability. Previous studies addressing 

student outcomes assert service-learning enhances critical thinking, and writing skills and 

promotes an increase in the understanding of course content (Astin & Sax, 1998; Berson 

& Younkin, 1998; Eyler & Giles, 1997, 1999; Ikeda, 2000; Markus, Howard, & King, 

1993).  

Research also confirms a correlation between service-learning, faculty interaction, 

and retention; however, few studies offer direct evidence that involvement in service-

learning predicts increases in retention rates (Keup, 2005; Woodard, Mallory, & DeLuca, 

2001). Eyler and Giles (1997) found service-learning increases student faculty 

interaction, which has been found to positively affect student retention (Astin, 1993). 

Additional research suggests service-learning has a positive effect on the retention of 

first-year students (Vogelgesang, Ikeda, Gilmartin, & Keup, 2002). Additional scholars 

recommend service-learning as a program that can positively impact minority student 

retention (Swail, Redd, & Perna, 2003). These studies demonstrate to varying degrees the 

value of service-learning and the need to further explore its effect on the experience and 

retention of undergraduate students.  

Despite these studies, the literature suffers from a lack of experimental or quasi-

experimental studies, often relying on attitudinal surveys of convenience samples. In 

recent years, service-learning scholars have been working to address this deficiency 

through new research to better understand student learning outcomes. Additionally, 
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research is needed to better understand faculty teaching, particularly to study the 

participation of a pedagogy requiring more time, effort and resources such as service-

learning.  

Faculty Issues Relating to Service-Learning 

A study of faculty participation and faculty rewards relating to service-learning 

pedagogy can confirm levels of support within an institution (Abes et al., 2002). Such 

studies can uncover influences to use service-learning at research institutions. As it 

requires more faculty time, and more faculty time at research institutions is 

disproportionately invested in research activity in comparison to other institutions, it is 

curious as to why tenured and tenure-track faculty would invest more of their time in 

service-learning (Tierney, 1999).  

Abes et al. (2002) surveyed both service-learning and non-service-learning faculty 

at various institutions throughout the state of Ohio. Descriptive statistics were used to 

illustrate the similarities and differences between and within groups of faculty. However, 

such a broad study can not uncover the specifics relating to each faculty group that a 

more narrow study could provide by exploring the specific issues relating to particular 

groups of faculty, institutions, or disciplines. As such, this study will explore only 

tenured and tenure track faculty at research institutions, surveying both service-learning 

and non-service-learning faculty.  

Abes et al. (2002) lack a theoretical framework grounding the approach and 

conclusions of the study and fail to complete a factor analysis of the instrument. Because 

of this lack of framework and their broad sampling frame, more exploration is needed in 
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future studies. Although the descriptive statistics demonstrate interesting findings, 

additional analysis is warranted. 

Challenges associated with new pedagogies were noted by Dewey during his 

career, calling for pedagogy to become a university discipline, equal to other academic 

disciplines (Ehrlich, 2000). According to Boyer (1990), the focus of scholarship of 

pedagogy is the discovery, teaching, dissemination of knowledge of pedagogy. A 

stronger research agenda and scholarship in pedagogies could help in the advancement of 

non-traditional pedagogies on college campuses. This study approaches service-learning 

as a pedagogy with the goal to develop strategies and recommendations to strengthen 

institutional support for such innovative approaches to teaching and learning.  

Institutional support for teaching is reflected in the values of the university, which 

are espoused in the various practices, policies, and rhetoric of the institution. University 

mission statements distill the most important values and goals of the institution in a way 

intended to direct the policies and practices of the institution. Calleson, Jordan, and Seifer 

(2005) highlighted the challenges aligning institutional mission with the actual work of 

faculty, particularly in the work associated with engagement or work addressing pressing 

needs in communities. Work in communities can be difficult to assess, as it can vary so 

drastically by individual, discipline, and community, and it does not always fit within the 

traditional views of scholarship (Calleson et al., 2005). 

Each institution involved in this study has an established service-learning 

program, providing a variety of opportunities to combine academic course work with 

service to the community. Each program offers more than 20 courses a semester and 
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provides a wide range of faculty development opportunities to develop, implement and 

sustain service-learning course offerings.  

Although these programs provide administrative and logistical support for 

service-learning pedagogy, they often exist in isolation among the faculty work and 

reward structure both at the departmental and institutional level. A disconnect appears to 

exist for faculty at research institutions as the faculty reward structure is not set up to 

support or acknowledge service learning pedagogy or the additional demands on time or 

effort that this pedagogy requires (Abes et al., 2002; Bulot & Johnson, 2006). 

Faculty Work and Rewards 

Personnel expenses, including faculty salaries, constitute the largest proportion of 

institutional budgets (Hearn, 1999; Paulsen & Smart, 2001; Ward, 2003). As a result of 

state and public investment in higher education various stakeholders including 

administrators, legislators, parents, students, and faculty demand a better understanding 

of the faculty reward structure and process. As such, state-supported research universities 

are becoming more publicly accountable and faculty performance is more of a relevant 

topic both within and outside the university (Layzell, 1999). Higher Education for the 

Public Good is a text outlining the fragile balance between the American public and its 

universities (Kezar et al., 2005). This delicate tension is “a result of sustaining a 

democratic society and securing the future of the American economy, as well as 

contributing to the numerous individual benefits that result from higher education” 

(Kezar et al., 2005, p. 8). To transform an institution to be supportive of engaging 

pedagogies, such as service-learning, change begins with faculty work and rewards 
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(Furco, 2002). The actual work of faculty members is a product of individual and 

institutional characteristics, values, and rewards (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Ramaley, 

2000; Ward, 2003). These influences are discussed throughout this chapter. 

Faculty Rewards and Tenure Process 

Awarding tenure to university professors began in 1940 by the standards set forth 

by the American Association of University Professors (Amacher & Meiners, 2005; 

Tierney & Bensimon, 1996). According to the AAUP, the rationale for tenure is to 

preserve academic freedom among professors, to provide financial stability for 

professional scholars and to establish criteria for termination of employment. Typical 

practices among research institutions include faculty probationary periods not to exceed 

seven years, where a professor meets specific standards set forth by the employment 

contract and written expectations of the university and department (Olivas, 1997). Before 

the probationary period expires, often during the sixth year, tenure track faculty come 

before a tenure review board to submit professional and scholarly contributions to the 

field (Amacher & Meiners, 2005). The initial decision is often at the program or 

departmental level and is recommended to review boards either at the college or 

university level. Often faculty are recommended on multiple levels to receive tenure or 

promotion and must be informed in writing their status of tenure and promotion 

(Amacher & Meiners, 2005).  

The award of tenure provides faculty with the opportunity of lifetime employment 

at the institution (American Association of University Professors, 2006; Amacher & 

Meiners, 2005; Whicker, Kronenfeld & Strickland, 1993). The initial tenure decision is 
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typically at the program or departmental level and is recommended to review boards 

either at the college or university level (Amacher & Meiners, 2005). Although disciplines 

vary in the specific standards for tenure and promotion, each academic department 

typically maintains a set of standards to evaluate tenure track faculty (Amacher & 

Meiners, 2005). The tenure and promotion process also determines faculty pay. Salary 

differences exist between each rank and the promotion between ranks is closely 

connected to faculty productivity. 

For many faculty, achieving tenure provides professional and financial stability as 

well as academic and scholarly freedom. The road to tenure is academically strenuous 

and personally challenging requiring high levels of publication, research, and teaching 

(Baez & Centra, 1995). Typically if during the sixth year of employment a tenure track 

professor does not receive tenure, the contract is not renewed beyond a seventh year and 

requires faculty to look elsewhere for employment (Amacher & Meiners, 2005).  

Receiving tenure is a long and complex process, requiring a faculty member to 

contribute a great deal of scholarly work to his or her field. This scholarly productivity is 

typically defined by number of published articles or citations and research contributions. 

However, productivity is defined differently among institutions and disciplines (Tierney, 

1999). For example, a baccalaureate college focusing on undergraduate education may 

emphasize teaching above research and the humanities emphasize publishing books 

rather than articles.  

The current tenure and promotion process at research institutions is widely 

criticized among scholars and policy makers for over-emphasizing research productivity 
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and downplaying teaching and learning (Boyer, 1990). However, the American higher 

education system has not always placed such a tremendous emphasis on research as the 

most valued product of scholarship; prior to 1906, scholarship was related to the creative 

work of faculty, not specifically research (Boyer, 1990). Since the introduction of 

research to universities, it has been heavily weighted in the promotion and tenure process 

particularly for universities with very high research activity. However, these critiques of 

the tenure and promotion process should not overlook how research produced within 

higher education in the last century has made significant contributions to society. 

The quantity of research and publications are traditionally most valued by 

institutions and equated with faculty productivity; teaching and service are recognized to 

a lesser extent (Becker & Toutkoushian, 2003). However, when faculty activities do not 

fit into the traditional tenure and promotion structure it is difficult to evaluate faculty 

work for promotion and tenure. Despite how service-learning cuts across research, 

teaching and service it is not compatible with a research institution’s faculty reward 

structure (Amey, 2002).  

Tenure and promotion, the faculty reward structure of a university, is in place to 

provide academic freedom and lifetime employment for university faculty. Part of the 

tenure and promotion process is the upward movement among the ranks of faculty 

(Tierney, 1999). Academic tenure includes the promotion of faculty from assistant 

professor to tenure status as an associate professor, to finally full professorship. The 

decision for promotion and tenure are directed by the institutional and departmental 

tenure review process.  
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Although tenured and tenure track faculty participate in service-learning, many 

faculty are reluctant to participate in activities such as service-learning not highly valued 

in promotion and tenure (O’Meara, 2002). While still employed in a probationary status, 

faculty job performance is most vulnerable before receiving tenure (Tierney & Bensimon, 

1996). The conscious decision to participate in activities beyond the traditional activities 

valued in the promotion and tenure process at a research institution can be considered 

risky and counterproductive for junior faculty. 

 Recommendations from researchers supportive of service-learning include 

offering additional ways to evaluate non-traditional activities (Glassick, Huber, & 

Maeroff, 1997; Sandmann, 1996; Votruba, 1979). Such evaluations should include a 

variety of methods and information, offering both quantitative and qualitative data 

regarding quality, productivity, and results of scholarship. Institutions making changes to 

the approach to promotion and tenure include the University of Maryland Council of 

University System Faculty, Portland State University, California State University at 

Monterey Bay and the Michigan State University Department of Educational 

Administration.  

 Small changes to the tenure and promotion process have been applied to the 

institutions in this study. The School of Dentistry and the School of Government at the 

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill have updated the tenure and promotion 

process to acknowledge and reward activities integrating scholarship and engagement 

(Campus Compact, 2007). The University of Michigan assembled a sub-committee in 

1999 to examine the issues on the integration of teaching, research and practice 
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(University of Michigan, 2007a). The sub-committee recommended the university begin 

a dialogue on broadening traditional forms of scholarship. Imagining America, an 

organization based at the University of Michigan, formed Tenure Team Initiative, a group 

aimed at providing resources to deans and chairs to assess and reward public scholarship 

in the arts and humanities (University of Michigan, 2007a). The University of 

Wisconsin’s Outreach and Extension has redeveloped policies to be broader and more 

robust at assessing engagement scholarship (Wise, Retzleff, & Reilly, 2002). However, 

outreach and extension faculty are already oriented to work towards community 

engagement by nature of their positions. Beyond these examples, no significant tenure or 

promotion policy changes have been implemented at any of the institutions in this study.  

 It is an enormous task to apply changes to the promotion and tenure process, 

particularly to expand its reach beyond the traditional notions of research, teaching, and 

service (Colbeck, 2002). With the faculty reward structure being so influential on the 

work of faculty and the reward structure being determined by academic departments and 

institutions, it is imperative to further study how these systems could change to 

emphasize the work of faculty beyond research and to embrace broader forms of teaching 

and scholarship. Identifying a theoretical framework to explain the involvement of 

faculty in service-learning can provide opportunities to enhance the faculty reward 

system to better integrate the various scholarly activities of faculty. 

Institutional Factors 

 Various institutional factors determine the requirements, structure, and processes 

of the faculty tenure and promotion system. Such institutional factors include the type of 
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institution (university, college, community college), emphasis on teaching or research, 

and academic discipline. In addition, historical contexts of the development of 

institutions are critical in determining the faculty reward structure over the years 

(O’Meara & Jaeger, in press).  

 Studies show faculty are now asked to do more than ever before, splitting time 

between teaching, research, publication, student advising, professional service, and 

outreach (Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006). The increasing expectations of faculty work 

limit the amount of time that can be spent on work not directly rewarded or 

acknowledged. There is a need for the emphasis of research and publication to be 

reconciled with a value of service in the practices, policies and rhetoric of research 

universities (Brukardt, Holland, Percy, Simpher, 2004; Furco, 2002; Ramaley, 2000; 

Ward, 2003). 

Institutional priorities are evident in how faculty are rewarded; although 

institutions espouse the value in renewing the civic mission of higher education, it is not 

enacted in the traditional approach to tenure and promotion (Becker & Toutkoushian, 

2003). Faculty performance is often reduced into how many research dollars faculty 

garner, how many articles faculty publish, and how many courses faculty teach. The 

evaluation process of faculty performance does not reflect institutional emphasis on 

student learning, but rather on research, teaching, and service.  Previous studies of faculty 

work and rewards found universities do not recognize service as an effort to maintain 

institutional prestige (Diamond, 1993, 1999; Huber, 2002; O’Meara, 2002, 2005). The 

Report on Conditions and Activities, a study sponsored by state and land grant 
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institutions, asserts the primary barrier to outreach for faculty is the lack of support 

conditions including resources, time, and recognition (American Association of State 

Colleges and Universities, National Association of State Universities and Land Grant 

Colleges, 1995). 

The socialization of faculty impacts the work of faculty, as new faculty members 

learn the norms of their role in their institution, department, and discipline from other 

faculty members (Fairweather, 1996; Tierney & Bensimon, 1996; Deci, Kasser, & Ryan, 

1997). The faculty reward structure at research universities reflects an emphasis on 

research and ensures its persistence. This reward structure includes the guidelines for 

promotion and tenure, which currently rewards faculty to not focus on teaching, but 

rather on research and publication. Specifically, faculty at research institutions spend less 

time on instruction and service in comparison to other institutions (Fairweather, 1996).  

Beyond individual institutions, universities are competing with one another for 

faculty, and they reward faculty based on similar criteria. The socialization of faculty and 

competition among universities helps to further perpetuate the current emphasis on 

research and publication over teaching and other activities. Isomorphism is an 

institutional factor perpetuating research as the most valued reward across higher 

education (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; O’Meara, 2007).  

Scholarship Reconsidered outlines the need for faculty roles and reward structures 

to better incorporate teaching and service (Boyer, 1990). Sixty-two percent of four year 

universities report Scholarship Reconsidered “had a role in discussion of faculty role and 

rewards” (Boyer, 1990; Glassick et al., 1997). Over the decades, various scholars and 
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researchers have called for institutions to incorporate broader forms of scholarship and 

engagement in the tenure and promotion process (Boyer, 1990; Brukardt et al., 2004; 

Colbeck & Michael, 2006; Jaeger & Thornton, 2005, 2006; O’Meara, 2005; O’Meara & 

Braskamp, 2005; Zlotkowski, 1996).  

In 2006, the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching piloted a new 

classification system for universities addressing levels of engagement (Carnegie 

Foundation, 2007b). This new optional classification for engagement is available for any 

institution electing to complete the process. Submissions include information on the 

status of engagement within the institution, including information on curriculum and 

policy changes representing multiple levels of institutional engagement. The 

classification includes two categories: curricular engagement and outreach and 

partnerships (Carnegie Foundation, 2007b). Curricular engagement requires engaged 

teaching, learning, and scholarship in partnership with the community. Outreach and 

partnership focuses on how the university establishes and practices to build and sustain 

engaging relationships with the community, including the allocation of resources, the 

types of relationships and the interaction between campus and community. This new 

classification system signals the need for higher education to demonstrate its commitment 

to serving the public good, as well as the need for universities to share this information 

with one another. Beyond understanding institutions, research is needed to understand 

individual factors affecting how faculty make decisions about research, scholarship, 

teaching, outreach and service.  
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Individual Factors Affecting Faculty Work 

Previous studies of faculty research productivity examining the role of faculty 

reward and tenure process have found an increase in publication requirements across 

higher education (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Diamond, 1993, 1999; Huber, 2002; 

O’Meara & Braskamp, 2005). Additional studies examine individual and institutional 

factors influencing research productivity, such as gender, race, and discipline (Antonio, 

Astin, & Cress, 2000; O’Meara & Braskamp, 2005; O’Meara 2005; Tierney & Bensimon, 

1996; Tien & Blackburn, 1996). O’Meara’s (2005) exploratory study of faculty 

scholarship sampled more than 2,000 chief academic officers on the changes in the 

faculty reward structure and found that publication productivity is weighted more in the 

promotion and tenure process than 10 years ago. Although Tien and Blackburn (1996) 

included a theoretical base in their research, they analyzed data from a 1989 national 

survey, analyzing data from nearly a decade previous, thus making their findings 

outdated. Existing research on faculty motivations and the faculty reward structure have 

ranged in terms of sample size, validity, and theoretical foundations making it difficult to 

formulate convincing results and conclusions relating to faculty reward structures.  

Individual factors such as gender, race, and ethnicity influence the work of 

faculty, particularly the emphasis on teaching and research (Chen & Gupta, 2006; 

Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006). Additional studies found female faculty of color are more 

likely to be engaged in community service activities (Antonio et al., 2000). As a result, 

gender, race, and rank are critical personal characteristics necessary to include in studies 
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relating to faculty to determine how pervasive and institutionalized service-learning is 

across the faculty population.  

Beyond individual characteristics, how individual faculty define scholarship plays 

a role in service-learning pedagogy. One’s view of scholarship can be a barrier to 

participating in work that is perceived outside the traditional parameters of tenure and 

promotion (O’Meara, 2002). These perceptions can be discipline-specific. The values of 

disciplines in the social sciences, such as an emphasis on studying human relationships, 

can encourage faculty work with communities. Various definitions of scholarship based 

on individual characteristics and discipline provide insight into how work is defined by 

individual faculty.  

Research has shown rank makes a difference as to whether faculty are influenced 

by extrinsic and intrinsic motivation (Chen & Gupta, 2006; Tien, 2000). In addition to the 

disproportionate number of female faculty of color engaged in community service 

activities, Antonio et al. (2000) found faculty of low academic rank are also more likely 

to be engaged in this type of work. As a result, rank is a critical personal characteristics 

explored in this study.  

Existing research on the role of how faculty rewards are perceived by individual 

faculty are limited in external validity due to small samples or internal validity by lacking 

a theoretical foundation (Chen & Gupta, 2006). Thus there is a need to use an established 

work motivation theory to frame a study of a random sample of faculty at one particular 

type of institution, such as research universities. 
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The Development of Research Universities 

The Morrill Act opened both access and curriculum at colleges and universities 

and solidified the tripartite mission of universities, establishing faculty roles as teaching, 

research, and service (Ward, 2003). Disciplines became more specialized and faculty 

were rewarded for scholarship and research productivity. Research universities grew out 

of a growing pressures and demands for “global competition for world leadership” 

throughout the early twentieth century (Graham & Diamond, 1997).  

During the late 1800’s, the Germanic model of education influenced the direction 

of American higher education to pursue research and graduate education (Graham & 

Diamond, 1997). During the end of the 19th century, urban and research institutions 

began establishing close ties between the city and university (Kezar et al., 2005). The 

early 1900’s brought about the Wisconsin Idea, initiating the idea of university extension 

services to bring professors to communities to address the political, social, and economic 

needs of the state (Kezar et al., 2005). The aim of the Wisconsin Idea was to “cultivate 

relationships between the university and the state” (Ward, 2003, p. 31).  

During this era, the German model finally took hold in American higher 

education through the founding of Johns Hopkins University in 1876 (Ward, 2003). 

Faculty were specialized by disciplines, college curricula was varied to include electives, 

and the orientation of the institutions turned toward research. The balance and integration 

of faculty roles were challenging in the early years and continues to be a challenge 

through the present. More specifically, it was difficult to accomplish the goals of teaching 

and research while “maintaining allegiance to society and higher education’s covenant 
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with society through new calls for faculty involvement in service” (Ward, 2003, p. 33). 

These challenges throughout the era solidified the inward orientation of research 

universities (Ward, 2003).  

The changes brought about during the era of mass education also changed the 

relationship between the university and the public. During this era, the number of public 

institutions doubled and college enrollments soared (Graham & Diamond, 1997). As 

research continued to advance at universities, funding sources began to increase, 

particularly in the federal government. Sources such as National Science Foundation and 

National Institute of Health have funded billions of dollars of university-sponsored 

research aimed at defense, health, and science issues (Leshner, 2004). As funding sources 

shifted to the government, institutional priorities shifted to accommodate the needs of the 

federal government rather than local needs (Ward, 2003).  

Research-oriented missions have driven research-dominated university priorities 

(Boyer, 1990; Ward, 2003). Pressures for research funds have been a result of the decline 

of public funds since the 1980s (Ward, 2003). Research has increasingly become more 

commercialized, with NSF funding decreasing (Leshner, 2004). As a result, funding is 

less available for initiatives without immediate results or those that do not serve 

commercial interests (Bok, 1982).  

The research model of higher education also became the model and standard for 

prestige among American universities (Graham & Diamond, 1997). This perpetuated a 

competitive climate and a pursuit of prestige fueled by various rating systems of 

American universities. Although initially developed to draw attention toward non-
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research universities, the Carnegie classification system has been the preferred ranking 

system for research universities and is now considered to be a “prestige barometer” 

(O’Meara, 2007, p. 125). 

The Carnegie classification system provides a mechanism to classify similar 

institutions according to appropriate measures based on school enrollment, funding, 

degree offerings, faculty productivity and a variety of other factors. In this study, 

doctorate-granting universities are considered, differentiated by the quantity (not quality 

or importance) of research activity present at the institution. The current Carnegie 

classifications of doctorate institutions reflect a more comprehensive measure of research 

institutions (using both per-capita and aggregate measures of research activity) than 

previous classifications based solely on federal funding for research (Carnegie 

Foundation, 2006a). The classification with the highest level of research productivity is 

Research (very high activity) universities. Currently, there are 96 institutions in the nation 

that fall under this classification, including all of the institutions used in this study.  

A feature of the American higher education system is one university tends to 

closely resemble another university. These features “make them both recognizable and in 

conformity” with existing expectations (Graham & Diamond, 1997). Institutional 

isomorphism can help explain the similarities seen across higher education, and also the 

pressures exerted to drive certain institutional objectives (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). 

Institutional isomorphism is a phenomenon in place to achieve legitimacy among other 

universities and is often applied to organizational goals (Parsons, 1956). This 

phenomenon can explain how research productivity has been accelerated across the 
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American system of higher education. O’Meara (2007) discusses striving, the process of 

institutions changing various policies and practices to emulate universities with a higher 

level of prestige. The policies and practices affected by striving include faculty reward 

structures, often becoming more rigorous, demanding and intensive (O’Meara, 2007). 

Reisman (1956) and Berdahl (1985) assert institutions monitor one another closely, 

particularly those with the same level of prestige or slightly more prestige. For example, 

the Ivy League institutions are often considered the most prestigious, and as such 

carefully watch one another to identify striving techniques. This academic drift (Berdahl, 

1985) begins to affect universities across institutional type, with the most prestigious (and 

thus influential) institutions being the most selective research institutions. According to 

Brewer, Gates and Goldman (2002) the institutions selected as peers for this study are 

prestige seeking, monitoring closely the innovative practices of their peers and 

aspirational peers. Prestige-seeking behavior impacts the structure of faculty work and 

rewards and is an important strategy for institutions to compete with similar institutions 

(O’Meara, 2007).  

The structures of institutions also impact the dynamics of research universities, 

which function as bureaucratic institutions with specialized units that are most efficient 

when accomplishing routine work (Colbeck & Wharton-Michael, 2006). However, 

institutions also exhibit technical complexity, as evident in the hiring of faculty to 

accomplish complex work such as teaching, research, and service. As a result, 

universities best fit into the professional bureaucracy model Mintzberg (1979) created to 

capture the interdependent nature of the university, as higher education institutions are a 
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hybrid of the bureaucratic and technical institutions (Bolman & Deal, 2003). However, 

Colbeck and Wharton (2006) argue these professional bureaucracies are devolving into 

machine bureaucracy, with de-professionalized workers, specialization, and central 

decision making. This is evident in research universities as more faculty are pushed to 

focus on one particular scholarly agenda, mostly research and publication.  

As in previous eras, the success of the American higher education system, in 

particular the research university, is faced with various challenges. Boyer (1990) notes 

higher education is lacking direction and relevance to the nation’s priorities. Although 

college missions may reflect service to the state or community as a priority, it is often 

only espoused and not enacted in practice (Checkoway, 2001). This struggle is unique for 

research universities, where individual faculty’s research agendas take precedence in 

funding, rewards, and promotion. Recently, various scholars and leaders have expressed 

concern higher education is no longer serving the public good as it once did (Kezar et al., 

2005). Research universities often set the standard of scholarly productivity within higher 

education, which is not surprising because they have the most extensive pool of resources 

and enroll the largest number of students (O’Meara, 2007). However, this expectation of 

research productivity is often thought to be at odds with an expectation for quality 

education and must be resolved by American research universities.  

Cognitive Motivation Theory 

Studying work motivation is valuable, as it plays a central role in organizational 

behavior, such as how faculty spend their time (Rainey, 1993). Motivation can be 

challenging to assess and is measured in different ways, leading to the question of 
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validity in some studies (Kreitner & Kinicki, 2001). One question causing debate among 

scholars and researchers is whether motivation is an attitude or a behavior, or possibly 

both. For the sake of this research, motivation is an overarching concept composed of 

different variables and issues (Rainey, 1993). In particular, this study considers cognitive 

theories of motivation, asserting motivation is a rational choice of an individual as a 

function of abilities, goals, and environment to determine specific behaviors resulting in 

desirable outcomes (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995).  

Expectancy Theories 

Several work behaviors have been studied in the field of organizational and 

industrial psychology through Vroom’s (1964) expectancy theory. As one of the most 

prominent and significant established frameworks for understanding individual 

motivation, expectancy theory examines the decision-making process for an individual to 

engage in specific behaviors for a particular reward (Rainey, 1993). Specifically, it 

examines the reward and its motivational strength in relation to the effort and skill needed 

to achieve those rewards through tasks, actions or behaviors (Vroom, 1964). Vroom 

studies the process of motivation as a function of an individual’s psychological and 

behavioral processes and perceptions.  

Expectancy theory provides key concepts in understanding motivation, asserting a 

person intentionally chooses behavior with the highest motivational force (Lawler, 1973). 

Key concepts of expectancy theory include expectancy (expectation the effort leads to 

desired performance), instrumentality (the performance leads to the desired outcome), 

and valence (the value of the outcome).  
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As an isolated variable expectancy has low predictive power, however, valence 

and instrumentality are effective in predicting motivation and performance (Butler & 

Cantrell, 1989; Schmitt & Son, 1981). Expectancy theory has had limited applications in 

the academy and is difficult to test and measure (Chen & Gupta, 2006; Kreitner & 

Kinicki, 2001). However it has been improved upon by various scholars to address 

particular aspects of motivation and to incorporate more aspects relating to the interaction 

between an individual and the environment.  

This study uses expectancy theory and the revisions by additional scholars 

(Patchen, 1965; Porter & Lawler, 1968). Porter and Lawler extended Vroom’s model by 

identifying sources of valence and expectancies and linking those sources with job 

satisfaction. Patchen (1965) further investigated the concepts of reward expectancies and 

the relationship between quality of work and promotion or higher pay. 

Porter and Lawler (1968) extended the model by identifying the source of valence 

and expectancies and including mediating variables. According to Porter and Lawler 

(1968), performance is a function of ability and motivation. Through this model, effort is 

determined as a product of an individual’s value of the reward and the probability of 

achieving the reward with a given effort. The multiplicative effect of the characteristics 

of a person and one’s perception of one’s work role results in work performance. 

Together the value of rewards (both intrinsic and extrinsic) and the perception of 

equitable rewards results in satisfaction. Effort and performance are not perfectly related 

because of the interaction and affect of other variables (Porter & Lawler, 1968). Porter 
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and Lawler’s model is more dynamic than Vroom’s (1964) because of the feedback loop 

between person and environment.  

Goal setting is a particularly important component to develop an expectancy or 

desired outcome. Several concepts relate to personal goals, such as thoughts about 

desired or undesired consequences one wants to achieve, goal content or the consequence 

represented by a goal, goal hierarchies reflecting the coordination of multiple goals and 

the strategy, and method of the goal setting processes (Locke & Latham, 1990a, 1990b, 

2002, 2006). Multiple goal situations, as seen in academia where there is pressure to 

publish, teach, and research at a particular rate and volume, strongly affect research 

allocation for faculty (Tien, 2000).  

Capability and Context Beliefs  

Motivation systems theory (Ford, 1992) provides a psychological basis for the 

development of competence through the integration of personal goals, capability beliefs, 

context beliefs, and emotions. Motivation systems theory is derived from Ford’s living 

systems framework (1987) and is an integration of previous theoretical approaches to 

understanding human motivation. The living systems framework examines separate and 

collective aspects of an individual (e.g., personal goals, emotions, actions), both in a 

particular context and over time. Ford (1992) asserted these characteristics and processes 

of an individual determine one’s goals, with a particular emphasis on how individuals 

adapt and change over time as a living system. Ford’s motivation systems theory is 

“anchored in a comprehensive conceptualization of the whole person” (Ford, 1992, p. 17)  
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Through this framework, motivation can be further understood by exploring the 

interaction of person and environment, known as personal agency beliefs. Personal 

agency beliefs lead to development of goals because “people act on what they believe” 

(Lumpe & Chambers, 2001, p. 94). Ford (1992) discussed context and capability beliefs 

as two components of personal agency beliefs. Capability beliefs are a result of the 

evaluation of one’s ability to attain a specified goal. Context beliefs are a product of 

one’s assessment of the potential for the context to support a particular goal. Together 

these beliefs are used by an individual to determine how to proceed to achieve the 

specified goal. Personal agency beliefs are the patterning of capability beliefs and context 

beliefs determining specific actions taken by an individual to achieve a goal (Ford, 1992).  

Ford’s capability beliefs are similar to Bandura’s (1977) idea of self-efficacy, a 

construct that has demonstrated explanatory power. Ford (1992) expanded on Bandura’s 

(1997) theory to include the impact of one’s environment on capability beliefs and to 

suggest capability beliefs can be both positive and negative. Capability beliefs are also 

similar to Gurin and Brim’s (1984) personal efficacy, Chapman, Skinner and Baltes’ 

(1990) agency beliefs and Deci’s (1980) perceived competence (Ford, 1992). 

 Ford (1992) distinguishes between two factors: enabling (the facilitation of 

achieving a particular outcome) and likelihood beliefs (the likelihood of achieving a 

particular outcome). As such, Ford’s (1992) personal agency beliefs are used to anticipate 

and evaluate information regarding a particular expectancy serving a “regulatory 

feedforward function” (p. 74) 
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 Ford’s work integrates previous theories of motivation including Bandura’s 

(1977, 1997) theories of self efficacy and studies of goal setting (Locke & Latham, 

1990a, 1990b, 2006; Kanfer & Kanfer, 1991; Maehr & Braskamp, 1986; Markus, Cross, 

& Wurf, 1990; Pervin, 1983, 1991). Although Ford’s (1992) work is unique its 

“comprehensive nature of theory allows it to describe how motivation processes interact 

with biological, environmental, and non-motivational psychological and behavioral 

processes to produce functioning of a person.” (p. 245). 

The development of such an in-depth and comprehensive framework has provided 

a foundation for the creation of instruments to measure capability and context beliefs. 

However, although this framework has been applied to the use of teaching methods in the 

classroom, it has not yet been applied to the development of instruments for participation 

in service-learning. 

Colbeck, Cabrera, and Marine (2002) used Ford’s motivation systems theory in a 

study of alternative teaching methods of engineering faculty. Their study finds race, 

experience, goals, capability, and context beliefs are significant in the decision to use 

alternative teaching methods such as group work and ill-defined problem solving 

(Colbeck et al., 2002).  

As a result of the limited studies using a motivational theory framework on 

faculty and service-learning this study draws from similar research on technology use in 

the classroom. Enoch, Riggs and Ellis (1993) developed and validated the 

Microcomputer Utilization in Teaching Efficacy Beliefs Instrument (MUTEBI) to assess 

teachers’ capability beliefs using microcomputers. The MUTEBI was developed to 
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measure efficacy and expectancy beliefs of pre-service math teachers. Enoch, Riggs, and 

Ellis (1993) recommended further study of teacher’s use of technology by measuring 

utilizing context beliefs. The Science Teaching Efficacy Belief Instrument Pre-Service 

(STEBI-B) was developed by Enoch and Riggs (1990) to determine capability beliefs in 

pre-service elementary teachers. Similar to the MUTEBI, it measures efficacy and 

expectancy beliefs. Gender, experience, and education were significantly associated with 

efficacy and expectancy beliefs.  

Capability and context beliefs were further studied by Lumpe and Chambers 

(2001) through the Beliefs About Teaching Technology, (BATT) an instrument 

consisting of 14 items on two subscales assessing teacher’s capability and context beliefs 

about using technology in the classroom. In addition to developing the BATT to measure 

capability beliefs, Lumpe and Chambers (2001) also used the MUTEBI to assess context 

beliefs. Factor analysis confirmed responses yielded two distinct factors: enabling beliefs 

and likelihood beliefs. These results are consistent with Ford’s (1992) theory which 

maintains two separate constructs for capability and context beliefs.  

Context beliefs are similar to Bandura’s (1997) outcome expectancy construct. 

Reward structures, including intrinsic and extrinsic, positive and negative, formal and 

informal have shown to motivate employee performance (Lawler, 1973). This notion can 

be extended to how faculty are motivated by the faculty reward structure of higher 

education, promotion, and tenure processes. Context beliefs build upon the work of 

previous scholars acknowledging the significance of environment and person-

environment dynamics (Deci, Kasser, & Ryan, 1997; Maehr & Braskamp, 1986). Ford 
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(1992) asserts an optimally responsive environment must be congruent with an 

individual’s goals and abilities and must have the resources and support needed to 

achieve those goals. One aspect of the context of an institution is the reward structure, 

which has shown to motivate performance (Lawler, 1973). Rewards can be internal or 

external, positive or negative, formal or informal. Examples of institutional rewards 

include promotion, tenure, salary increases, reduced course loads, professional 

contributions, and acknowledgement in one’s discipline.  

Context beliefs are more than the way an institution rewards faculty; they also 

relates to how an institution can enable or facilitate the ability of one to reach a particular 

goal. This could include particular institutional policies, support or resources. In the case 

of service-learning, institutional policy may change to reflect a tenure and promotion 

process including various forms of scholarship and teaching. Context beliefs are various 

factors about the institution that can assist, enable, and facilitate one’s progress toward a 

specific goal.  

These established motivation theories are useful in determining how an individual 

interacts with his or her environment. The integration of goal setting theory, context, and 

capability beliefs provides a comprehensive framework for examining factors relating to 

individual and institutional characteristics as they relate to faculty work.  

Summary 

Over recent decades, universities have abandoned their original roots of 

connecting with communities and contributing to the betterment of society (Kezar et al., 

2005). This has contributed to a lack of public support for higher education; in order to 
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recover, higher education “must insist on the academy’s importance to a democratic 

society” (Smith, 2003, p. 62). This is a process that must begin with colleges and 

universities considering and identifying how they contribute to the society and the greater 

good. This process requires an inventory of higher education’s contributions, and a 

realignment of university priorities to embrace and enact the priorities of the public good. 

Such direction requires a shift in funding, personnel patterns, and curriculum and 

research agendas. Such a new direction can impact the institutional contexts that can 

support, facilitate, and encourage faculty engagement in communities through pedagogies 

such as service-learning. With these changes the academy can make more of a case for 

the public to embrace its place in our society (Kezar et al., 2005).  

The process of these changes in higher education begins with understanding how 

institutions currently affect individual faculty behavior to engage in non-traditional work, 

such as service-learning. As stated previously, research institutions, particularly those 

perceived to be prestigious, have an incredible amount of influence in changing how 

faculty work is determined and rewarded throughout higher education. 

This study is situated within similarly competitive research institutions, 

integrating particular motivation theories (goal setting, context beliefs, and capability 

beliefs) that examine how individual and institutional factors affect faculty decisions to 

whether or not to engage in service-learning pedagogy or not. Building from previous 

studies, this particular research is narrow in scope, providing more in-depth information 

about institutions that exert the greatest influence in changing higher education.  
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METHODOLOGY 

 This chapter discusses the methodology used in this study, outlining the research 

design, sampling, instrumentation, data analysis and data collection. The goal of this 

study was to examine individual characteristics and motivational factors predicting 

faculty involvement in service-learning pedagogy at research institutions. This study 

required the modification of an existing instrument and the creation of a new instrument 

to develop a survey to be distributed to both service-learning and non-service-learning 

faculty. 

Research Design 

 The research design is non-experimental, cross sectional, and predictive 

(Creswell, 2003) to generalize findings from the sample to the population. This study 

sampled approximately 3,000 full-time tenured, tenure-track, and adjunct faculty at five 

selected public research institutions. Surveying all faculty at all research institutions in 

the United States would be time intensive and expensive, therefore, a cluster sample is 

most appropriate (Agresti, 1997). In addition to using a cluster sample of faculty at select 

institutions, all service-learning faculty at each institution will be invited to participate in 

the study, allowing for a reasonable response rate of faculty who use service-learning. 

With such a small percentage of faculty using service-learning pedagogy and the low 

response rates of faculty, it is necessary to over sample to ensure responses from both 

service-learning and non-service-learning faculty.  

This study is limited to five peer institutions in an effort to examine in more detail 

issues relating to similarly competitive research-intensive institutions. The University of 
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California at Berkeley (Cal), the University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA), the 

University of Michigan at Ann Arbor (Michigan), the University of North Carolina at 

Chapel Hill (Carolina), and the University of Wisconsin at Madison (Wisconsin), 

participated in this study. These institutions were selected from a list of peer institutions 

provided by the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (L. Blanchard, personal 

communication, June 21, 2006). This list reflects similar student, faculty, and research 

characteristics according to the most recent Carnegie classifications for Research (very 

high activity) institutions. A study of peer institutions reveals a more in-depth 

examination of faculty at research institutions discussed in an earlier study by Abes, 

Jackson, and Jones (2002). In addition to being similar in terms of the criteria listed 

above, these institutions are also similar in terms of the prevalence of service-learning. 

Each campus has a designated service-learning office that coordinates service-learning 

efforts and has had a sustained involvement of faculty in service-learning pedagogy for a 

number of years. These offices are each funded by the institution, either through state 

funds or student fees, and consist of a number of staff members. In addition, each of these 

institutions offers a similar number of courses each semester and a range of service-

learning experiences for students and faculty.  

This study attempted to determine how individual characteristics and motivational 

factors predict involvement in service-learning pedagogy. Quantitative methods are used 

by surveying a random sample of non-service-learning faculty and a single sampling 

method of service-learning faculty to make inferences to the larger population of faculty 

(Creswell, 2003). 
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Web-based Survey 

 Data is collected via a web-based survey distributed to faculty. This method is 

more cost effective, efficient, and offers the potential of a higher-return rate than a paper 

survey (Boehman, 2006; Dillman, 2000; Sax, Gilmartin, & Bryant, 2003). Through the 

use of online tools, a web-based survey offers a quick and convenient method to 

participate in a survey. Web-based surveys “provide a more dynamic interaction between 

respondent and questionnaire” that can not be achieved through paper surveys (Dillman, 

2000). In addition, the cost effectiveness and convenience of web-based surveys provide 

potential for larger sampling. However, the use of web-based surveys must be appropriate 

for the population for a reasonable response rate (Dillman, 2000). Each institution 

requires faculty to maintain an active email account; as such, a web survey emailed to 

faculty is an appropriate survey method. 

Web survey software programs, distributes, and manages the instrument and data. 

Qualtrics was selected based on capabilities, ease of use and analysis techniques that can 

be supported. The survey for this study has been specifically designed for a web-based 

use. Special attention has been given to the design and delivery of the questionnaire 

design according to the most recent research on web-based surveys (Dillman, 2000). This 

study employs a multiple contact strategy, first sending an invitation to participate in the 

survey (Appendix A), and two reminders to complete the survey (Appendix B). Spacing 

each one week apart represents a multiple contact model which has been shown to have 

response rates comparable to mail surveys (Dillman, 2000). Different operating platforms 

have been considered to accommodate the technology limitations of respondents.  
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A paging web survey allows respondents to complete the survey without losing 

responses, as data is transmitted after each page or screen. A paging web survey also 

provides easier mechanisms for respondents to skip to question and can control the order 

of answering. This method also manages missing data, as it can remind respondent to 

return to a missing item.  

Population and Sample 

The sample draws from five similar doctoral-extensive research institutions. The 

population comprises faculty at five public research institutions. Faculty are defined as 

full-time employees of the institution with faculty status including tenured, tenure-track, 

and fixed term appointments.  

As a cluster sample, this study examines five institutions. Two sampling 

procedures are used in this study: random sampling and single stage sampling method. 

The general population of faculty is sampled by the institutional research or human 

resource departments at each institution using a random number generator to identify 

participants. The University of California-Berkeley (Cal) and the University of 

California-Los Angeles (UCLA) is unable to directly supply a random list of faculty 

email addresses. As such, the researcher draws a random sample of faculty emails using 

the individual department websites hosted by each university. In addition, a single 

sampling method is used for a sample of service-learning faculty as a particular subset of 

the population (Agresti, 2000). Service-learning programs at each institution provide the 

complete list of service-learning faculty email addresses. This method of sampling 

ensures an adequate sample of faculty who use service-learning pedagogy. The researcher 
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procured the list of service-learning faculty using individual service-learning program 

websites hosted by each university.  

 The total number of faculty at all five institutions is 8,845. Accounting for faculty 

and response rates estimated at 30%, the number of variables and the response rate of 

web-based instruments, this study surveys 3,000 faculty (Dillman, 2000; L. Mayes, 

personal communication, August 13, 2007). A sample size of 307 for this study should be 

sufficient to achieve a 95% confidence level with a 5.5% confidence interval for the 

population.  

 
Institution University of 

California at 
Berkeley (Cal) 

University of 
California at Los 
Angeles 
(UCLA) 

University of 
Michigan-Ann 
Arbor 
(Michigan) 

University of 
North Carolina 
at Chapel Hill 
(Carolina) 

University of 
Wisconsin-
Madison 
(Wisconsin) 
 

Founding 1868 1919 1817 1789 1848 

Enrollment 32,803 35,966 39,533 28,163 41,466 

Faculty 1,389 1,948 2,347 1,784 1,377 

Research funds 516,119,000 786,000,000 796,965,386 593,390,527 892,600,000 

Endowment 2,500,000,000 1,500, 000,000 5,650,000,000 2,200,000, 000 157,400,000 
 

AAU 
membership 

1900 1974 1900 1922 1900 

Carnegie 
classification 

Research (very 
high activity) 

Research (very 
high activity) 

Research (very 
high activity) 
 

Research (very 
high activity) 

Research (very 
high activity) 

Carnegie 
optional 
classification 

 Curricular 
engagement, 
Outreach and 
partnerships 
 

 Curricular 
engagement, 
Outreach and 
partnerships 
 

 

Sources: American Association of Universities, 2007; Carnegie Foundation, 2007a; University of California, Berkeley, 
2007; University of California, Los Angeles, 2007; University of Michigan, 2007b; University of North Carolina, 2007; 
University of Wisconsin, 2007 
 
Figure 2. Statistics of Participating Institutions       
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Instrumentation 

A 95-question instrument was developed drawing from instruments previously 

used in other studies as well as new elements introduced in this study (Abes et al., 2002; 

Bleicher, 2004; Chen, Gupta, & Hoshower, 2006; Colbeck, Cabrera, & Marine, 2002; 

Enoch & Riggs, 1990; Enoch, Riggs, & Ellis, 1993; Heuer, Kuhr, Fahimi, Curtin, 

Hinsdale, Carley-Baxter et al., 2006; Lumpe & Chambers, 2001; Tien, 2000). One 

dependent variable (service-learning) and three independent variables (individual goals, 

capability beliefs, context beliefs) are examined in this study. Drawing from various 

motivation and system theory studies, the instrument includes questions about attitudes, 

motivations, intentions, and rewards at both the individual, departmental, and institutional 

level.  

Individual Characteristics 

This instrument used demographic questions regarding employment and personal 

characteristics drawn from similar studies (Abes et al., 2002; Colbeck et al., 2002; Heuer 

et al., 2006). The National Center on Education Statistics’ (NCES) annual National Study 

of Post-Secondary Faculty (NSOPF) is a national study of 35,000 faculty at 1,080 public 

and private two-year and four-year institutions. Demographic and work characteristic 

questions were developed from the 2004 NSOPF (Heuer et al., 2006). Permission to use 

questions directly from the Abes et al. (2002) and Colbeck et al. (2002) studies was 

obtained (Appendix C).  

Demographic questions capture personal (gender, ethnicity, age) and work 

information (institution, employment status, responsibilities, discipline, tenure status, and 
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rank). Age was measured as continuous variables, where the remaining demographic 

items use a categorical scale. Each of these questions draw from the individual 

characteristics factors included in Porter, Lawler and Hackman’s (1975) expanded 

expectancy theory and included in Colbeck et al. (2002) study.  

Service-Learning 

Faculty use of service-learning was the dependent variable in this study and was 

measured by one item on the survey. Six additional descriptive items relating to the 

degree of which service-learning and similar pedagogies are used. The dependent 

variable of service-learning pedagogy use is continuous, measured on a five-point Likert 

scale. Additional descriptive items include continuous and categorical measures 

providing information about the extent of service-learning use and the use of similar 

pedagogies. 

Goals 

Goal-oriented questions about promotion or tenure and other outcomes measure 

goal setting theory integrated into this framework and provide information as to faculty’s 

goals relating to work. Goal setting is measured based on four five-point Likert questions 

about service-learning and expectations relating to promotion and tenure. These questions 

were created based on Colbeck et al’s (2002) study using motivation systems theory as a 

framework.  

To develop survey questions, this study consulted the instrument developed by 

Colbeck et al. (2002) to measure faculty motivation to use alternative teaching methods 

and was consulted to develop questions for this study. Colbeck et al. (2002) created a 24-



50 

item instrument to measure faculty goals, capability, and context beliefs to use alternative 

teaching methods based on the same integrated theories of motivation proposed in this 

study. Their study surveyed 698 engineering faculty at seven universities using both 

electronic and mailed distribution methods. These items used a combination of 

continuous, four point Likert scales, and binary measures. A factor analysis yielded five 

sets of clear factors corresponding with motivation systems theory. Permission has been 

requested to use two items from this instrument.  

Capability Beliefs 

The Science Teaching Efficacy Belief Instrument-Preservice (STEBI-B) and the 

Microcomputer Utilization in Teaching Efficacy Beliefs Instrument (MUTEBI) were 

consulted to construct capability belief items (Bleicher, 2004; Enoch & Riggs, 1990; 

Enoch, Riggs, & Ellis, 1993).  

Capability beliefs are measured by the perceptions of one’s ability to receive 

promotion and tenure. Capability beliefs measure the impact of service-learning on 

promotion and tenure in four items using a five-point Likert scale. These questions were 

created by consulting Colbeck et al’s (2002) instrument and the BATT (Lumpe & 

Chambers, 2001).  

The BATT consists of two subscales assessing a teacher’s capability and context 

beliefs about using technology in the classroom. The instrument consists of 14 items 

using a Likert scale. A sum of the scores is used to create a total score for each subscale. 

Content validity was established during questionnaire development through focus group 

interviews. The factor analysis revealed responses that resulted in two clearly distinct 
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factors: enable beliefs and likelihood beliefs. Alpha coefficients the two subscales were 

quite high (a = .88, a = .87, respectively).  

The STEBI was originally developed by Enoch and Riggs (1990) and improved 

upon by Bleicher (2004). This 23-item instrument is used to determine efficacy and 

expectancy beliefs of pre-service teachers. Each item is measured based on a 5-point 

Likert scale (strongly agree, agree, uncertain, disagree, strongly disagree). Bleicher’s 

(2004) factor analysis established the two subscales (efficacy and outcome expectancy 

beliefs) were homogeneous and consistent with the results from Enoch and Riggs (1990). 

Bleicher (2004) found two items with cross-loading on the factor analysis and low item-

total correlations. These two items were modified and revised, yielding more distinct 

subscales and stronger correlations.  

Enoch, Riggs, and Ellis’ (1990) MUTEBI instrument consisted of two separate 

subscales: self-efficacy and outcome expectancy. Survey items use a 5-point Likert scale, 

(strongly agree, agree, uncertain, disagree, strongly disagree). The sum of item scores 

calculated two separate subscale scores for each respondent. Factor analysis confirmed 

the homogeneity of the two subscales. An early version of the MUTEBI yielded 

coefficient alpha reliability of the self-efficacy dimension was 0.89 and .85 on two 

subscales: self-efficacy and outcome expectancy (Riggs & Enoch, 1993).  

Context Beliefs 

The Beliefs about Teaching with Technology (BATT) instrument was referenced 

to develop questions relating to context beliefs (Lumpe & Chambers, 2001). Previous 

instruments assessing expectancy of goals were consulted to develop items for the goal-



52 

setting construct for this study (Chen, Gupta, & Hoshower, 2006; Tien, 2000). The 

STEBI and MUTEBI relate to the use of technology in the classroom, which has shown 

to have similar benefits and challenges of service-learning relating to student outcomes 

and requiring more time of instructors (Bleicher, 2004; Enoch & Riggs, 1990; Enoch, 

Riggs, & Ellis, 1993). As a result, using these instruments to formulate the structure of 

these questions is reasonable and practical.  

Questions about the institution or department’s resources, practices, and policies 

relating to service-learning and promotion and tenure reflect the context beliefs of the 

individual. Context beliefs are measured in seven items addressing faculty resources, 

tenure and promotion practices, and policies using a five-point Likert scale. Context 

belief questions were developed using Colbeck et al., STEBI-B and MUTEBI (Bleicher, 

2004; Enoch & Riggs, 1990; Enoch, Riggs, & Ellis, 1993). 

Validity and Reliability 

 Validity and reliability scores of this specific instrument and its questions have 

not been tested; as a result, further analysis is necessary once data collection is complete. 

Establishing validity offers the ability to draw meaningful and useful inferences to the 

population in this study. There are three traditional forms of validity: content, 

predictive/concurrent, and construct validity. Validity can be determined depending on 

the instrument’s content and measurement.  

Construct validity, determined by a factor analysis, was measured once data is 

collected. Factor analysis measures the extent to which each construct is clearly defined 
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(goals, capability beliefs, context beliefs). Factor analysis will be completed for the 

instrument after data collection. 

  Content validity has been established through the review and feedback of service-

learning professionals and scholars at various institutions, including those in the sample. 

The significance of these scholars are their positions and experience in the field, with a 

combined 70 years studying and supporting service-learning pedagogy and positions 

ranging from faculty appointments to administrative heads of campus wide service-

learning programs.  

In addition to validity, reliability reflects the ability of an instrument to measure a 

particular variable consistently (Agresti, 2000). Cronbach’s alpha measures internal 

consistency and correlation among variables and will be calculated for this study. 

Variables 

Service-learning is the dependent variable is assessed based on questions 

regarding the use of service-learning in teaching or scholarship (illustrated in Table 3.1). 

 
Table 3.1 Dependent Variable: Service-Learning       

 

Select descriptor items are included in the study to determine the degree to which 

a respondent utilizes service-learning. In addition, items are included to describe the 

additional activities relating to service-learning. These descriptive variables are defined 

in Table 3.2. 

Service-Learning 
 

Question Responses 
How often do you use service-learning in your 
teaching 

Never, rarely, occasionally, frequently, always 
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Table 3.2 Descriptive Variables: Service-Learning       
 

 

The independent variables are examined based on questions regarding 

demographic characteristics, individual goals, capability beliefs, and contextual beliefs. 

These variables are defined and quantified in Tables 3.3 and 3.4. Demographic variables 

provide insight in the personal characteristics of faculty, including employment 

information (tenure, rank, responsibilities, and discipline) and personal characteristics 

(age, gender, and ethnicity). These particular items were selected based on Porter and 

Lawler’s (1968) expanded expectancy model including mediating variables, such as 

individual characteristics. Additional items were constructed based on Ford’s (1992) 

motivation systems theory: goal theory (individual goals), capability beliefs (one’s ability 

to achieve a promotion and tenure) and context beliefs (the department or institution’s 

ability to support the pursuit of promotion and tenure). Disciplines and ethnicities were 

selected based on categories set forth in National Study of Post-Secondary Faculty 

surveys (National Study of Post-Secondary Faculty, 2007).  

 

Descriptive Variables  
Question Responses 
Is service-learning required (to any extent) by 
your department or institution? 

Yes, no, please describe 

How many different individual service-learning 
courses have you taught? 

Continuous variable 

How many semesters have you used service-
learning in your teaching? 

Continuous variable 

How frequently do you use service-learning in 
your scholarship (defined as your research and 
publications)? 

Never, rarely, occasionally, frequently, always 

Did you make a personal choice to use service-
learning in your teaching or was it required by 
your department or institution? 

I made a personal choice, I was required, other 

Do you use other community-based pedagogies? 
Check all that apply. 

Community-based research, community action 
research, community-based participatory research, 
other 
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Table 3.3 Explanation of Independent Variables       
 

 

Individual Characteristics 
 

Question Responses 
Gender  Female, Male 
Ethnicity  Asian/Pacific Islander, Black/African-American, 

Hispanic, Native American, White/Caucasian, Other 
Age Continuous variable 
Institution Cal, UCLA, Michigan, Carolina, Wisconsin 
Employment status Part-time, full-time 
Discipline Open-ended 
Main responsibilities Research, teaching, outreach 
Tenure status Tenured, untenured tenure track, non-tenure 

track/fixed term, other 
Faculty rank Professor, associate professor, assistant professor, 

instructor/lecturer, other 
 

Goals 
 

I will include items relating to service-learning in 
my promotion and/or tenure portfolio. 

Strongly disagree, disagree, undecided, agree, strongly 
agree, I am not eligible for tenure or promotion 

I will continue to use service-learning in my 
teaching. 

Strongly disagree, disagree, undecided, agree, strongly 
agree, I am not eligible for tenure or promotion 

Indicate the extent to which the following items 
influence your teaching a service-learning course: 
increases student learning, builds university 
partnerships, revitalizes teaching, contributes to a 
scholarly agenda, provides civic education for 
students 

No influence, weak influence, moderate influence, 
strong influence, very strong influence 

I expect to receive tenure or a promotion in the 
future. 

Strongly disagree, disagree, undecided, agree, strongly 
agree, I am not eligible for tenure or promotion 

 

Capability Beliefs 
 

Receiving promotion or tenure affects the work I 
do as a faculty member 

Strongly disagree, disagree, undecided, agree, 
strongly agree, I am not eligible for tenure or 
promotion 

Service-learning requires more time of faculty 
than other types of teaching. 

Strongly disagree, disagree, undecided, agree, 
strongly agree, I am not eligible for tenure or 
promotion 

 Indicate any areas of concern for promotion and 
tenure  

Research, publication, scholarship, teaching, service, 
other 

Service-learning positively impacts a faculty 
member’s ability to meet the requirements of 
promotion and tenure for my department and 
institution. 

Strongly disagree, disagree, undecided, agree, 
strongly agree, I am not eligible for tenure or 
promotion 

 

Context Beliefs 
 

Please indicate the importance of the following 
activities in terms of their satisfaction of 
departmental tenure and promotion requirements: 
research, publication, teaching, service 

Not important, of little importance, moderately 
important, important, very important 

Please indicate the importance of the following 
activities in terms of their satisfaction of 
institutional tenure and promotion requirements: 
research, publication, teaching, service 

Not important, of little importance, moderately 
important, important, very important 

Please evaluate the influence of promotion and 
tenure standards have over the following 
activities: research, publication, teaching, service 

No influence, weak influence, moderate influence, 
strong influence, very strong influence 
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Table 3.3 (continued)           
 

Indicate the availability and adequacy of 
resources: funding to develop/teach courses, 
course release time, faculty rewards and 
incentives 

Yes, no 
Extremely poor, below average, average, above 
average, excellent 

Is service-learning recognized in the promotion or 
tenure process by your department or institution 
in any of the following ways (explicitly or 
implicitly)? 

Yes, no 
Strongly disagree, disagree, undecided, agree, 
strongly agree 

To your knowledge have any of the people listed 
below encouraged the use of service-learning?  
How important is that support (or lack of support) 
I your decision to use service-learning? 

Yes, no 
Not important, somewhat important, important, very 
important, not applicable 

To your knowledge have any of the people listed 
below discouraged the use of service-learning?  
How important is that support (or lack of support) 
I your decision to use service-learning? 

Yes, no 
Not important, somewhat important, important, very 
important, not applicable 

 

The dependent and independent variables are measured and quantified to 

determine the predictive value of individual and contextual characteristics on the use of 

service-learning. Table 3.4 contains detailed information on the definition, measurement, 

and quantification of the variables in this study.  

Table 3.4 Definition and Measurement of Variables       
 

 

Variable Type Definition Measure 
Dependent Variable   
Service-Learning   
SL1. How often do you use service-learning 
in your teaching 

Never, rarely, 
occasionally, frequently, 
always 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5  
 
Recoded into a 
binary variable (0,1) 
where 0=never, all 
other responses=1 

Descriptor Variables   
REQ. Is service-learning required (to any 
extent) by your department or institution? 

Yes, no, please describe 1, 2 Recoded into 0,1 

COURSE. How many different individual 
service-learning courses have you taught? 

Continuous variable Continuous variable 

SEM. How many semesters have you used 
service-learning in your teaching? 

Continuous variable Continuous variable 

SCHOLAR. How frequently do you use 
service-learning in your scholarship (defined 
as your research and publications)? 

Never, rarely, 
occasionally, frequently, 
always 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

GOAL1. Did you make a personal choice to 
use service-learning in your teaching or was it 
required by your department or institution? 

I made a personal 
choice, I was required, 
other 

1, 2 
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Table 3.4 (continued)           

PEDAG1,2,3. Do you use other community-
based pedagogies? Check all that apply. 
 

Community-based 
research, community 
action research, 
community-based 
participatory research, 
other 

1, 2, 3 

Independent Variables   
Goals   
GOAL2. I will include items relating to 
service-learning in my promotion and/or 
tenure portfolio. 

Strongly disagree, 
disagree, undecided, 
agree, strongly agree, I 
am not eligible for 
tenure or promotion 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 

GOAL3. I will continue to use service-
learning in my teaching. 

Strongly disagree, 
disagree, undecided, 
agree, strongly agree 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

GOAL4, 5, 6, 7, 8. Indicate the extent to 
which the following items influence your 
teaching a service-learning course: increases 
student learning, builds university 
partnerships, revitalizes teaching, contributes 
to a scholarly agenda, provides civic 
education for students 

No influence, weak 
influence, moderate 
influence, strong 
influence, very strong 
influence 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

CAPAB11. I expect to receive tenure or a 
promotion in the future. 

Strongly disagree, 
disagree, undecided, 
agree, strongly agree, I 
am not eligible for 
tenure or promotion 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 

Capability Beliefs   
CAPAB1. Receiving promotion or tenure 
affects the work I do as a faculty member 

Strongly disagree, 
disagree, undecided, 
agree, strongly agree, I 
am not eligible for 
tenure or promotion 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 

CAPAB2. Service-learning requires more 
time of faculty than other types of teaching. 

Strongly disagree, 
disagree, undecided, 
agree, strongly agree 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

CAPAB3, 4, 5, 6. To what extent does 
research, publication, teaching, service affect 
receiving promotion or tenure for your 
department? 

Not important, of little 
importance, moderately 
important, important, 
very important 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

CAPAB7, 8, 9, 10. To what extent does 
research, publication, teaching, service affect 
receiving promotion or tenure for your 
institution? 

Not important, of little 
importance, moderately 
important, important, 
very important 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

CAPAB12, 13, 14, 15, 16. Indicate any areas 
of concern for promotion and tenure: research, 
publication, scholarship, teaching, service, 
other 

Yes, no 1, 2 

CAPAB17. Service-learning positively 
impacts a faculty member’s ability to meet the 
requirements of promotion and tenure for my 
department and institution. 

Strongly disagree, 
disagree, undecided, 
agree, strongly agree, I 
am not eligible for 
tenure or promotion 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 
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Table 3.4 (continued)           

Context Beliefs   
CONBEL1, 2, 3, 4. Please evaluate the 
influence of promotion and tenure standards 
have over the following activities: research, 
publication, teaching, service 

No influence, weak 
influence, moderate 
influence, strong 
influence, very strong 
influence 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

CONBEL 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10. Indicate the 
availability and adequacy of resources: 
funding to develop/teach courses, course 
release time, faculty rewards and incentives 

Yes, no 
Extremely poor, below 
average, average, above 
average, excellent 

 1, 2 
 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

CONBEL11, 12, 13, 14. Is service-learning 
recognized in the promotion or tenure process 
by your department or institution in any of the 
following ways (explicitly or implicitly)? 

Yes, no 
Strongly disagree, 
disagree, undecided, 
agree, strongly agree 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

 CONBEL15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23. To 
your knowledge have any of the people listed 
below encouraged the use of service-learning?  

CONBEL24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32. 
How important is that support (or lack of 
support) I your decision to use service-
learning? 

Yes, no 

 
Not important, 
somewhat important, 
important, very 
important, not applicable 

1, 2 

 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

 CONBEL33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41. To 
your knowledge have any of the people listed 
below discouraged the use of service-learning?  

CONBEL42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50. 
How important is that support (or lack of 
support) I your decision to use service-
learning? 

Yes, no 

Not important, 
somewhat important, 
important, very 
important, not applicable 

 1, 2 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

Individual Characteristics   
GEN. Gender  Female, Male 1, 2  
ETHN. Ethnicity  Asian/Pacific Islander, 

Black/African-
American, Hispanic, 
Native American, 
White/Caucasian, Other 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 

AGE. Age Continuous variable Continuous variable 
INST. Institution Cal, UCLA, Michigan, 

Carolina, Wisconsin 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

EMP. Employment status Part-time, full-time 1, 2 
DISC. Discipline Open-ended  
JOB. Main responsibilities Research, teaching, 

outreach 
1, 2, 3 

TEN. Tenure status Tenured, untenured 
tenure track, non-tenure 
track/fixed term, other 

1, 2, 3, 4 

RANK. Faculty rank Professor, associate 
professor, assistant 
professor, 
instructor/lecturer, other 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
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Data Collection 

Individual institutions were contacted to participate in this study. Initially, contact 

began with the service-learning program on each campus to provide them with 

information about the study and the survey. Service-learning programs provided email 

addresses for service-learning faculty through each program’s website. Institutional 

research and human resource departments were contacted at each institution to receive 

permission to obtain a random sample of faculty email addresses. Email addresses were 

obtained directly by all institutions with the exception of Cal and UCLA, where the 

researcher retrieved them from departmental websites. This study is originating from 

North Carolina State University, where the institutional review board reviewed and 

approved the research and survey (Appendix D).  

 Participants were contacted by email and invited to participate in the study by 

visiting the survey host web site and are given 30 days to complete the survey (Appendix 

F). Initially, participants were asked to read and complete an informed consent document 

outlining the purpose of the study, confidentiality and consent information (Appendix E). 

To avoid low response rates, faculty are invited to participate in the study twice after the 

initial email and provided the same information as the original invitation. The survey is 

initially distributed October 24th; reminder emails are sent on November 19th and 

November 26th with the survey closing on November 30th.  

 The instrument was a paging survey, allowing participants to save answers as they 

complete each set of questions. This prevents participants from scrolling through a long 
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page of questions. Participants are thanked at the end of the study for participating in the 

survey and provided information on where to find the executive summary of the research.  

Data Analysis 

Data for each research question are analyzed using SAS (9.1) statistical software 

program.  

Research Question 1: What are the levels of faculty participation in service-

learning pedagogy at research institutions? Descriptive statistics were used to 

demonstrate the level of service learning participation by reporting frequencies and 

means of various indicators of involvement in service-learning at each institution.  

Research Question 2: What is the influence of individual characteristics (gender, 

ethnicity, rank, discipline) and motivational factors (goals, capability beliefs, context 

beliefs) on faculty participation in service-learning pedagogy at research institutions? 

The goal of the study is to identify predictive values of the variables using regression 

techniques. Multiple logistic regression was used to examine the binary dependent 

variable (participation in service-learning pedagogy) and the set of categorical and 

interval independent variables (individual goals, capability beliefs, context beliefs) 

(Agresti, 2000; Hosmer & Lemeshow, 2000; Peng, So, & Stage, 2002). Logistic 

regression combines regression, ANOVA, ANCOVA and loglinear statistical techniques, 

allowing for the use of both categorical and continuous variables. This technique can be 

used with a discrete, dichotomous or continuous variable (Agresti, 2000). This study uses 

a binary dependent variable for use of service-learning pedagogy (yes/no) combined with 

a mix of categorical and continuous independent variables. Due to this combination of 
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categorical and continuous variables, logistic regression is the best choice for analysis. 

Dummy variables were used to code categorical variables in the model. As a result, a 

prediction equation is developed to demonstrate the affect of independent variables on the 

dependent variable (Agresti, 2000).  

Limitations 

 This study is limited based on the response of faculty to complete the 

questionnaire and the level of cooperation from each institution. Results from this study 

are limited in generalizability, as the population studied is limited to the peer institutions. 

The small number of institutions affects the generalizability of the data even among other 

peer institutions. The data is also limited in that the accuracy of the data provided by the 

institutions can not be verified. In addition, faculty who activated a highly selective email 

filter may not receive the invitation to participate in the survey, as that email would be 

immediately directed to the email trash or junk folder. A non-response survey can be 

conducted following data collection to determine additional limitations based on non-

response bias.  

Despite these limitations, this study provides valuable information about how 

institutional and individual factors influence the use of service-learning among these 

competitive research institutions. A study of peer institutions also provides more insight 

for university administrators in terms of how each institution measures against one 

another in terms of supporting faculty use of service-learning. As the first peer 

institutional study of service-learning faculty, this research contributes to the growing 
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body of knowledge regarding the present and future of service-learning pedagogy in 

higher education.  
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RESULTS 

This chapter presents the results of the data analysis for this study. The purpose of 

this study is to identify individual characteristics and motivational factors predicting 

faculty involvement in service-learning pedagogy at research institutions. This chapter 

presents the results for the following research questions: 

Research Question 1: What are the levels of faculty participation in service-

learning pedagogy at research institutions?  

Research Question 2: What is the influence of individual characteristics (gender, 

ethnicity, rank, discipline) and motivational factors (goals, capability beliefs, context 

beliefs) on faculty participation in service-learning pedagogy at research institutions? 

Profile of Respondents 

An invitation to participate in the survey was sent to a total of 3,000 faculty at 

five peer institutions. At the end of the collection period, 422 individuals submitted a 

completed survey, for a return rate of 14.07%. In addition, 153 service-learning faculty 

were surveyed, with 137 responding for a return rate of 89.54%. Table 4.1 illustrates the 

respondent profiles. Of the 422 individuals, 269 (63.74%) responded they never use 

service-learning pedagogy in course. 153 (36.35%) individuals responded they use 

service-learning in courses to some extent, spanning from rarely to always.  

Table 4.1 Participation in Service-learning by Percentage  
 
Variable 

 
Service-learning 

 
Non-service-learning 

Gender   
   Female 45.10% 43.49% 
   Male 44.44% 58.36% 
Ethnicity   
   Asian/Pacific Islander 7.19% 5.95% 
   Black/African-American 5.23% 1.86% 
   Hispanic 3.92% 4.80% 
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Table 4.1 (continued)  
   Native American 1.31% 1.86% 
   White/Caucasian 69.93% 85.13% 
Age 48.67 50.67 
Institution   
   Cal 11.11% 14.50% 
   UCLA 9.80% 16.73% 
   Michigan 18.31% 14.13% 
   Carolina 28.10% 29.37% 
   Wisconsin 22.22% 27.88% 
Employment status   
   Part-time 2.61% 00.37% 
   Full-time 87.58% 99.63% 
Discipline   
   Arts 7.19% 5.58% 
   Business 1.96% 4.09% 
   Communications 3.27% 1.86% 
   Education 3.92% 1.86% 
   Engineering 3.27% 3.72% 
   Health 8.50% 8.18% 
   Humanities 9.80% 15.24% 
   Law 1.31% 3.72% 
   Natural Sciences 17.65% 25.65% 
   Social Sciences 26.80% 29.00% 
Tenure status   
   Tenured 64.71% 69.89% 
   Untenured, tenure track 18.30% 31.60% 
   Non-tenure track 3.27% 00.37% 
Rank   
   Professor 9.15% 20.45% 
   Associate professor 30.07% 17.48% 
   Assistant professor 56.86% 10.04% 
   Instructor/lecturer 0.0% 1.49% 
Total Respondents 36.35%  

153 
63.74%  
269 

  
 

Gender, Age, and Ethnicity 

The sample consisted of 117 (44.10%) females and 157 (53.30%) males with 11 

(2.60%) individuals not reporting gender. With a sample size of 422, 377 individuals 

reported their age, with responses ranging from 27 to 71 years. The average age of all 

respondents is 48.67. The average age of respondents using service-learning is 50.67 and 

48.01 for those not using service-learning. Note Table 4.2 for the average age ranges and 

age ranges of the sample. 
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Table 4.2 Age Ranges of Sample 
Age Number Percent 
27-39 98 25.0% 
40-49 99 26.3% 
50-59 108 28.5% 
60-71 72 19.4% 

 

The sample consisted of 27 (6.40%) Asian/Pacific Islanders, 13 (3.10%) 

Black/African-Americans, 13 (3.10%) Hispanics, 5 (1.20%) Native Americans, 350 

(82.90%) White/Caucasians, and 14 (3.30%) individuals not reporting ethnicity. 

Institution and Employment Status 

Participants were asked to report the institution where they work. The sample 

consisted of institutional affiliation with the following distribution: 56 (13.30%) Cal, 60 

(14.20%) UCLA, 66 (15.60%) Michigan, 122 (28.90%) Carolina, 109 (25.80%) 

Wisconsin, and 9 (2.10%) not reporting institution. The sample consisted of 275 

(65.20%) individuals reporting research as their main job function, 117 (27.70%) 

teaching, 8 (1.90%) outreach, and 22 (5.20%) individuals not responding. Faculty rank 

was reported at 200 (47.40%) professors, 93 (22.00%) associate professors, 114 (27.00%) 

assistant professors, 4 (.90%) instructors/lecturers, and 4 (.90%) individuals not 

responding.  

Discipline 

Discipline was distributed among 10 program areas: arts, business, 

communications, education, engineering, health, humanities, law, natural sciences, and 

social sciences. More than half (54.57%) of the faculty represented natural and social 

science disciplines, which is expected given the large size of departments in these fields. 
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Health, arts and humanities represented more than a quarter (37.30%) of the faculty in the 

study. The remaining faculty were distributed among business, communications, 

education, engineering and law.  Table 4.3 illustrates the distribution of discipline in the 

sample. 

Table 4.3 Discipline Distribution of Sample 
 
Discipline 

 
Number 

 
Percent 

Arts 26  6.60% 
Business 14  3.55% 
Communications 10  2.54% 
Education 11  2.79% 
Engineering 15  3.81% 
Health 35  8.88% 
Humanities 56 14.21% 
Law 12  3.05% 
Natural Sciences 96 24.37% 
Social Sciences 119 30.20% 

 
 Data Analysis 

Data analysis was completed using SPSS 16.0 and SAS 9.1 After data collection, 

several variables required recoding and are subsequently renamed (Appendix G). All 

recoded variables have an R as a prefix to indicate a change to the initial measurement. 

Most of the variable recoding adjusts the binary coding to a 0, 1 measurement. Other 

recodings required further examination and changes. These changes reflect values that are 

able to be analyzed using the statistical techniques for this study. 

RSL1 data points were adjusted to a score of 1 (never use service-learning) only if 

the respondent indicated both “0 for number of service-learning courses taught” and “0 

for number of semesters teaching service-learning courses.” This recoding changed 14 

data points to a “never” response for the use of service-learning. The skip mechanism in 

the survey was used for those who responded “never” for the use of service-learning. As 
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a result, data points were missing for number of courses and semesters. RCOURSE and 

RSEM were recoded to allow for data points that were missing for those who responded 

they never used service-learning to reflect 0 courses and 0 semesters.  

Several quasi-skip mechanisms were used in the survey for two-part questions. As 

a result, additional data points were missing for the quasi-skip questions. For these two 

part questions, those who responded with a “no” to the initial question did not have a 

response for the second part of the question. New variables were created to account for a 

not-applicable response to be inserted for those who responded no to the initial question. 

These new variables are RCONBEL8, RCONBEL9, RCONBEL10, RCONBEL13 and 

RCONBEL14. These quasi-skip questions consisted of two parts, with only those 

answering “yes” to the first question should be the only ones responding to the second 

part of the question. For those that answered “no” to the first question, a “not applicable” 

value was added to recode the variable, as they could not have responded “yes/no” to the 

second item. However, some respondents who indicated “no” on the first item, still 

responded to the second item, which was not intended. RCONBEL8 and RCONBEL9 

had five data points changed to missing data due to a response after a “yes/no” question, 

RCONBEL10 had 4 of these changes. Frequencies of new variables were cross 

referenced with frequencies of the old variables to check for accuracy. Dummy variables 

were used to code categorical variables in the model: ethnicity, institution, job 

characteristics, tenure status, rank, and discipline. 
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A correlation matrix revealed variables aligned as expected with one another. No 

variables required reverse recoding or to be removed at this point in the research. A 

complete correlation matrix is in Appendix H. 

Factor Analysis 

The researcher completed an exploratory factor analysis to establish construct 

validity in the instrument by determining the number of factors and the contribution of 

each item to the constructs. The results of the analysis provided the researcher with six 

factors, each loading multiple variables to be included in the future analysis. Factor 

analysis was used to determine variables to be included in the rotation analysis. A factor 

matrix was used to distinguish the specific factor loadings for each construct. Several 

variables were not able to be entered into the factor analysis due to quasi-skip 

mechanisms within the survey or binary responses. All variables that could be included in 

the analysis were run. 

Principal axis analysis allowed for rotations and dimensionality to be explored 

within the constructs. A conventional way to perform exploratory factor analysis is to use 

the principal axis technique. This analysis explores the dimensions of different variables, 

which are condensed statements of particular variables sharing a common underlying 

thread (Kline, 1994). Rotation is used to clarify the data structure which is helpful to 

better understand what is being measured and if what is being measured is related to 

other variables. Scree plots were also utilized to determine the strongest factors and 

promax rotation was used to force the analysis to determine the greatest number of 

factors while still retaining factor loadings greater than .40. Promax rotation was used 
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because one would expect these constructs to be correlated with one another. Minimum 

eigenvalues of one established an initial cut off. In interpreting the rotated factor pattern, 

if the factor loading was 0.40 or greater for that factor (Hatcher, 1994) and did not load 

high on any of the other factors it was included in the construct.  

The strongest loadings were determined to be one factor for goals (teaching 

goals), three factors for capability beliefs (research and publication, service, teaching) 

and two factors for context beliefs (research and publication, teaching and service).  

The instrument contained a total of 8 items for the teaching goals construct. Three 

of those items were a part of the skip mechanism and were only answered by faculty who 

use service-learning. This left the researcher with five items (GOALS4-8) to use for 

factor analysis. These items all manifested as one factor, each with strong loadings (Table 

4.4) ranging from .64 to .82. As a result of only producing one factor, rotation was not 

possible. One factor is consistent with what would be expected, as they all relate to 

various outcomes that might influence a faculty member to teach a service-learning 

course.  

Table 4.4 Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Goals Measure (N = 422)  
 
Item  

Goals 
(a=.88) 

GOAL4 Student learning    .82 
GOAL5 University partnerships    .74 
GOAL6 Revitalized teaching    .85 
GOAL7 Scholarly agenda    .64 
GOAL8 Civic education    .78 
Eigenvalues   2.96  
% of variance  68.27  
Final communality estimates: Total= 2.96 
Note: Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold. 

Capability beliefs consisted of a total of 17 items on the survey. Five items were 

not considered for factor analysis (CAPAB12-16) because all were "yes/no" items. 
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Analysis resulted in three separate factors with strong loadings for capability beliefs 

(research and publication, service, teaching) ranging from .73 to .84. CAPAB1, 

CAPAB11 and CAPAB17 did not load on the factors. These questions related to 

receiving tenure and promotion and its affect on faculty work. Table 4.5 illustrates the 

summaries from the factor analysis for capability beliefs.  

Table 4.5 Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Capability Beliefs Measure 
Using Principal Axis Extraction with Promax Rotation (N = 422) 
Item 
 

Research and Publication 
(a=.85) 

Service 
(a=.88) 

Teaching 
(a=.81) 

CAPAB1  
CAPAB2 
CAPAB3 

   .20 
   .05 
   .82 

  -.20 
   .00 
  -.13 

   .08 
  -.07 
   .11 

CAPAB4 
CAPAB5  
CAPAB6 
CAPAB7 
CAPAB8 
CAPAB9 
CAPAB10 
CAPAB11 
CAPAB17 
Eigenvalues 
% of variance 

   .84 
  -.01 
  -.05 
   .78 
   .80 
   .02 
   .02 
   .04 
  -.06 
 2.79 
47.64 

  -.07 
   .08 
   .82 
  -.07 
  -.15 
  -.04 
   .73 
   .16 
   .33 
 2.38 
40.51 

   .05 
   .74 
   .09 
  -.09 
  -.12 
    .83 
    .19 
   -.03 
   -.03 
    .47 
  8.00 

Final communality estimates: Total= 5.65 
Note: Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold. 

  

The survey contained a total of 50 items relating to context beliefs. However, of 

those items 46 item were either "yes/no" questions or they were the second part of a" 

yes/no" question where only people who answered "yes" responded. As a result, the 

response rates for these questions were low since only people who answered "yes" 

responded. These four questions were the only ones eligible to be run through factor 

analysis. The factor analysis resulted in two separate factors for context beliefs (research 

and publication, teaching and service) which would be expected based on the evaluation 

of tenure and promotion requirements with factor loadings ranging from .70 to .90 (see 

Table 4.6). 
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Table 4.6 Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Context Beliefs Measure 
Using Principal Axis Extraction with Promax Rotation (N = 422)  
 
 
 
Item 

 
 
Research and Publication 
(a=.92) 

 
Teaching and  
Service 
(a=.77) 

CONBEL1 
CONBEL2 
CONBEL3 
CONBEL4 
Eigenvalues 
% of variance 

    .90 
    .90 
    .12 
   -.08 
  1.88 
80.54 

    .00 
   -.01 
    .70 
    .83 
    .79 
33.74 

Final communality estimates: Total= 2.67 
Note: Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold. 

Once the factors were determined, reliability estimates for each were computed 

using Chronbach’s alpha. After each variable was refined, the remaining items were 

summed to create a composite score for that scale. The researcher then calculated 

coefficient alpha to assess reliability for each scale. Pearson correlations were also 

performed on all final scales (Appendix H). Interfactor correlations were .34 and .59 for 

context and capability beliefs. These correlations are consistent with the correlated nature 

of the constructs.  

Construct Reliability 

 Alpha coefficients can determine if the observed variance is a true representation 

of the population and not due to error. Cronbach’s alpha is used to determine correlations 

between each individual item and the respective factor for which it is associated. The 

alpha coefficients of the factors were strong, indicating a high level of reliability within 

each construct. All correlations of the items included in each variable were significant at 

p < 0.001 (see Appendix H).  

The teaching goals construct related to various outcomes that would influence a 

faculty member to teach a service-learning course: increase student learning, build 
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university partnerships, revitalize teaching, contribute to a scholarly agenda and 

providing a civic education for students. Overall, this factor resulted in an alpha of .88. 

The correlation of the items with one another were all at the p < 0.001 level.  

Capability beliefs was found to have three separate factors, each representing a 

different capability belief relating to faculty work: research and publication, service, 

teaching. Research and publication capability beliefs consisted of four survey items: 

perceived importance of research on tenure and promotion for one’s department, 

perceived importance of publication on tenure and promotion for one’s department, 

perceived importance of research on tenure and promotion for one’s institution and 

perceived importance of publication on tenure and promotion for one’s institution. 

Overall this factor resulted in an alpha of .85. The items all correlated with one another at 

the p < 0.001 level.  

The service capability beliefs factor consists of three survey items: perceived 

importance of service on tenure and promotion for one’s department, perceived 

importance of service on tenure and promotion for one’s institution. Overall this factor 

resulted in an alpha of .88. The items all correlated with one another at the p < 0.001 

level. 

The teaching capability beliefs factor is represented in two survey items: 

perceived importance of teaching on tenure and promotion for one’s department and 

perceived importance of teaching on tenure and promotion for one’s institution. Overall 

this factor resulted in an alpha of .81. The items all correlated with one another at the p 

<.001 level. 
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Context beliefs consisted of two separate factors: research and publication, 

teaching and service. The research and publication context beliefs factor is represented 

in two survey items: influence of tenure and promotion standards on research, influence 

of tenure and promotion standards on publication. Overall this factor resulted in an alpha 

of .92. The items all correlated with one another at the p < 0.001 level. 

The teaching and service context beliefs factor is represented in two survey items: 

influence of tenure and promotion standards on teaching, influence of tenure and 

promotion standards on service. Overall this factor resulted in an alpha of .77. The items 

all correlated with one another at the p < 0.001 level. 

These constructs are expected given the nature of the work of faculty and the 

influence of tenure and promotion on the standards of work. These separate factors are 

later used to quantify latent constructs relating to goals, capability beliefs and context 

beliefs.  

Results 

Results from both research questions will be presented in this section. 

Implications and discussion for these results will be discussed in the following chapter. 

Research Question 1: What are the levels of faculty participation in service-

learning pedagogy at research institutions? Descriptive statistics were used to 

demonstrate the level of service learning participation by reporting frequencies and 

means of various indicators of involvement in service-learning at each institution. All 

frequencies are represented in Table 4.7.  
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Table 4.7 Percentage of Faculty Participation in Service-Learning by Institution  
 
Institution  

 
Cal 

 
UCLA 

 
Michigan 

 
Carolina 

 
Wisconsin 

Gender      
   Male 58.82 13.33 67.86 46.51 50.00 
   Female 41.18 80.00 32.14 53.49 47.10 
Ethnicity      
   Asian/Pacific-Islander 17.64 0.00 14.29 4.65 5.88 
   Black/African-American 0.06 6.67 14.29 4.65 2.94 
   Hispanic 0.00 13.33 7.14 0.00 0.00 
   Native American 0.00 13.33 0.00 2.32 0.00 
   White/Caucasian 76.47 53.33 64.29 83.72 88.23 
Age 54.2 50.8 47.6 48.8 51.4 
Tenure status      
   Tenured 58.82 66.67 82.15 69.77 70.59 
   Untenured, tenure track 11.76 13.33 17.86 23.26 26.47 
   Not tenure track 0.00 6.67 0.00 6.98 2.94 
   Other 17.64 13.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Rank      
   Professor 35.29 33.33 28.57 39.88 61.76 
   Associate professor 23.53 40.00 57.14 37.21 8.82 
   Assistant professor 11.76 13.33 14.29 23.26 26.47 
   Lecturer/Instructor 0.06 6.67 0.00 2.32 2.94 
   Other 11.76 6.67 0.00 2.32 0.00 
Main responsibilities      
   Research 47.06 33.33 60.71 53.49 58.82 
   Teaching 35.29 46.67 32.14 37.21 35.29 
   Outreach 0.00 6.67 3.57 2.32 2.94 
Discipline      
   Arts 0.00 13.33 17.86 2.32 8.82 
   Business 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.32 2.94 
   Communication 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.68 5.88 
   Education 11.76 0.00 7.14 2.32 2.94 
   Engineering 17.64 0.00 3.57 0.00 2.94 
   Health 0.06 26.67 14.29 2.32 8.82 
   Humanities 0.00 33.33 7.14 11.63 8.82 
   Law 0.06 0.00 0.00 2.32 0.00 
   Natural sciences 11.76 6.67 14.29 20.93 32.35 
   Social sciences 29.41 20.00 21.43 44.19 23.53 
Total service-learning 
faculty  

12.41% 
17 

10.95% 
15 

20.44% 
28 

31.39% 
43 

24.82% 
34 

 

Each institution represented a variety of service-learning faculty of different 

gender, ethnicity, rank and discipline. Both Cal and UCLA responses were low compared 

to the other institutions at just 17 and 15 individuals responding respectively. This is 

consistent with lower overall response rates from both Cal and UCLA. The majority of 

faculty who responded from all five of the institutions are tenured, followed distantly by 
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those who are untenured but on tenure track and a small number of respondents not on 

tenure track. The distribution of rank at each institution was consistent with the tenure 

frequencies. Wisconsin represented the highest percentage of professors using service-

learning compared to associate professors. For each institution, assistant professors and 

lecturers/instructors represented the smallest percentages of faculty.  

Cal 

Cal faculty had a low response rate overall and also represents a lower response 

rate among service-learning faculty. Of the faculty responding from Cal, 30.4% 

participate in service-learning. At Cal, the gender breakdown was 58.8% male and 41.2% 

female male. The distribution of ethnicity among service-learning faculty at Cal was 

17.6% Asian/Pacific Islander, 5.9% Hispanic and 76.5% White/Caucasian. The average 

age of service-learning faculty at Cal using service-learning is 54.1, with faculty ranging 

in age from 38-71.  

All but two respondents are full-time faculty at Cal. In terms of identifying main 

job responsibilities, Cal faculty indicated 47.1% mainly focused on research and 35.3% 

on teaching. Tenure was distributed among Cal service-learning faculty as 58.8% 

tenured, 11.8% untenured, tenure-track and 17.6% non-tenure track. Rank was distributed 

as 35.3% professors, 23.5% associate professors, 11.8% assistant professors, 5.9% 

lecturers/instructors and 11.8% as other.  

UCLA 

UCLA faculty also had a low response rate overall and a lower service-learning 

faculty response rate. Of the faculty responding from UCLA, 25% participate in service-
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learning. At UCLA, the gender breakdown was 13.3% men and 80% women. This marks 

a significant difference in participation by gender, however, the sample size is too small 

to conclusively determine if women participate in service-learning more then men at 

UCLA. The distribution of ethnicity among service-learning faculty at UCLA was 6.7% 

Asian/Pacific Islander, 13.3% Hispanic, 13.3% Native American and 53.3% 

White/Caucasian. The average age of service-learning faculty at UCLA was 50.8, with 

ages ranging from 33-63.  

All respondents are full-time faculty at UCLA. In terms of identifying main job 

responsibilities, UCLA faculty indicated 33.3% mainly focus on research, 46.7% on 

teaching, and 6.7% on outreach. Tenure was distributed among UCLA service-learning 

faculty as 66.7% tenured, 13.3% untenured, tenure-track, 6.7% non-tenure track and 

13.3% as other. Rank was distributed as 33.3% professors, 40% associate professors, 

13.3% assistant professors and 6.7% as other.  

Michigan 

Michigan faculty responded at a rate higher than Cal or UCLA but not quite as 

high as Carolina or Wisconsin. Of the faculty responding from Michigan, 42.42% 

participate in service-learning. At Michigan, the gender breakdown was 67.9% men and 

32.1% women. This marks a significant difference in participation by gender, however, 

the sample size was too small to conclusively determine if women participate in service-

learning more then men at Michigan. The distribution of ethnicity among service-learning 

faculty at UCLA is 14.3% Asian/Pacific Islander, 14.3% Black/African-American, 7.1% 
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Hispanic and 64.3% White/Caucasian. The average age of service-learning faculty at 

Michigan was 47.6, with ages ranging from 30-59.  

All but one respondent are full-time faculty at Michigan. In terms of identifying 

main job responsibilities, Michigan faculty indicated 60.7% focus on research, 32.1% on 

teaching, and 3.6% on outreach. Tenure was distributed among Michigan service-

learning faculty as 82.1% tenured and17.9% untenured, tenure-track. Rank was 

distributed as 28.6% professors, 57.1% associate professors, 14.3%. 

Carolina 

Carolina faculty had an overall response rate of 122. Of the Carolina faculty 

responding, 35.24% use service-learning at Carolina. At Carolina, the gender breakdown 

was 46.5% men and 53.5% women. The distribution of ethnicity among service-learning 

faculty at Carolina was 4.7% Asian/Pacific Islander, 4.7% Black/African-American, 

2.3% Hispanic and 83.7% White/Caucasian. These distributions reflect a high rate of 

participation among White/Caucasian faculty and a low participation rate of other 

ethnicities compared to the other institutions. The average age of service-learning faculty 

at Carolina is 48.8, with ages ranging from 30-65. 

All responding faculty are full-time faculty at Carolina. In terms of identifying 

main job responsibilities, Carolina faculty indicated 53.5% focus on research, 37.2% on 

teaching, and 2.3% on outreach. Tenure was distributed among Carolina service-learning 

faculty as 79.8% tenured, 23.3% untenured, tenure-track and 7% non-tenure track. Rank 

was distributed as 34.9% professors, 37.2% associate professors, 23.3% assistant 

professors and 2.3% as other.  
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Wisconsin 

Wisconsin faculty had an overall response rate of 109. Of the Wisconsin faculty 

responding, 31.19% use service-learning. At Wisconsin, the gender breakdown was 50% 

men and 47.1% women. The distribution of ethnicity among service-learning faculty at 

Wisconsin was 5.9% Asian/Pacific Islander, 2.9% Black/African-American and 88.2% 

White/Caucasian. Service-learning faculty of color were represented in this study at 

8.8%. These distributions reflect a high rate of participation among White/Caucasian 

faculty and a low participation rate of other ethnicities compared to the other institutions. 

The average age of service-learning faculty at Wisconsin was 51.4, with ages ranging 

from 31-67.  

All but one respondent were full-time faculty at Wisconsin. In terms of 

identifying main job responsibilities, Wisconsin faculty indicated 58.8% focus mainly on 

research, 35.3% on teaching, and 2.9% on outreach. Tenure was distributed among 

Wisconsin service-learning faculty as 70.6% tenured, 26.5% untenured, tenure-track and 

2.9% non-tenure track. Rank was distributed as 61.8% professors, 8.8% associate 

professors, 26.5% assistant professors and 2.9% as other.  

Research Question 2: What is the influence of individual characteristics (gender, 

age, ethnicity, rank, discipline) and motivational factors (goals, capability beliefs, 

context beliefs) on faculty participation in service-learning pedagogy at research 

institutions? Results for this research question are presented using the results from 

logistic regression analysis.  
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 The six factors determined from the factor analysis were inserted in a logistic 

regression model, with the use of service-learning as the dependent variable. Beyond the 

variables representing the factors, the additional variables were all descriptor variables 

with high frequency of responses and low missing data (see Table 4.8).  

Table 4.8 List of Retained Independent Variables Included in the Regression Models  
 
Variable name 

 
Description 

NEWGOAL Respondent’s total score of teaching goals 
NEWCAPAB1 Respondent’s total score of research and publication capability beliefs 
NEWCAPAB2 Respondent’s total score of service capability beliefs  
NEWCAPAB3 Respondent’s total score of teaching capability beliefs  
NEWCONBEL1 Respondent’s total score of research and publication context beliefs 
NEWCONBEL2 Respondent’s total score of teaching and service context beliefs  
RGEN Gender of respondent: Male, Female 
AGE Age of respondent 
ETHN2 Ethnicity of respondent: White, Non/White 
TENURE3 Respondent's tenure status 
RREQ Institutional requirement to use service-learning 
RANK1 Respondent’s faculty rank: Professor 
RANK2 Respondent’s faculty rank: Associate professor 
RANK3 Respondent’s faculty rank: Assistant professor 
RANK4 Respondent’s faculty rank: Instructor/Adjunct  
JOB1 Respondent's main job responsibility: Research. 
JOB2 Respondent’s main job responsibility: Teaching 
DDISC1 Respondent’s discipline: Arts 
DDISC2 Respondent’s discipline: Business 
DDISC3 Respondent’s discipline: Communications 
DDISC4 Respondent’s discipline: Education 
DDISC5 Respondent’s discipline: Engineering 
DDISC6 Respondent’s discipline: Health 
DDISC7 Respondent’s discipline: Humanities 
DDISC8 Respondent’s discipline: Law 
DDISC9 Respondent’s discipline: Natural science 
DDISC10 Respondent’s discipline: Social science 
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Regression analysis only retains data points for which there is a response for each 

item entered in the equation. As a result of missing data for different items, the regression 

analysis removed 117 of the data points, reducing the sample size to 305. A sample size 

of 305 for this study is sufficient to achieve a 95% confidence level with a 5.5% 

confidence interval for the population. The regression results are presented in Table 4.9 

indicating any significant results.  

Table 4.9 Logistic Regression Analysis (N=305) 
 
Variable 

 
Description      B         S.E.     Wald         df       Sig.       Exp(B) 

NEWGOAL Goals  .179 .035 26.382 1 .000 1.196
NEWCAPAB1 Research and 

publication 
capability beliefs 

.032 .104 .097 1 .755 1.033

NEWCAPAB2 Service capability 
beliefs -.283 .106 7.085 1 .008 .754

NEWCAPAB3 Teaching capability 
beliefs -.059 .117 .250 1 .617 .943

NEWCONBEL1 Research and 
publication context 
beliefs 

-.187 .118 2.516 1 .113 .830

NEWCONBEL2 Teaching and 
service context 
beliefs 

.089 .090 .965 1 .326 1.093

AGE Age .018 .021 .736 1 .391 1.018
ETHN2 Ethnicity .965 .408 5.602 1 .018 2.625
TENURE3 Tenure  -1.066 .869 1.503 1 .220 .344
RGEN Gender .058 .307 .035 1 .851 1.059
DRANK1 Professor -1.649 1.095 2.267 1 .132 .192
DRANK2 Associate Professor -.886 1.113 .634 1 .426 .412
DRANK3 Assistant professor -2.886 1.278 5.104 1 .024 .056
DJOB1 Research 

responsibilities 1.214 1.297 .876 1 .349 3.367

DJOB2 Teaching 
responsibilities  1.862 1.311 2.017 1 .156 6.437

DDISC Arts .155 .857 .033 1 .856 1.168
DDISC2 Business -2.163 1.227 3.108 1 .078 .115
DDISC3 Communications .070 1.134 .004 1 .951 1.072
DDISC4 Education .508 1.034 .241 1 .623 1.661
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Table 4.9 (continued) 
DDISC5 Engineering .152 .988 .024 1 .878 1.164
DDISC6 Health -.436 .782 .311 1 .577 .647
DDISC7 Humanities -.501 .759 .436 1 .509 .606
DDISC8 Law -1.162 1.409 .681 1 .409 .313
DDISC9 Natural science -.391 .706 .307 1 .579 .676
DDISC10 Social science .082 .679 .015 1 .904 1.086
Constant -.748 3.165 .056 1 .813 .473
Model chi-square 88.794, p>.001 

 The model produced five variables with significant p > .05 level. Teaching goals 

represented various items that could influence faculty to participate in service-learning. 

This variable had an odds ratio of 1.196, meaning with each unit increase in teaching 

goals, faculty are more 19.6% more likely to participate in service-learning. Service 

capability beliefs represented a factor consisting of items relating to how faculty perceive 

service on tenure and promotion for one’s department and institution. A one unit increase 

in service capability beliefs score decreased the likelihood of participating in service-

learning by 24.6%. Faculty of color were more than two times likely to participate in 

service-learning than white faculty. Rank manifested as a significant factor, resulting in 

assistant professors being 94.4% less likely to participate in service-learning compared to 

tenured faculty. The business discipline manifested an odds ratio of .115 meaning that 

business faculty are 88.5% less likely to participate in service-learning than the other 

disciplines.  

 The model chi-square value represents the amount of the relationship between the 

variables that remains unexplained by the model. The model produced a model chi-

square value manifesting in a p value significant at the .001 level, providing evidence the 

model fits the data.   
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Chapter Summary 

 This chapter presents information on the demographic composition of the sample, 

results of the factor analysis, and results specific to each research question. The factor 

analysis established construct validity of the instrument, resulting in six distinct factors. 

Both univariate and multivariate statistics were used to describe and infer information 

about the sample and population. Participation among service-learning faculty was 

presented indicating the varied distribution of faculty according to gender, age, ethnicity, 

rank, tenure and discipline among the various institutions. Factors influencing 

participation in service-learning were analyzed using logistic regression. Five variables 

significantly predicted the use of service-learning in the regression model: teaching 

goals, service capability beliefs, ethnicity, rank, and discipline. The following chapter 

discusses the implications of these findings on the current study and considerations for 

future practice and research.  

 



83 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to describe the current participation of service-

learning among faculty at select institutions and to identify particular variables 

influencing that participation. Using motivation systems theory, this study approached the 

choice to use service-learning as a product of personal characteristics and motivational 

factors. The following were the research questions addressed in this study: 

Research Question 1: What are the levels of faculty participation in service-

learning pedagogy at research institutions?  

Research Question 2: What is the influence of individual characteristics (gender, 

ethnicity, rank, discipline) and motivational factors (goals, capability beliefs, context 

beliefs) on faculty participation in service-learning pedagogy at research institutions? 

The use of service-learning by faculty was studied as the dependent variable in 

this research. The first research question addressed the level of participation of service-

learning among faculty at select research institutions; the second research question 

addressed factors influencing that participation. The first research question reported 

descriptive statistics of faculty participation in service-learning at each institution. The 

second research question employed logistic regression analysis, using service-learning as 

the dependent variable and additional variables inserted as explanatory variables. 

However, the second research question examined the predictive power of variables in the 

use of service-learning with the entire sample of faculty responding to the study. This 

analysis provided evidence to identify variables significantly influencing the use of 

service-learning. As a result, both research questions addressed the same variables but 
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offer very different perspectives on the participation and predictors of service-learning 

pedagogy.  

Out of the 422 faculty in this study, 33% of the respondents participated in 

service-learning pedagogy to some extent. Faculty who responded affirmatively to the 

use of service-learning were distributed unevenly among the institutions and reflected a 

varied participation and use of service-learning at the institutions. The data relating to the 

participation among faculty in service-learning was presented for each institution in the 

previous chapter. The varied distributions among faculty according to gender, ethnicity 

and rank were expected given the advancement of this pedagogy and of the work of 

service-learning programs on different campuses in recent years (Campus Compact, 

2006).  

The institutions in this study each have service-learning programs providing 

assistance, support and resources to service-learning faculty. These programs have full-

time staff and offer an array of resources for course development and implementation. 

Despite controlling for institutional structures, these results represent different levels of 

participation among faculty at these five institutions.  

Gender 

Male faculty participated in service-learning at relatively equal rates as females at 

Cal, Michigan, Carolina, and Wisconsin. This is a shift in the research, which has 

previously indicated a predominance of women in service-learning (Antonio, Astin, & 

Cress, 2000). UCLA had a rate of 13.33% of men participating in service-learning, which 

is lower than other institutions. This may be a result of low response rates from UCLA 
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male faculty in the study or it may reflect the previously overrepresentation of female 

faculty in service-learning (Antonio et al., 2000).  

The relatively equal participation of men and women faculty using service-

learning at Cal, Michigan, Carolina, and Wisconsin may be a result of various factors. As 

an institution, Carolina has the highest rate of female faculty at 38.85%. This higher rate 

of women faculty within the institution did not reflect a higher rate of female faculty 

using service-learning. Cal’s institutional rate of female faculty is 31.48% which is the 

second lowest within the sample. This slightly lower rate of female faculty within the 

institution did not seem to affect female participation in the study from Cal. In addition, 

Cal’s low response rate of only17 service-learning faculty participating in this study 

makes it difficult to infer the participation statistics to the Cal population. 

Antonio et al. (2000) posited the over-representation of women within service-

learning reflects the existence of service-learning in the margins rather than the 

mainstream of faculty. Similar to national statistics, the institutions in this sample have 

fewer female faculty (ranging from 31.36%-38.85%) and as a result of the lack of 

representation, women may be marginalized on campus. Antonio et al. (2000) found 

female faculty were five times more likely to teach a service-learning course than male 

faculty. As a pedagogy more likely to be embraced by female faculty, service-learning 

has implications to stay on the margins, as the average presence of females in among 

faculty is 36% nationally (American Association of University Professors, 2004).  

Michigan and Wisconsin had a slightly higher rate of men participating in service-

learning than the other institutions. Both institutions reported the highest rate of tenured 
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faculty members at 82.15% and 70.59% respectively. These participation rates may be 

related to various factors and influences. With males dominating faculty positions in 

higher education at 66%, (American Association of University Professors, 2004) more 

male faculty are tenured and as a result have more status on campus. According to 

responses in this survey, faculty believe teaching service-learning courses does not 

positively impact tenure and promotion, and as such, is an activity that faculty with more 

status may be able to pursue more readily. This may deter junior faculty from pursuing 

service-learning until they receive tenure. More tenured faculty are male (American 

Association of University Professors, 2004), and may have more time and less pressure 

than those pursuing tenure to be able to consider service-learning. Of course, the rates 

reported at Michigan and Wisconsin may also be too small to be representative of what is 

actually happening on campus.   

Although the first research question offered descriptive statistics on the 

distribution of gender in the use of service-learning, the results from the regression 

analysis indicated gender does not have an influence on the use of service-learning. These 

results demonstrate a movement of service-learning to reach faculty beyond the margins 

of the faculty population, as gender was not a significant contributor to the use of service-

learning.   

Ethnicity 

Cal, UCLA, and Michigan all reflected high levels of participation among faculty 

of color, ranging from 23.5% to 35.7%. This participation is consistent with the literature 

and previous studies about the participation of ethnic minorities in service-learning 
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pedagogy (Antonio et al., 2000). The low rate of participation among faculty of color at 

Carolina and Wisconsin, both of which had almost twice the response rates of faculty, 

might reflect a different distribution of faculty at these two institutions or a deeper issue 

concerning the work of faculty of color at these institutions. It may be at these institutions 

faculty of color are encouraged to delay involvement in service-learning until receiving 

tenure.  

The regression results maintain previous research about the role ethnicity plays in 

the use of service-learning, as faculty of color are more than two and half times as likely 

to use service-learning as white faculty. These results support Antonio et al’s (2000) 

claims about marginalized faculty using service-learning. In this study, ethnicity has the 

strongest magnitude of all of the variables in the regression analysis. This is evidence that 

ethnicity is a significant predictor in the use of service-learning. Abes, Jackson, and Jones 

(2002) found no difference according to race between service-learning and non-service-

learning faculty. Additional research (Antonio et al., 2000) demonstrated race has an 

influence on the use of service-learning, particularly for faculty of color. Antonio et al. 

(2000) found white faculty were less likely to be committed to service activities. The 

results from these previous studies were attributed to service-learning existing in the 

margins rather than the mainstream of higher education (Antonio et al., 2000).  

The results from the current study reflect small sample sizes within both UCLA 

and Cal, and the percentage of faculty of color at these institutions. Although 

institutionally UCLA and Cal both had high rates of faculty of color, they do not have the 

highest percentage within this sample. UCLA’s institutional percentage of faculty of 
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color is 22.74% (University of California at Los Angeles, 2007) and Cal’s institutional 

percentage is 19.28% (University of California at Berkeley, 2007). These high rates of 

faculty of color may be why these institutions had higher rates of faculty of color 

participating in service-learning.  

The low participation of faculty of color at Carolina and Wisconsin is consistent 

with the institutional presence of faculty of color. These institutions percentage of faculty 

of color is 16.97% at Carolina (University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 2007) and 

14.54% at Wisconsin (University of Wisconsin at Madison, 2007). It is possible faculty 

of color are encouraged to delay involvement in service-learning until receiving tenure. 

This may reflect more concerted efforts towards retaining faculty of color and directing 

them more towards activities rewarded in the tenure process. These efforts could improve 

faculty retention rates and support the institutionalization of service-learning as it is an 

activity connected to faculty with rank. Antonio et al’s (2000) main concern is the 

tendency of service-learning to be used most widely by faculty with the least rank and 

who were most vulnerable. The institutionalization of service-learning has been called 

into question (Butin, 2006), however the shift in faculty rank signals possibly a larger 

movement of service-learning towards the mainstream.  

Rank 

The high rate of service-learning faculty with tenure status at each institution 

(64.78%) indicates a movement among service-learning to faculty who have tenure and 

who are more established in their field. Previous studies portrayed service-learning as a 

pedagogy existing within the margins of the academy, particularly with those faculty with 
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the least amount of rank (Antonio et al., 2000). The regression model indicated assistant 

professors are 44% less likely to use service-learning than those with tenure. Each 

institution in this sample had more tenured faculty members involved in service-learning 

than non-tenured faculty, ranging from 58.82% to 82.15%. These findings are consistent 

with existing literature about the importance of tenure and promotion (Bringle & Hatcher, 

2000; Jaeger & Thornton, 2006; O’Meara 2002; O’Meara, 2005), framing participation in 

service-learning as an issue about faculty work and rewards, rather than a reflection of 

personal characteristics such as ethnicity, discipline or gender. As service-learning is 

being used by faculty with tenure, these faculty are also in positions to serve on tenure 

and promotion committees. Their presence may offer a possible shift in how faculty work 

is interpreted in the tenure and promotion process. Perhaps as more faculty submit 

service-learning activities in their portfolios, tenured faculty can recognize this work as 

legitimate work of the academy. The presence of tenured faculty using service-learning 

may also have more long term implications in how faculty work is framed. Their 

presence can impact socialization of future faculty as graduate students will see more 

faculty with tenure engaging in service-learning. Graduate school offers a mentorship 

between faculty and student, providing guidance aspiring scholars how to navigate the 

academy and expectations according to discipline, department, and institution (Austin, 

2002). The work of graduate students as teaching assistants or research assistants exist 

under the advisement of a faculty member and is typically influenced by that faculty 

member’s scholarly interests (Austin, 2002). If tenured faculty are mentoring graduate 

students, it may be possible for the message to be received that service-learning is 
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legitimate work and can be applied in one’s field. However, with more tenured faculty 

using service-learning pedagogy, it could also influence socialization in such a way that 

demonstrates to rising faculty to postpone involvement until one reaches tenure. 

Institutionalization would not be achieved if only tenured faculty were using service-

learning, but rather if the distribution of faculty involvement in service-learning was 

consistent with the distribution of faculty rank within the institution. In developing a 

rubric for measuring institutionalization of service-learning, Furco (2002) identified 

support for faculty work in service-learning and institutional structures supporting that 

work as factors moving universities along the institutionalization continuum. Until 

service-learning pedagogy is reflected, rather than discouraged, in some form in the 

faculty work and reward structure, institutionalization will not be attained. The influence 

of rank on the participation in service-learning should be carefully examined in future 

studies to provide a better understanding of how rank predicts involvement in this 

pedagogy. 

Low ranking faculty have traditionally been more involved in service-learning, 

particularly those not on the tenure track (Antonio et al., 2000). It may be that faculty 

participating in this study are socialized to delay involvement in this pedagogy until after 

securing tenure. The demands on junior faculty in the promotion and tenure process 

requires them to make significant scholarly contribution to their field (Tierney & 

Bensimon, 1996; Whicker et al., 1993). As such, faculty have little time outside of these 

contributions to invest in activities not acknowledged in the faculty reward structure.  
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Service-learning was typically undertaken by faculty considered on the margins 

(faculty of color as well as female and untenured faculty) of the academy (Antonio et al., 

2000), this study shows service-learning to be moving toward faculty who are in more 

stable positions, particularly with regard to rank. This is noteworthy as Antonio et al. 

(2000) found the value of service to be inversely related with the perceived prestige of an 

institution. With the institutions in this study being similarly competitive and relatively 

selective public institutions, the participation of non-marginalized faculty, with regard to 

rank, in service-learning may indicate a shift in perspective in more prestigious 

institutions.  

It may also hint at a long term impact on the socialization of faculty (Deci, 

Kasser, & Ryan, 1997; Fairweather, 1996; Tierney & Bensimon, 1996). Although 

service-learning faculty continue to represent a fraction of university faculty, tenured 

service-learning faculty may have the opportunity to influence the acknowledgment or 

acceptance of service-learning pedagogies within their disciplines. This presents an 

opportunity for service-learning to be integrated in the socialization process of faculty. 

As tenured faculty offer guidance and recommendations to junior faculty about 

expectations in the discipline, department and institution, it is possible for service-

learning to be presented as another vehicle for faculty to approach their work. This is an 

example of how tenured faculty who use service-learning can provide a vital role in the 

institutionalization of service-learning. Those with the lowest rank among tenure track 

faculty (assistant professors) were less likely to use service-learning, which contradicts 

previous studies (Antonio et al., 2000) that showed those with lower rank were more 
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likely to use service-learning. Tenured faculty using service-learning may be more of a 

phenomenon of research institutions due to the pressure to produce high levels of 

research and publications prior to tenure. Although, as previously noted, as more tenured 

faculty use service learning and are part of promotion and tenure committees service 

learning could become an more accepted avenue to support teaching and research efforts. 

Discipline 

All but one discipline emerged as having a negligible impact on the use of 

service-learning. The business discipline manifested as a significant variable in the use of 

service-learning, although its impact was in a negative direction. Business faculty were 

92.7% more likely to not use service-learning than faculty in other disciplines. This may 

be due to a low representation of business faculty in the study, or may reflect a different 

orientation in the business discipline toward service-learning pedagogy.  

Previous research has reflected high levels of participation among social sciences 

faculty, and lower participation among faculty in the humanities and physical sciences 

(Antonio et al., 2000). However, this study shows no significant difference among the 

disciplines outside of business. Antonio et al. (2000) attributed differences among the 

disciplines to faculty socialization in graduate programs. It is possible service-learning is 

becoming more accessible among all of the disciplines now that it has been a pedagogy 

for several decades and gained particular momentum in recent years (Campus Compact, 

2006). In previous studies, faculty in the physical sciences and humanities were least 

likely to be involved in service activities (Antonio et al., 2000). However, the results 
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from this study demonstrates these disciplines do not have an influence on the use of 

service-learning.  

This notion is a shift as previous studies (Abes et al., 2002) have identified 

additional disciplines to be resistant to service-learning, such as the hard sciences and the 

humanities. However, this study does support these findings completely, as the hard 

sciences and the humanities were not factors in the regression equation. Business 

discipline did have a negative influence on the use of service-learning, and may be a 

result of the field and its approach to teaching and learning or it may be a result of low 

response rates of business faculty in this study. Other work related factors such as 

discipline (with the exception of business discipline) did not significantly influence the 

use of service-learning by faculty.  

In their study, Abes et al. (2002) did identify business as being resistant to the use 

of service-learning. This may be a reflection of how business faculty may tend to orient 

their work around for-profit organizations and ventures. Service-learning may be 

something that is difficult for faculty to apply in their work, although it is possible. The 

results from this study indicate there are challenges that can be uncovered in future 

studies about particular disciplines, such as business.  

Motivational Variables 

The application of motivation systems theory was proposed in a previous service-

learning scholarship (Colbeck, 2002; Colbeck, Cabrera, & Marine, 2002) and this study is 

the first to date to apply the framework to service-learning. Results of the factor analysis 

demonstrate six separate factors for this approach, each oriented around the work of 
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faculty. Each factor was entered into the regression model, each with differing results. 

The regression analysis establishes two of these factors (teaching goals and service 

capability beliefs) as significant contributors to the use of service-learning.  

Teaching Goals 

Factor analysis produced teaching goals as the only factor emerging for 

individual goals in the study. Teaching goals consisted of a series of questions about the 

teaching and learning outcomes of service-learning. The regression analysis indicated 

teaching goals had a significant influence on the use of service-learning. With a p <.001, 

the teaching goals factor offers predictive effects the regression equation. These results 

are consistent with previous research which established intrinsic rewards as a motivating 

factor for faculty to use service-learning (Bringle, Hatcher, & Games, 1997; Hammond, 

1994).  

The higher the score for the teaching goals construct, the stronger the influence 

the items had on the teaching of a service-learning course. Respondents scoring high on 

the teaching goals construct were 1.20 times likely to use service-learning. This is 

consistent with previous research asserting faculty motivation to use service-learning is a 

function of personal goals relating to teaching and learning (Abes, Jackson, & Jones, 

2002). The results demonstrate that faculty who value increased student learning, 

building university partnerships, revitalizing teaching, contributing to a scholarly agenda 

or providing a civic education for students are more likely to use service-learning 

pedagogy. This confirms previous research (Abes et al., 20002; Bulot & Johnson, 2006) 

as a faculty activity closely tied to one’s perspective and value of teaching. Both service-
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learning and non-service learning faculty characterized their work as being mostly 

research, which may also signal a change in service-learning reaching faculty who are not 

solely oriented towards teaching.  

Identifying faculty as scholars first and teachers second is helpful way to frame 

faculty and their work in service-learning at research institutions. This characterization 

also reflects the emphasis of research institutions to orient faculty work oriented towards 

research productivity (Becker & Toutkoushian, 2003; Furco, 2001, 2002; Tierney, 1999, 

Zlotkowski, 2003). This study confirms previous research emphasizing the importance of 

how faculty view and define scholarship and work (O’Meara, 2002, 2005). For some 

faculty, this may mean defining work solely based on grant procurement and refereed 

publications. For other faculty, this may mean applying their scholarship to serving the 

needs of particular communities or addressing specific public issues. Either way, how 

faculty articulate and orient their work determines what work they will do. Faculty 

identifying with teaching and learning outcomes associated service-learning were more 

likely to use this pedagogy.  

Capability Beliefs 

Capability beliefs relate to the perception of one’s ability to achieve a particular 

goal. This study examined capability beliefs of faculty to achieve promotion and tenure. 

Three capability belief factors were extracted in the factors analysis, (research and 

publication capability beliefs, service capability beliefs, teaching capability beliefs). 

Regression analysis resulted in only one factor (service capability beliefs) manifesting as 

a significant contributor to the use of service-learning. Research and publication 
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capability beliefs and teaching capability beliefs did not manifest as significant predictors 

in the use of service-learning. This is likely due to this study using a cluster sample of 

faculty at similarly competitive research institutions, where the focus is on research, 

publication and teaching (Diamond, 1999). With all of the faculty responding each 

indicating a high level of research, publication and teaching in the tenure and promotion 

process prevents these factors form being significant in the regression model. That is, the 

responses are similar among service-learning and non-service-learning faculty in relation 

to research, publication and teaching. 

The service capability beliefs construct had an inverse relationship with the use of 

service-learning. This construct included items about the perceived importance of service 

in the departmental and institutional tenure and promotion process. A high score on this 

construct represents a perception of a high level of importance of service to meet the 

tenure and promotion requirements of a department or institution. Faculty scoring higher 

on service capability beliefs factor were 25% less likely to use service-learning 

pedagogy. This means faculty who believe service is valued in the tenure and promotion 

process are actually less likely to use service-learning. 

In terms of faculty work, service generally encompasses service to the discipline, 

such as serving on faculty committees, professional organization membership and other 

contributions to one’s fields outside of writing and research. These results speak to 

service as being completely unrelated to service-learning pedagogy, which would be 

consistent with the broad understanding of service in relation to faculty work and how 

service-learning fits more in the teaching dimension. These results are consistent with 
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findings about faculty work in the literature (O’Meara, 2002, 2005; Whicker et al., 1993) 

and with what was expected in this study, which is for service-learning to align with 

teaching values. Whicker et al. (1993) discusses how service is typically interpreted to 

include service to one’s department, university, and discipline. Specifically, Whicker et 

al. indicates service to the community as being an inconsistently interpreted concept 

relating to faculty work, with varied levels of expectation for faculty. However, Whicker 

(1993) asserts service is a low priority among faculty work in relation to research and 

teaching. In the context of this study this has held true, as faculty indicated service is less 

valued in the tenure and promotion process. O’Meara (2002, 2005) suggests the 

evaluation of faculty work in terms of service was more important at master degree 

granting institutions rather than at competitive research institutions, such as the ones 

included in this study.  

The inverse affect of service capability beliefs on the use of service-learning 

pedagogy may be explained by the strong emphasis of research institutions have on 

research and publication (Tierney, 1999; Becker & Toutkoushian, 2003). Those who 

scored high on service capability beliefs indicated “service positively impacts one’s 

ability” to meet tenure and promotion standards. Out of the entire sample, only 6% of the 

respondents agreed with this statement, which is consistent with previous research 

relating to the promotion and tenure process (Tierney, 1999; Becker & Toutkoushian, 

2003). These results reflect how service is defined within the academy, as it is typically 

associated with service to the discipline and not with service-learning. This common 
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interpretation would not be related to the use of service-learning, however, its negative 

influence on the use of service-learning is still unclear.  

Additional constructs did not significantly contribute to the use of service-

learning pedagogy. This may be a result of research institutions homogenizing the 

expectations relating to the work of faculty. In particular, it would be necessary for 

faculty at research institutions to place a high level of importance on research, which 

98% of the respondents indicated. Publication is intrinsically connected to the research 

agenda of faculty at research institutions, and as a result it would be expected to find 

faculty at research institutions score high on the importance of publication. In this study, 

98% of faculty indicated publication is important or very important in the promotion and 

tenure process. Teaching was valued similarly among faculty in this study, with 90% of 

the respondents indicating it is important or very important in the promotion and tenure 

process. Regardless if one uses service-learning pedagogy, the nature of research 

institutions frame the work of faculty to focus on research and publication, followed by 

teaching (Tierney, 1999; Becker & Toutkoushian, 2003; O’Meara, 2007). This has held 

true for this study, as faculty indicated a high value on research, publication and teaching 

in the promotion and tenure process. 

Context Beliefs 

Contexts beliefs measure an individual’s perception of his or her environment to 

support the individual’s goal. This study examined the context beliefs in relation to the 

pursuit of tenure and promotion. Context beliefs were distinguished by two factors: 

research/publication and teaching/service. Two context belief factors emerged in the 
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factor analysis, neither significantly influenced the use of service-learning. These factors 

related to the importance of research and publication and teaching and service in the 

promotion and tenure process. Context beliefs factors did not significantly contribute to 

using service-learning pedagogy, perhaps reflecting the personal choice and nature of 

choosing pedagogies and teaching practices (Abes et al., 2002). 

The context belief constructs had similar results to the research/publication and 

teaching capability belief constructs, with the overwhelming majority of faculty scoring 

in homogeneous patterns for the influence of the promotion and tenure standards on the 

work of faculty. Similar in distribution to the research/publication capability beliefs, 

97% of all respondents scored high on the research/publication context beliefs construct, 

reflecting a moderate to high level of influence of promotion and tenure standards on 

research and publication. Not quite as skewed of a distribution, 75% of all respondents 

scored high on the teaching/service context beliefs construct, reflecting a moderate to 

high level of influence of promotion and tenure standards on teaching and service.  

It may be the homogeneity of expectations and influence of faculty work at 

research institutions that influence such similar responses (Tierney, 1999; O’Meara, 

2007). For example, 98% of faculty reported research and publication has a positive 

influence on the tenure and promotion process. This similar response across the 

participants, both those who use service-learning and those who do not, are too 

homogeneous to be able to glean any influence on these perceptions on the use of 

service-learning. This is intuitive as faculty at research institutions are expected to align 

their work primarily around research and publication productivity. When responses are so 
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similar among the sample, it is apparent as to why these items would have no influence 

on the use of service-learning pedagogy. As a result of the homogenous nature of 

expectations among faculty at research institutions, these variables did not have any 

predictive affect on the use of service-learning.  

These results confirm previous research findings, (O’Meara, 2002, 2005) 

reflecting the strong influence of the tenure and promotion process on faculty work. It 

also demonstrates the latent connection between research and publication for faculty at 

research institutions, with teaching and service manifesting as related but separate 

factors. As faculty activities, research and publication manifested in one construct, which 

provides evidence of the connection between these activities at research institutions. This 

is expected, as research universities tend to weigh this aspect of the tripartite nature of 

faculty work, fueling the “publish or perish” mentality (Amacher & Meiners, 2005; 

Diamond, 1999). The high level of importance respondents indicated towards research 

and publication suggest pursuing a more time-intensive pedagogy may threaten one’s 

ability to receive tenure. This notion is important and can not be overlooked as service-

learning continues to advance in higher education and must be considered within the 

context of faculty work beyond teaching. These results suggest additional work is 

necessary to uncover the influences of the tenure and promotion process on work not 

directly acknowledged in the tenure and promotion process.  

Summary 

Influences relating to the teaching of a service-learning course, the perception of 

service in the departmental and institutional tenure and promotion process, ethnicity, 
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rank, and discipline emerged as significant variables. Several significant variables in the 

model support existing research, while additional non-significant variables contradict 

previous studies. Previous research identified gender, ethnicity, rank, and discipline as 

factors predicting involvement in service-learning (Antonio et al., 2000). In particular, 

Antonio et al’s (2000) study demonstrated female, untenured and faculty of color were 

most likely to participate in service-learning.  

The results in this study represent a potential movement for service-learning away 

from the margins and more towards mainstream faculty on campuses, particularly with 

regard to rank. An indicator of the sustainability of this movement is evident in the 

participation of tenured faculty in service-learning, as tenured faculty are more likely to 

stay in the academy. Moving toward the mainstream is complex and difficult as Butin 

(2006) asserts service-learning will not be able to be deeply embedded within 

institutional practices of universities due to the marginalization of its faculty, disciplinary 

constraints to implement the pedagogy, interfering with the political neutrality of higher 

education, and the autonomous nature of faculty work. This study does not demonstrate a 

universal use of service-learning nor does it reflect deeply embedded institutionalization 

of service-learning. Yet it does offer evidence of who is using service-learning according 

to gender, ethnicity, rank, and discipline. The results are encouraging in terms of service-

learning becoming more distributed among faculty, however, it continues to fail to be 

institutionalized in the faculty work and reward system in the academy.   
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter discusses implications of this study and offers recommendations for 

future research and practice. The purpose of this study was to identify factors predicting 

faculty participation in service-learning pedagogy at research institutions. As a result of 

this study, a more clear understanding of the influences on faculty work at research 

institutions is illustrated. In particular, this study illuminates those factors that are 

influential in the use of service-learning. In general, being faculty of color, tenured, and 

valuing teaching goals are indicators of the use of service-learning. Influences relating to 

the nature of research, publication and teaching were not significant. These results reflect 

the homogeneity among the respondent’s perceptions in respect to these items. These 

findings suggest how a faculty member at competitive research institutions values 

teaching is indicative if they will use service-learning pedagogy. Faculty using service-

learning did not value or contribute to research or publication any less than their 

counterparts, which has been suggested with previous research (Antonio, Astin, & Cress, 

2000) identifying non-tenure track faculty or faculty of lower ranks to be more involved 

in service-learning.  

The lack of significance for gender and the findings relating to rank, are 

important, as it contradicts previous assertions of service-learning existing primarily in 

the margins of the faculty population among women without rank (Antonio et al., 2000). 

However, the influence of ethnicity, does speak to the issues related to underrepresented 

groups being overrepresented among service-learning faculty. With faculty of color being 

nearly two and half times likely to use service-learning, and are over-represented among 
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faculty even though they do not make up the same proportion of faculty on campuses In 

this respect, service-learning continues to exist in the margins of the faculty population 

according to ethnicity.  

This study supports the notion tenure and promotion standards do influence 

research, publication, teaching and service contributions of faculty. For example, 98% of 

the faculty responded research and publication has a strong influence on the tenure and 

promotion process. This is important as the work of faculty is carefully assessed during 

the tenure and promotion process and could affect the use of service-learning pedagogy. 

With only 12% of faculty indicating service-learning would positively impact a faculty 

member’s ability to meet the requirements of promotion and tenure, it is necessary to 

further investigate how universities can support this type of work without compromising, 

and perhaps enhancing, research and publication productivity. 

Implications 

 This study begins to address issues relating to faculty characteristics, motivations 

and the use of service-learning. It provides information to inform policies and practices, 

particularly at similarly competitive, research (very high activity) public institutions. In 

order to continue to expand and sustain university engagement efforts, researchers can 

improve upon this work to better understand issues relating to how faculty work, rewards 

and service-learning are influenced by one another.  

This study approaches the use of service-learning through motivation systems 

theory, which incorporates personal characteristics, individual goals, capability beliefs 

and context beliefs. The conceptual framework incorporated personal characteristics in 
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the decision to use service-learning. These personal characteristics included gender, 

ethnicity, rank, and discipline. Each of these characteristics manifested in different affects 

on the use of service-learning, and some with no affect at all.  

The findings relating to gender and rank are significant as they differ from 

previous research. Conclusions from the regression analysis indicate ethnicity, 

particularly faculty of color, has the greatest influence on the use of service-learning. 

Previous findings concluded low-ranking, female faculty of color were more likely to 

participate in service (Antonio et al., 2000). The results from this study confirm these 

previous findings as faculty of color are two and a half times as likely to use service 

learning, with an odds ratio of 2.625. This may be a result of cultural influences of 

faculty of color to incorporate community issues in their teaching, or it may speak to 

bigger questions about the demands of faculty of color to do such work within 

departments (Antonio et al., 2000).  

Two separate issues work against service-learning pedagogy in the work of 

faculty: time and reward. Of the respondents, 82% indicated service-learning does not 

positively affect a faculty member’s promotion and tenure application. In addition, 59% 

indicated service-learning requires more time than other types of teaching. As a result, it 

is logical for faculty who value the outcomes associated with service-learning would also 

choose to use it in their teaching. These findings are similar to previous studies 

(O’Meara, 2002, 2005) that assert the importance of how faculty conceptualize their work 

in the decision to use service-learning.  
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This study affirms research institutions continue to orient faculty around research 

and publication. However, teaching is valued for different reasons by different faculty. 

The bigger question about faculty work and rewards remains: Are faculty who identify 

with the teaching and learning outcomes associated with service-learning pedagogy 

penalized in the promotion and tenure process? Based on responses to this survey, 88% 

of faculty believe service-learning does not positively affect the promotion and tenure 

process. Attempts to acknowledge service-learning in the promotion and tenure process 

can be perceived as a threat to faculty work and the mission of research institutions. 

Faculty rewards are difficult to change, as the expectations of how faculty are evaluated 

is primarily embedded within the discipline (Tierney, 1999; Tierney & Bensimon, 1996). 

An institution can alter its tenure and promotion process to acknowledge service-learning, 

however, if a faculty member does not proceed beyond the discipline level of the tenure 

and promotion process, that institutional change is meaningless.  

To summarize, faculty at research institutions are more likely to use service-

learning if they value the outcomes associated with teaching service-learning courses. In 

addition, faculty of color are almost three times more likely to use service-learning, 

suggesting service-learning is not quite yet distributed among the mainstream population 

of faculty. Faculty without tenure are less likely to participate in service-learning, 

indicating a shift towards faculty with tenure to use service-learning. Finally, this study 

confirms the tenure and promotion process has significant influence over the work of 

faculty and must be considered as future policies and practices are developed to support 

service-learning.  
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Limitations 

The researcher prepared to minimize the influence of factors that limit this study, 

however, it is valuable to acknowledge those limitations to better inform future research.  

The response rate of 17% is quite low, even compared to faculty response rates which 

tend to be low. Although the sample size still provided the researcher with a large enough 

N to have significant results, the robustness of the research can be improved by a greater 

response of faculty. Faculty were over sampled to accommodate for the low response 

rates of faculty, however, there may have been additional factors at play for the low 

response rate. This web-based survey was emailed to faculty three times and may have 

been filtered as a part of the university spam filtering system. In addition, a Cal faculty 

member reported their computer software recommended them to not click on the link. 

These technological features may have been a barrier to a stronger response rate from Cal 

faculty.  

As a peer institution study, the results can not be generalized beyond this peer 

group of institutions. Additional research can replicate this study to include a wider 

sample of institutions to allow for further generalizations. The response rates for each 

institution were varied, and as a result can weaken the ability for the data to provide 

significant statistics for each institution. Individual institutions can be consulted for future 

studies to improve response rates for their respective faculty.  

This study used motivation theory as a framework for understanding service-

learning pedagogy. As a result, the independent variables selected all reflect various 

characteristics and factors relating to an individual’s motivation to use service-learning.  
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Motivation systems theory was selected as it integrates the interaction between individual 

and environment, unlike other motivation theories.  However, future studies could 

employ an alternative framework to further explore the role of the institution, rather than 

the motivation of the individual. 

Full professors represented a large portion of the sample than expected. This 

study is the first time this instrument has been used, and as such, has limited the use of 

the data. The structure of the survey, including skip and quasi-skip mechanisms, 

prevented a factor analysis to be completed on all of the items. As a result, these items 

could not be included in the constructs.  

The conceptual framework did not take into account the homogenous nature of 

the contexts within this study. As a result, survey items relating to capability and context 

beliefs did not demonstrate an influence on the use of service-learning, but rather 

demonstrated homogeneity among the responses in regards to faculty work in research 

institution settings. For the future, the conceptual framework can accommodate these 

similarities by digging deeper into the context of the work of faculty according to specific 

disciplines or individual faculty work agendas and interests. Potential areas to explore 

would be how faculty apply service-learning within their discipline and how that 

approach is received within their discipline. In addition, questions relating to faculty 

work agendas can illustrate more of how faculty align their work with their teaching and 

how that approach may represent a larger conceptualizing of the work of faculty. This 

study reflects more about the individual nature of the use of service-learning and future 

studies can further explore that concept.  



108 

This is the first study known to the researcher to be a peer institution study using 

motivation systems theory framework. As such, there are suggestions to improve this 

study for the future and areas of interest presented in the data to be analyzed for future 

findings.  

Revisiting the Conceptual Framework 

This study recommends improving the conceptual model to incorporate the 

significance of the findings and to reconsider variables not significant in the use of 

service-learning. The conceptual framework could be reduced to only incorporate the 

teaching goals constructs, ethnicity and discipline, however further study can determine if 

that is sufficient. Variables such as the remaining capability beliefs and context beliefs, 

gender, and discipline may not have an influence on the use of service-learning and could 

be eliminated in the conceptual framework. However, given the limitations of this study, 

the conceptual framework should be tested again with improvements on the study before 

discounting completely the role of these variables.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3 Conceptual Framework for Study of the Influence of Individual Characteristics 
and Motivational Factors for Predicting Faculty Involvement in Service-Learning 
Pedagogy. 
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Figure 3 illustrates the conceptual framework for the use of service-learning 

pedagogy among faculty at the participating research institutions. The conceptual 

framework includes the variables that have an influence on the use of service-learning 

(teaching goals, ethnicity, rank, and discipline) and retains those that were not influential.  

Recommendations for Research and Practice 

The survey used in this study was created using various instruments. The factor 

analysis has provided information about the strength of the instrument and its ability to 

measure the variables. Multiple recommendations can improve this survey in the future.  

The survey employed a skip mechanism and several quasi-skip mechanisms 

limiting the ability to run a factor analysis on the entire set of independent variables. 

Future improvements on the survey could reword questions to remove the skip elements 

completely. This will increase the robustness of the data and allow for a comprehensive 

factor analysis to be run on all of the variables.  

It may be a larger sample of faculty from more institutions can clarify the issues 

about the marginalization of service-learning faculty. In addition, more assessment of 

individual service-learning programs can provide a better understanding of what is 

happening on a national scale within service-learning. This is information not currently 

being collected by the Campus Compact or the National Study of Post-Secondary Faculty 

but can be useful in better understanding the landscape of service-learning.  

These results elicit multiple ideas for future research, all related to the work of 

faculty and the factors influencing that work. This study clearly demonstrates the tenure 

and promotion process affects the work of faculty, but it remains unclear how it affects 
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the decision to use service-learning or other alternative forms of teaching. Due to the 

methodologies employed in this study, specific items relating to the impact of tenure and 

promotion on the use of service-learning could not be fully explored. Further studies 

could explore in more depth how the tenure and promotion process limits or diminishes 

particular opportunities for faculty based on the structure for faculty rewards. Questions 

about specific changes in policy or practices and how they may affect the decision of 

faculty to use service-learning can better illustrate how the tenure and promotion process 

limits or promotes the use of service-learning. In addition, further studies can explore 

how individuals define different aspects of the tenure and promotion process, which can 

illustrate differences about the interpretation of research, teaching and service. 

Additional studies could examine the impact of the changing nature of who is 

using service-learning. As it moves away from the margins and more towards the 

mainstream population of faculty, it is worth considering if there is a tipping point within 

a campus or departments relating to the use of service-learning. This research would 

address faculty norms and the socialization of faculty while working at a particular 

campus. It may also uncover how tenure and promotion committees may be changing in 

terms of how they treat service-learning in the review process.  

The results from this study speak to the complicated and autonomous nature of 

faculty work within a research institution setting. These recommendations may prove to 

be useful beyond research universities as they may resonate with the universal work of 

faculty in higher education.  
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Identifying service-learning faculty is necessary to building a sustainable service-

learning presence on college campuses. Results from this study speak to the nature of 

how faculty perceive their work, particularly how they perceive teaching, as an indicator 

of their involvement in service-learning (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Ramaley, 2000; 

Ward, 2003). Faculty with a strong interest or strength in teaching could be identified by 

peers, department chairs or students. This identification would be useful to build a 

stronger support of service-learning at universities. However, faculty who excel at 

research and publication should not be excluded from this process. As engaged 

scholarship is receiving increasing attention, it would be strategic for service-learning 

practitioners to be mindful of faculty who are engaged scholars to also consider using it 

in their teaching. The reverse also holds true, for practitioners to support service-learning 

faculty to incorporate it in their scholarship agenda. These approaches can help faculty 

better align their work in service-learning with the policies and practices of the institution 

to favor research and publication.  

Additionally, faculty of all gender, ethnicities, rank and discipline should be 

considered for service-learning. Faculty of color are almost three times more likely to use 

service-learning, and as such should be encouraged to do so. However, building a 

stronger support of white faculty may also help make this work more mainstream on 

campus, to the point where there is more equal participation in service-learning across 

ethnicities. In the meantime, it is important to carefully consider the impact service-

learning has on faculty of color. What are the implications of faculty with the least 

representation on campus using service-learning pedagogy? What are the implications if 
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that distribution shifts?  How does this work affect under-represented faculty? How can 

under-represented faculty be more supported in this work?  

The overall support of faculty is necessary, as this study only addresses factors 

that contribute to the use of service-learning and does not address issues relating to a 

continuous commitment to service-learning. With such strong pressures on faculty in the 

promotion and tenure process, as evident in the results of this study, untenured, tenure 

track faculty should be carefully supported, mentored and monitored as to their progress 

in meeting tenure and promotion standards (Deci, Kasser, & Ryan, 1997; Fairweather, 

1996; Shuster & Finkelstein, 2006; Tierney & Bensimon, 1996). Future study regarding 

how to better identify, support and sustain faculty in service-learning is needed. It is not 

effective or efficient to support faculty who use service-learning, only for them to be 

denied tenure and leave the institution.  

Finally, sustaining these programs on campuses can be improved by 

understanding the issues relating to faculty work. The work of this study is not intended 

to radically change the promotion and tenure process, however, this study can provide a 

perspective as to how the promotion and tenure process can narrow the work of faculty. 

For example, the “publish or perish” notion can force faculty to not invest time in 

teaching methods that might require more time or to avoid involving the community in 

their work as it might take time away from research and publication. Alternative 

approaches to the work of faculty, such as service-learning pedagogy can be 

acknowledged, valued and incorporated into the tenure and promotion process without 

compromising existing standards (Boyer, 1990; Bulot & Johnson, 2006; Colbeck & 
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Michael, 2006; Furco, 2001; Glassick, Huber, & Mearoff, 1997; Jaeger & Thornton, 

2005, 2006; Kezar, Chambers, & Burkhardt, 2005; Ramaley, 2000; Sandmann, 1999; 

Vortruba, 1979; Ward, 2003; Zlotkowski, 2003). It would be a substantial achievement 

for the majority of faculty in a future study to indicate that the use of service-learning 

does not negatively impact one’s ability to meet tenure and promotion standards.  

As mentioned previously, support for service-learning faculty may be best 

invested in building programs assisting faculty to achieve tenure and promotion 

standards. The work of faculty is complicated by the nature of their work, and is 

challenging given the demands of departments, institutions, students and administrators 

(Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Ramaley, 2000; Ward, 2003). Evaluating existing faculty 

development programs, in relation to how they help faculty navigate and succeed in the 

tenure and promotion process, could have positive affects on various faculty activities, 

including service-learning (Fairweather, 1996; Tierney & Bensimon, 1996; Deci et al., 

1997).  

Summary 

This study has demonstrated the influence of various factors on the use of service-

learning pedagogy. The literature suggests the work of faculty is socialized by other 

faculty (Fairweather, 1996; Tierney & Bensimon, 1996), determined by one’s discipline 

and institution (O’Meara, 2002, 2005), and influenced by one’s own values and interests 

(Abes, Jackson, & Jones, 2002). As such, the influences of service-learning seem to be 

more geared towards individual characteristics and orientations than the contexts in 

which they work. It is the aim of the researcher for this study to contribute to a growing 
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body of literature illuminating the issues that may impede meaningful faculty work 

beyond traditional campus boundaries. Such further research can encourage faculty to do 

use non-traditional approaches to their work that is invigorating, sustaining and 

contributing to the scholarly demands of their discipline and institution. If successful, 

such research can help universities better reconcile public institution with the renewal of 

a democratic education to better serve their communities, state and society.  
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APPENDIX A: Invitation to Participate in Survey 

 
Dear Faculty Member: 
 
I am a doctoral student at North Carolina State University working on my degree in Higher 
Education Administration under the direction of Dr. Audrey Jaeger. My dissertation research 
examines faculty roles and rewards. In particular, this study examines service-learning pedagogy; 
however, no previous experience in service-learning is necessary to complete this survey. You 
have been randomly selected as part of a sample of faculty at five peer research institutions. 
Responses will be confidential in all phases of this research process. 
 
Your participation is this survey is critical to the completion of my dissertation research and 
requires less than 10 minutes of your time. The survey is administered through the Odum Institute 
at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and is available until November 9. The survey 
allows for you to save your responses and return to the survey while it remains active. 
Participants may request to view the results of the study upon completion of the survey. If you are 
interested in participating in this study, please go to the following web address: 

Click here to complete the survey: ${l://SurveyLink} 
 
If you are unable to complete the survey electronically, but still wish to participate in the study, 
please contact me at the phone number or address listed below. If you have any questions or 
concerns about this study, please contact me or Dr. Audrey Jaeger at 919-515-6240. Thank you 
for your time and attention. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Leslie Parkins 
919-843-6829 
leslie_parkins@ncsu.edu 

If you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your rights as a 
participant in research have been violated during the course of this project, you may contact Dr. 
David Kaber, Chair of the NCSU IRB for the Use of Human Subjects in Research Committee, Box 
7514, NCSU Campus at 919-515-3086 or Mr. Matthew Ronning, Assistant Vice Chancellor, 
Research Administration, Box 7514, NCSU Campus at 919-513-2148. 
 

To opt out of future emails click on the following link: ${l://OptOutLink}  

https://webmail7.isis.unc.edu/mail/services/go.php?url=mailto%3Aleslie_parkins%40ncsu.edu
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APPENDIX B: Reminder to Participate in Survey 
 
Dear Faculty Member: 
 
I have sent a previous email asking for your participation in my dissertation study of faculty work 
and rewards. The survey is available until November 30, 2007 and I encourage you to consider 
participating, as it will take less than 15 minutes to complete. 

I am a doctoral student at North Carolina State University working on my degree in Higher 
Education Administration under the direction of Dr. Audrey Jaeger. My dissertation research 
examines faculty roles and rewards. In particular, this study examines service-learning pedagogy, 
however, no previous experience in service-learning is necessary to complete this survey. You 
have been randomly selected as part of a sample of faculty at five peer research institutions.Your 
responses are confidential in all phases of this research process. 
 
The survey is administered through the Odum Institute at the University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill and is available until November 30. The survey allows for you to save your responses 
and return to the survey while it remains active. Participants may view the results of the study in 
April 2008. If you are interested in participating in this study, please go to the following web 
address: 
 

Click here to complete the survey: ${l://SurveyLink} 

 
If you are unable to complete the survey electronically, but still wish to participate in the study, 
please contact me at the phone number or address listed below. If you have any questions or 
concerns about this study, you may contact the researcher at 919-843-6829 or Dr. Audrey Jaeger 
at 919-515-6240. Thank you for your time and attention. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Leslie Parkins 
919-843-6829 
leslie_parkins@ncsu.edu 

If you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your rights as a 
participant in research have been violated during the course of this project, you may contact Dr. 
David Kaber, Chair of the NCSU IRB for the Use of Human Subjects in Research Committee, Box 
7514, NCSU Campus at 919-515-3086 or Mr. Matthew Ronning, Assistant Vice Chancellor, 
Research Administration, Box 7514, NCSU Campus at 919-513-2148. 
 

To opt out of future emails click on the following link: ${l://OptOutLink}  

https://webmail7.isis.unc.edu/mail/services/go.php?url=http%3A%2F%2Funcodum.qualtrics.com%2FSE%3FSID%3DSV_bHHIq4uJKdgyIPa%26SVID%3DProd
https://webmail7.isis.unc.edu/mail/services/go.php?url=mailto%3Aleslie_parkins%40ncsu.edu
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APPENDIX B, continued 

Dear Faculty Member: 
 
This email is a final invitation to participate in my dissertation study of faculty work and rewards. 
The survey is available until December 5, 2007 and I encourage you to consider participating, as 
it will take less than 15 minutes to complete. 
 
I am a doctoral student at North Carolina State University working on my degree in Higher 
Education Administration under the direction of Dr. Audrey Jaeger. My dissertation research 
examines faculty roles and rewards. You have been randomly selected as part of a sample of 
faculty at five peer research institutions.Your responses are confidential in all phases of this 
research process. In particular, this study examines service-learning pedagogy, however, no 
previous experience in service-learning is necessary to complete this survey.  
 
The survey is administered through the Odum Institute at the University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill and is available until November 30. The survey allows for you to save your responses 
and return to the survey while it remains active. Participants may view the results of the study in 
April 2008. If you are interested in participating in this study, please go to the following web 
address: 

Click here to complete the survey: ${l://SurveyLink} 

 
If you are unable to complete the survey electronically, but still wish to participate in the study, 
please contact me at the phone number or address listed below. If you have any questions or 
concerns about this study, you may contact the researcher at 919-843-6829 or Dr. Audrey Jaeger 
at 919-515-6240. Thank you for your time and attention. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Leslie Parkins 
919-843-6829 
leslie_parkins@ncsu.edu 

If you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your rights as a 
participant in research have been violated during the course of this project, you may contact Dr. 
David Kaber, Chair of the NCSU IRB for the Use of Human Subjects in Research Committee, Box 
7514, NCSU Campus at 919-515-3086 or Mr. Matthew Ronning, Assistant Vice Chancellor, 
Research Administration, Box 7514, NCSU Campus at 919-513-2148. 

To opt out of future emails click on the following link: ${l://OptOutLink} 

 

 

https://webmail7.isis.unc.edu/mail/services/go.php?url=http%3A%2F%2Funcodum.qualtrics.com%2FSE%3FSID%3DSV_bHHIq4uJKdgyIPa%26SVID%3DProd
https://webmail7.isis.unc.edu/mail/services/go.php?url=mailto%3Aleslie_parkins%40ncsu.edu
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 APPENDIX C: Permission to Use Instruments  
  

Elisa Abes wrote:  
Hi Leslie,  
 
Yes, you have permission to use some of the questions from the survey we developed. Thank you for 
asking. Please just include the appropriate citation to our survey, as you indicated you would do.  
 
Good luck with your data collection!  
 
Elisa  
Dr. Elisa S. Abes 
Assistant Professor 
Department of Educational Leadership 
Miami University 
304 McGuffey Hall 
Oxford, Ohio 45056 
513-529-0164; 513-529-1729 (fax)  
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Dear Ms. Parkins, 
 
You do have my permission. However, you may need Dr. Colbeck's and Dr. Marin's who coauthored the 
instrument with me. 
************************************* 
 
Alberto F. Cabrera 
Professor & EPI Sr. Researcher 
Department of Educational Policy & Leadership 
University of Maryland 
2205 Benjamin Blg. 
College Park, MD 20742 
Tel.: 301-405-2875 
E-mail: Cabrera@umd.edu 
http://www.education.umd.edu/EDPA/faculty/cabrera.htm  
 
Hi, Carol, 
Since you have changed email address (as new Dean, UMass Boston, Graduate College of Education), you 
undoubtedly did not get this request. As lead author, your decision works for me and, as we discussed, use 
with 
citation/attribution seems fine. 
 
Best, 
Bob 
 
Robert J. Marine 
362 Julian Pike 
Julian, PA 16844 
v: 814.353.3186 
c: 814.571.8060   

https://webmail3.isis.unc.edu/mail/services/go.php?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.education.umd.edu%2FEDPA%2Ffaculty%2Fcabrera.htm
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APPENDIX D: Institutional Review Board Submission and Approval 
 

North Carolina State University  
Institutional Review Board for the Use of Human Subjects in Research 

Submission for New Studies  
 
Title of Project: Predicting faculty involvement in service-learning at research institutions 
 
Principal Investigator Leslie Parkins   
Department Adult and Higher Education 
Source of Funding (required information): N/A 
(if externally funded include sponsor name and university account number) 
 
Campus Address (Box Number) N/A 
 
Email: Leslie_parkins@unc.edu Phone: 919-843-6829 
 
RANK:   Faculty  

 Student: Undergraduate;  Masters; or PhD 
 Other (specify): EdD 

      
As the principal investigator, my signature testifies that I have read and understood the University Policy 
and Procedures for the Use of Human Subjects in Research. I assure the Committee that all procedures 
performed under this project will be conducted exactly as outlined in the Proposal Narrative and that any 
modification to this protocol will be submitted to the Committee in the form of an amendment for its 
approval prior to implementation. 
 
Principal Investigator: 
 
Leslie Parkins         
(typed/printed name) (signature) 
 
As the faculty sponsor, my signature testifies that I have reviewed this application thoroughly and will 
oversee the research in its entirety. I hereby acknowledge my role as the principal investigator of record. 
 
Faculty Sponsor: 
 
Audrey Jaeger          
(typed/printed name) (signature)  

 
PLEASE COMPLETE IN DUPLICATE AND DELIVER, ALONG WITH A PROPOSAL NARRATIVE, TO: 

Institutional Review Board, Box 7514, or email as an attachment to debra_paxton@ncsu.edu 
************************************************************************************** 

 
 
 
 
 

mailto:Leslie_parkins@unc.edu
mailto:debra_paxton@ncsu.edu


137 

APPENDIX D, continued 

For SPARCS office use only 

Reviewer Decision (Expedited or Exempt Review) 
 Exempt   Approved  Approved pending modifications   Table 

 
 

Expedited Review Category:  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8a  8b  8c  9  
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
Reviewer Name     Signature     Date 
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APPENDIX D, continued 
 

North Carolina State University  
Institutional Review Board for the Use of Human Subjects in Research 

GUIDELINES FOR A PROPOSAL NARRATIVE 
 
In your narrative, address each of the topics outlined below. Every application for IRB review must 
contain a proposal narrative, and failure to follow these directions will result in delays in 
reviewing/processing the protocol. 
 
A. INTRODUCTION 

1. Briefly describe in lay language the purpose of the proposed research and why it is important. 
The purpose of this study is to examine levels of service-learning pedagogy at research institutions and 
factors that may promote or inhibit it. Service-learning fulfills the recent call to return to a democratic 
education, one that prepares students to participate actively in society. As a pedagogy, it requires additional 
faculty time to develop and sustain service-learning courses and experiences. This research will contribute 
to the body of knowledge of service-learning pedagogy as it will be the first to focus on a sample of peer 
research institutions while grounding the study in work motivation theory and utilizing a logistic regression 
model.  

 
2. If student research, indicate whether for a course, thesis, dissertation, or independent research. 

Dissertation 
 
B. SUBJECT POPULATION 

1. How many subjects will be involved in the research?  
Up to 2500 subjects will be asked to participate in the research. We anticipate 600 subjects will  
choose to participate. 

 
2. Describe how subjects will be recruited. Please provide the IRB with any recruitment 

materials that will be used. 
Faculty will be randomly sampled by each institution’s institutional research program and be 
asked to participate in this study. 
 

3. List specific eligibility requirements for subjects (or describe screening procedures), including 
those criteria that would exclude otherwise acceptable subjects. 

Subjects must be full-time employees of the university and must have faculty status.  
 
4. Explain any sampling procedure that might exclude specific populations. 

Subjects will be contacted by email as each institution requires faculty to maintain an  
active email account.  

 
5. Disclose any relationship between researcher and subjects - such as, teacher/student; 

employer/employee. 
For subjects at UNC-Chapel Hill there may be a colleague relationship between research and 
subjects.  

 
6. Check any vulnerable populations included in study:  

 minors (under age 18)  
 fetuses 
 pregnant women 
 persons with mental, psychiatric or emotional disabilities 
 persons with physical disabilities 
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APPENDIX D, continued 
 
 economically or educationally disadvantaged 
 prisoners 
 elderly 
 students from a class taught by principal investigator 
 other vulnerable population. 

 
C. PROCEDURES TO BE FOLLOWED 

1. In lay language, describe completely all procedures to be followed during the course of the 
experimentation. Provide sufficient detail so that the Committee is able to assess potential 
risks to human subjects. 

Service-learning programs will be contacted at each of the five peer institutions to request  
participation in this study. This request will be formalized with a written memorandum of understanding. 
Next, the office of institutional research will be contacted at each of the five peer institutions to request 
their participation in the study. This request will be formalized with a written memorandum of 
understanding. The institutional research offices will be requested to randomly sample 500 full-time faculty 
at the institution and to provide email addresses to the PI. An informative email will be sent to the faculty 
email list and provide a link to the website that will host the survey. Included in the text of the email will be 
an introduction to the study and a request for participation. The website hosting the survey will include an 
informed consent document for subjects to complete. At any point during the survey, subjects may 
discontinue the completion of the survey. Participants will be sent an additional email request to participate 
one week after the initial email, and another a week after the second email is sent. Subjects will respond to 
demographic and behavioral questions relating to their work and participation in service-learning.  

  
2. How much time will be required of each subject?  

The survey will require less than 15 minutes to complete.  
 
D. POTENTIAL RISKS 

1. State the potential risks (physical, psychological, financial, social, legal or other) connected 
with the proposed procedures and explain the steps taken to minimize these risks. 

N/A 
 
2. Will there be a request for information which subjects might consider to be personal or 

sensitive (e.g. private behavior, economic status, sexual issues, religious beliefs, or other 
matters that if made public might impair their self-esteem or reputation or could reasonably 
place the subjects at risk of criminal or civil liability)?  

No. 
a. If yes, please describe and explain the steps taken to minimize these risks. 

 
3. Could any of the study procedures produce stress or anxiety, or be considered offensive, 

threatening, or degrading? If yes, please describe why they are important and what 
arrangements have been made for handling an emotional reaction from the subject. 

No. 
 

3. How will data be recorded and stored?  
 

a. How will identifiers be used in study notes and other materials?  
There will be no identifying information for faculty, any information will be deidentified, as  
individuals responding to the survey do not include any personal data that could result in revealing their 
identity.  
 



140 

APPENDIX D, continued 
 

b. How will reports will be written, in aggregate terms, or will individual responses be 
described?  

Reports will be written in the aggregate. Subjects are provided space to provide additional  
information. In these cases, when appropriate, these comments will be provided in the report, however, the 
subject will not be identified.  
 

5. If audio or videotaping is done how will the tapes be stored and how/when will the tapes be 
destroyed at the conclusion of the study. 

N/A 
 

6. Is there any deception of the human subjects involved in this study? If yes, please describe 
why it is necessary and describe the debriefing procedures that have been arranged. 

N/A 
 

E. POTENTIAL BENEFITS 
This does not include any form of compensation for participation. 

1. What, if any, direct benefit is to be gained by the subject? If no direct benefit is expected, 
but indirect benefit may be expected (knowledge may be gained that could help others), 
please explain. 

 Subjects may learn more about service-learning pedagogy. 
 

F. COMPENSATION 
1. Explain compensation provisions if the subject withdraws prior to completion of the study.  

N/A 
 
2. If class credit will be given, list the amount and alternative ways to earn the same amount of 

credit. 
N/A 

 
G. COLLABORATORS 

1.  If you anticipate that additional investigators (other than those named on Cover Page) may be 
involved in this research, list them here indicating their institution, department and phone 
number. 

N/A 
2. Will anyone besides the PI or the research team have access to the data (including completed 

surveys) from the moment they are collected until they are destroyed.  
No. 
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 Office of Research 
 and Graduate Studies 

Sponsored Programs and 
         Regulatory Compliance 
            
         Campus Box 7514 
         1 Leazar Hall 
         Raleigh, NC 27695-7514 
            
         919.515.7200 
         919.515.7721 (fax) 

 

From:  Debra A. Paxton, Regulatory Compliance Administrator 

North Carolina State University 

Institutional Review Board 
 

Date:  July 5, 2007 
 

Project Title: Predicting Faculty Involvement in Service-learning at Research 
Institutions 

IRB#:  268-07-7 
 
Dear Ms. Parkins: 

The research proposal named above has received administrative review and has been 
approved as exempt from the policy as outlined in the Code of Federal Regulations 
(Exemption: 46.101.b.2). Provided that the only participation of the subjects is as 
described in the proposal narrative, this project is exempt from further review. 

NOTE: 
1. This committee complies with requirements found in Title 45 part 46 of The Code of Federal Regulations. 

 For NCSU projects, the Assurance Number is: FWA00003429. 
2. Review de novo of this proposal is necessary if any significant alterations/additions are made. 

Please provide a copy of this letter to your faculty sponsor. Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Debra Paxton 
NCSU IRB  

NC STATE UNIVERSITY 
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APPENDIX E: Informed Consent 
This survey is distributed to a sample of faculty at select research institutions. The purpose of this study is 
to predict faculty involvement in service-learning pedagogy at research institutions. Your participation will 
help make recommendations for departments and institutions to support innovative teaching and 
scholarship, such as service-learning. 
 

Service-learning is a form of experiential education characterized by all of the following: 
• student participation in an organized service activity, 
• participation in service activities connected to specific learning outcomes, 
• participation in service activities that meet identified community needs, and 
• structured time for student reflection and connection of the service experience to  
learning 

 
We are asking you to participate in a research study. The purpose of this study is to predict faculty 
involvement in service-learning pedagogy at research institutions. 
 
INFORMATION 
If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete an online survey which should take 
approximately 15 minutes to complete.  

 
RISKS 
Some of the questions ask you to candidly evaluate members of your institution's administration. Candid 
negative responses may place subjects at risk if confidentiality were accidentally breached. These questions 
may make you uncomfortable, but you are free to skip any question you like.  

 
BENEFITS 
While there is no direct benefit to you from participating, knowledge gained from the survey may improve 
service-learning activities-this may positively impact students, faculty and society in general. 

CONFIDENTIALITY 
The information in this study will be kept strictly confidential to the extent allowed by law. While no 
identifying information is collected on the survey, you may feel that some demographic information 
identifies you. Please be assured that study data will be stored in a secure computer, and that any research 
reports will be written in such a manner as to protect your identity. 

CONTACT 
If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact the researcher, Leslie 
Parkins, at leslie_parkins@unc.edu, or (919) 843-6829. If you feel you have not been treated according to 
the descriptions in this form, or your rights as a participant in research have been violated during the course 
of this project, you may contact Dr. David Kaber, Chair of the NCSU IRB for the Use of Human Subjects 
in Research Committee, Box 7514, NCSU Campus (919/515-3086) or Mr. Matthew Ronning, Assistant 
Vice Chancellor, Research Administration, Box 7514, NCSU Campus (919/513-2148). 
 
PARTICIPATION 
Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without penalty. If you decide 
to participate, you may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty and without loss of benefits to 
which you are otherwise entitled. If you withdraw from the study before data collection is completed your 
data will be returned to you or destroyed at your request. 
 

CONSENT: I have read and understand the above information. 

 



143 

APPENDIX F: Survey Instrument 
 

Faculty Survey of Individual and Motivational Factors for  
Participation in Service-Learning Pedagogy  

 
 
Please refer to the following definition of 
service-learning for this survey:  
  
Service-learning is a form of experiential 
education characterized by all of the following: 

· student participation in an organized service activity, 
· participation in service activities connected to specific learning outcomes related to 
academic content, 
· participation in service activities that meet identified community needs, and 
· structured time for student reflection and connection of the service experience to  
learning. 
  
Examples: 
Students in a child psychology class volunteer with an afterschool program as an 
integrated part of the course to better understand child development. 
Analytical chemistry students work with local public officials to collect and analyze 
water sample data from local creek beds in conjunction with their laboratory sessions. 
Students in an intermediate Spanish course volunteer weekly with local Latino youth as a 
part of the course to build an understanding of language and culture. 
 
How often do you use service-learning in your teaching? 
Never, rarely, occasionally, frequently, always 
 
Is service-learning required (to any extent) by your department or institution? 
Yes, no, please describe: 
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APPENDIX F, continued 
 
Please refer to the following definition of 
service-learning for this survey:  
  
Service-learning is a form of experiential 
education characterized by all of the following: 

· student participation in an organized service activity, 
· participation in service activities connected to specific learning outcomes related to 
academic content, 
· participation in service activities that meet identified community needs, and 
· structured time for student reflection and connection of the service experience to  
learning. 
  
How many different individual service-learning courses have you taught?  
 
How many semesters have you used service-learning in your teaching?  
 
How frequently do you use service-learning in your scholarship (defined as your research 
and publications)? 
Never, rarely, occasionally, frequently, always 
Did you make a personal choice to use service-learning in your teaching or was it 
required by your department or institution?  
Yes, I made a personal choice to use service-learning in my teaching. 
I was required to user service-learning in my teaching. 
Other, please describe: 
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Please refer to the following definition of 
service-learning for this survey:  
  
Service-learning is a form of experiential 
education characterized by all of the following: 

· student participation in an organized service activity, 
· participation in service activities connected to specific learning outcomes related to 
academic content, 
· participation in service activities that meet identified community needs, and 
· structured time for student reflection and connection of the service experience to  
learning. 
  
Please indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with the following 
statement. I have or will include items relating to service-learning in my promotion 
and/or tenure portfolio. 
Strongly disagree, disagree, undecided, agree, strongly agree, I am not eligible for tenure 
or promotion   
 
Please indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with the following 
statement.  
I will continue to use service-learning in my teaching.  
Strongly disagree, disagree, undecided, agree, strongly agree 
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Please refer to the following definition of 
service-learning for this survey:  
  
Service-learning is a form of experiential 
education characterized by all of the following: 

· student participation in an organized service activity, 
· participation in service activities connected to specific learning outcomes related to 
academic content, 
· participation in service activities that meet identified community needs, and 
· structured time for student reflection and connection of the service experience to  
learning. 
  
Do you use other types of community-based pedagogies? Check all that apply.  
Community based research, community action research, community based participatory 
research, other please describe 
 
Please indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with the following 
statement. Receiving promotion or tenure affects the work I do as a faculty member.  
Strongly disagree, disagree, undecided, agree, strongly agree, I am not eligible for tenure 
or promotion   
 
Please indicate the extent to which the following items would influence your teaching a 
service-learning course.  
No influence, weak influence, moderate influence, strong influence, very strong influence 
Increases student learning, builds university partnerships, revitalizes teaching, contributes 
to a scholarly agenda, provides civic education for students 
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Please refer to the following definition of 
service-learning for this survey:  
  
Service-learning is a form of experiential 
education characterized by all of the following: 

· student participation in an organized service activity, 
· participation in service activities connected to specific learning outcomes related to 
academic content, 
· participation in service activities that meet identified community needs, and 
· structured time for student reflection and connection of the service experience to  
learning. 
 
Please indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with the following statement. 
Service-learning seems to require more time of faculty than other types of teaching.  
Strongly disagree, disagree, undecided, agree, strongly agree, I am not eligible for tenure or 
promotion   
 
Please indicate the importance of each of the following activities in terms of their satisfaction 
of departmental tenure and promotion requirements.  
Not important, of little importance, moderately important, important, very important 
Research, publication, teaching, service 
 
Please indicate the importance of each of the following activities in terms of their satisfaction 
of institutional tenure and promotion requirements.   
Not important, of little importance, moderately important, important, very important 
Research, publication, teaching, service 
 
Please indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with the following statement. I 
expect to receive tenure or a promotion in the future.  
Strongly disagree, disagree, undecided, agree, strongly agree, I am not eligible for tenure or 
promotion   
 
Please indicate any areas of concern you have in meeting the tenure and promotion requirements 
for your department or institution.  
Research, publication, teaching, service, other 
Please indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with the following statement. 
Service-learning seems to positively impact a faculty member's ability to meet the requirements 
of promotion and tenure for my department and institution.         Strongly disagree, disagree, 
undecided, agree, strongly agree 
 
Please evaluate the influence of promotion and tenure standards have over the following 
activities.   
No influence, weak influence, moderate influence, strong influence, very strong influence 
Research, publication, teaching, service 
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Please refer to the following definition of 
service-learning for this survey:  
  
Service-learning is a form of experiential 
education characterized by all of the following: 

· student participation in an organized service activity, 
· participation in service activities connected to specific learning outcomes related to 
academic content, 
· participation in service activities that meet identified community needs, and 
· structured time for student reflection and connection of the service experience to  
learning. 
  
Please indicate your awareness of the availability and adequacy of the following 
resources to support service-learning pedagogy in your department or institution. 
Are these resources available in your department or institution? Yes, No 
Funding to develop a course 
Course release time 
Faculty rewards and incentives 
 
If yes, please indicate your opinion on the adequacy of these resources. Extremely poor, 
below average, average, above average, excellent 
Funding to develop a course 
Course release time 
Faculty rewards and incentives 
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Please refer to the following definition of 
service-learning for this survey:  
  
Service-learning is a form of experiential 
education characterized by all of the following: 

· student participation in an organized service activity, 
· participation in service activities connected to specific learning outcomes related to 
academic content, 
· participation in service activities that meet identified community needs, and 
· structured time for student reflection and connection of the service experience to  
learning. 
  
To your knowledge, is service-learning recognized in the promotion or tenure process by 
your department or institution in any of the following ways (either implicitly or 
explicitly)? 
Recognized in policies or practices? Yes, no 
Department promotion and tenure process 
Institutional promotion and tenure process 
 
If yes, is service-learning recognized in a positive way? 
Strongly disagree, disagree, undecided, agree, strongly agree 
Department promotion and tenure process 
Institutional promotion and tenure process 
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Please refer to the following definition of 
service-learning for this survey:  
  
Service-learning is a form of experiential 
education characterized by all of the following: 

· student participation in an organized service activity, 
· participation in service activities connected to specific learning outcomes related to 
academic content, 
· participation in service activities that meet identified community needs, and 
· structured time for student reflection and connection of the service experience to  
learning. 
  
Please respond to the following question regarding the encouragement of service-learning 
at your institution and/or within your department. 
 
To your knowledge, have any of the people listed below encouraged the use of service-
learning? 
Yes, no 
President/chancellor 
Senior academic officer 
College dean 
Department chairperson 
Faculty members in your department 
Faculty members in other departments 
Service-learning program staff 
Community member 
Students at your institution 
 
How important is that support (or lack of support) in your decision to use service-
learning? 
Not important, of little importance, moderately important, important, very important 
President/chancellor 
Senior academic officer 
College dean 
Department chairperson 
Faculty members in your department 
Faculty members in other departments 
Service-learning program staff 
Community member 
Students at your institution 
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Please refer to the following definition of 
service-learning for this survey:  
  
Service-learning is a form of experiential 
education characterized by all of the following: 

· student participation in an organized service activity, 
· participation in service activities connected to specific learning outcomes related to 
academic content, 
· participation in service activities that meet identified community needs, and 
· structured time for student reflection and connection of the service experience to  
learning. 
 
Please answer the following question in regard to the discouragement of service-learning 
at your institution and/or within your department. 
Yes, no 
President/chancellor 
Senior academic officer 
College dean 
Department chairperson 
Faculty members in your department 
Faculty members in other departments 
Service-learning program staff 
Community member 
Students at your institution 
 
How important is that support (or lack of support) in your decision to use service-
learning? 
Not important, of little importance, moderately important, important, very important 
President/chancellor 
Senior academic officer 
College dean 
Department chairperson 
Faculty members in your department 
Faculty members in other departments 
Service-learning program staff 
Community member 
Students at your institution 
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APPENDIX F, continued 

 
 
What is your gender? 
Female, male 
 
What is your ethnicity? 

Asian/Pacific Islander, Black/African-American, Hispanic, Native American, 
White/Caucasian 
 
What year were you born? 
 
Please select the institution where you work. 
University of California- Berkeley 
University of California-Los Angeles 
University of Michigan-Ann Arbor 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
University of Wisconsin-Madison 
 
Are you a full-time or part-time employee of the university? 
Full-time 
Part-time 
 
In what discipline do you teach?  Please be as specific as possible 
 
Are your job responsibilities mainly one of the following (how do you spend most of 
your time)? 
Research, teaching, outreach (defined as activities such as extension or engagement) 
 
What is your tenure status? 
Tenured, untenured tenure track, non-tenure track/fixed term, other 
 
What is your faculty rank?  
Professor, associate professor, assistant professor, lecturer, other please describe 
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APPENDIX G: Measurement and Explanation of New Variables: Survey Instrument 

Old Variable 
Name 

Operationalization New Variable 
Name 

Operationalization Explanation 

SL1 1, 2, 3, 4, 5  
Never, rarely, 
sometimes, often, 
always  

RSLI1 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
(Never, rarely, 
sometimes, often, 
always) 

Value adjusted 
only if 
responded 0 for 
COURSE and 
SEM 

REQ 1, 2 
Yes, no 

RREQ 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

COURSE Continuous 
variable 

RCOURSE Continuous 
variable 

Value 
adjusted only 
if 1 for SL1 

SEM Continuous 
variable 

RSEM Continuous 
variable 

Value 
adjusted only 
if 1 for SL1 

PEDAG1 1, 2 RPEDAG1 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

PEDAG2 1, 2 RPEDAG2 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

PEDAG3 1, 2 RPEDAG3 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

PEDAG4 1, 2 RPEDAG4 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CAPAB12 1, 2 RCAPAB12 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CAPAB13 1, 2 RCAPAB13 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CAPAB14 1, 2 RCAPAB14 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 
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CAPAB15 1, 2 RCAPAB15 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL5 1, 2 RCONBEL5 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL6 1, 2 RCONBEL6 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL7 1, 2 RCONBEL7 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL8 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 RCONBEL8 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 Adjusted 
values only if 
2 (no) for 
CONBEL5 to 
become 7 (not 
applicable) 

CONBEL9 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 RCONBEL9 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 Adjusted 
values only if 
2 (no) for 
CONBEL6 to 
become 7 (not 
applicable) 

CONBEL10 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 RCONBEL10 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 Adjusted 
values only if 
2 (no) for 
CONBEL7 to 
become 7 (not 
applicable) 

CONBEL11 1, 2 RCONBEL11 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL12 1, 2 RCONBEL12 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL13 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 RCONBEL13 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 Adjusted 
values only if 
2 (no) for 
CONBEL11 to 
become 7 (not 
applicable) 

CONBEL14 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 RCONBEL14 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 Adjusted 
values only if 
(no) for 
CONBEL12 to 
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become 7 (not 
applicable) 

CONBEL15 1, 2 RCONBEL15 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL16 1, 2 RCONBEL16 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL17 1, 2 RCONBEL17 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL18 1, 2 RCONBEL18 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL19 1, 2 RCONBEL19 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL20 1, 2 RCONBEL20 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL21 1, 2 RCONBEL21 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL22 1, 2 RCONBEL22 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL23 1, 2 RCONBEL23 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL33 1, 2 RCONBEL33 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL34 1, 2 RCONBEL34 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL35 1, 2 RCONBEL35 0, 1 Adjusted 
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values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL36 1, 2 RCONBEL36 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL37 1, 2 RCONBEL37 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL38 1, 2 RCONBEL38 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL39 1, 2 RCONBEL39 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL40 1, 2 RCONBEL40 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

CONBEL41 1, 2 RCONBEL41 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(yes, no) to 
become 0, 1 
(no, yes) 

EMP 1, 2 REMP 0, 1 Adjusted 
values 1,2 
(part-time, full-
time) to 
become 0, 1 
(part-time, full-
time) 

DISC Text variable RDISC 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
9, 10 
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APPENDIX H: Correlations of Variables 
 

The CORR Procedure 
 

18 Variables:  CONBEL1 CONBEL2 CONBEL3 CONBEL4 CAPAB3  CAPAB4  CAPAB5  CAPAB6 
CAPAB7  CAPAB8  CAPAB9  CAPAB10 CAPAB17 GOAL4  GOAL5  GOAL6  GOAL7 

          GOAL8                  Simple Statistics 
                                                  
 Variable     N     Mean   Std Dev     Sum   Minimum   Maximum    
                                                  
 CONBEL1     336   4.56548   0.74224     1534   1.00000   5.00000    
 CONBEL2     336   4.64583   0.67989     1561   1.00000   5.00000    
 CONBEL3     336   3.49702   0.97429     1175   1.00000   5.00000   
 CONBEL4     336   2.97619   1.11678     1000   1.00000   5.00000   
 CAPAB3     336   4.86905   0.54701     1636   1.00000   5.00000   
 CAPAB4     336   4.86905   0.55782     1636   1.00000   5.00000   
 CAPAB5     336   3.58631   0.85953     1205   1.00000   5.00000   
 CAPAB6     336   2.84821   0.88311     957   1.00000   5.00000    
 CAPAB7     336   4.88988   0.41940     1643   1.00000   5.00000   
 CAPAB8     336   4.92262   0.35403     1654   1.00000   5.00000   
 CAPAB9     336   3.53571   0.81693     1188   1.00000   5.00000    
 CAPAB10     336   2.77679   0.89486     933   1.00000   5.00000    
 CAPAB17     336   2.36310   0.90058     794   1.00000   5.00000   
 GOAL4      336   3.50298   1.35602     1177   1.00000   5.00000    
 GOAL5      336   2.79464   1.31675     939   1.00000   5.00000    
 GOAL6      336   3.00000   1.31353     1008   1.00000   5.00000    
 GOAL7      336   2.72917   1.35642     917   1.00000   5.00000    
 GOAL8      336   3.08929   1.32183     1038   1.00000   5.00000                                         
                                                  
                  Cronbach Coefficient Alpha                   
                                                  
                 Variables       Alpha                   
                 Raw         0.780651                   
                 Standardized    0.782934                   
                                                  
                                                  
            Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted Variable              
                                                  
              Raw Variables       Standardized Variables            
                                                  
    Deleted   Correlation           Correlation                  
    Variable   with Total      Alpha   with Total      Alpha       
    CONBEL1     0.221064    0.778711    0.291709    0.777758      
    CONBEL2     0.214379    0.778877    0.266852    0.779467      
    CONBEL3     0.390308    0.768292    0.432326    0.767895      
    CONBEL4     0.332079    0.773072    0.366313    0.772566      
    CAPAB3     0.238499    0.777887    0.380232    0.771587       
    CAPAB4     0.188300    0.779846    0.340317    0.774386      
    CAPAB5     0.368911    0.770106    0.407091    0.769689       
    CAPAB6     0.340627    0.771849    0.343447    0.774167   
    CAPAB7     0.249333    0.778173    0.368017    0.772446       
    CAPAB8     0.220600    0.779419    0.338609    0.774505       
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APPENDIX H, continued 
  
    CAPAB9     0.389788    0.769052    0.432403    0.767890       
    CAPAB10     0.394169    0.768313    0.413234    0.769254   
    CAPAB17     0.197059    0.781133    0.152764    0.787185   
    GOAL4      0.498399    0.758729    0.363976    0.772730       
    GOAL5      0.570112    0.751333    0.449167    0.766692       
    GOAL6      0.556800    0.752719    0.422130    0.768621       
    GOAL7      0.425569    0.766227    0.333843    0.774837       
    GOAL8      0.498530    0.758657    0.374505    0.771990   
                                                  
                                                  
              Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 336                
                  Prob > |r| under H0: Rho=0                   
                                                  
     CONBEL1  CONBEL2  CONBEL3  CONBEL4  CAPAB3  CAPAB4  CAPAB5  CAPAB6  CAPAB7 
                                                  
CONBEL1  1.00000  0.86535  0.30779  0.14233  0.25645  0.15776  0.03089 -0.00984  0.28693 
CONBEL1       <.0001  <.0001  0.0090  <.0001  0.0037  0.5726  0.8574  <.0001 
                                                  
CONBEL2  0.86535  1.00000  0.29357  0.12253  0.18795  0.19218  0.00394 -0.03014  0.16641 
CONBEL2  <.0001       <.0001  0.0247  0.0005  0.0004  0.9427  0.5819  0.0022 
                                                  
CONBEL3  0.30779  0.29357  1.00000  0.61721  0.09448  0.06519  0.48865  0.27182  0.06860 
CONBEL3  <.0001  <.0001       <.0001  0.0837  0.2333  <.0001  <.0001  0.2098 
                                                  
CONBEL4  0.14233  0.12253  0.61721  1.00000  0.06818  0.08602  0.29446  0.41401  0.00713 
CONBEL4  0.0090  0.0247  <.0001       0.2126  0.1155  <.0001  <.0001  0.8964 
                                                  
CAPAB3  0.25645  0.18795  0.09448  0.06818  1.00000  0.82410  0.10030 -0.06599  0.65260 
CAPAB3   <.0001  0.0005  0.0837  0.2126       <.0001  0.0663  0.2277  <.0001 
                                                  
CAPAB4  0.15776  0.19218  0.06519  0.08602  0.82410  1.00000  0.07968 -0.05865  0.51236 
CAPAB4   0.0037  0.0004  0.2333  0.1155  <.0001       0.1450  0.2837  <.0001 
                                                  
CAPAB5  0.03089  0.00394  0.48865  0.29446  0.10030  0.07968  1.00000  0.55411  0.08855 
CAPAB5   0.5726  0.9427  <.0001  <.0001  0.0663  0.1450       <.0001  0.1052 
                                                  
CAPAB6  -0.00984 -0.03014  0.27182  0.41401 -0.06599 -0.05865  0.55411  1.00000 -0.01302 
CAPAB6   0.8574  0.5819  <.0001  <.0001  0.2277  0.2837  <.0001       0.8120 
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APPENDIX H, continued 
 

The CORR Procedure 
                                                  
              Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 336                
                  Prob > |r| under H0: Rho=0                   
                                                  
     CONBEL1  CONBEL2  CONBEL3  CONBEL4  CAPAB3  CAPAB4  CAPAB5  CAPAB6  CAPAB7 
                                                  
CAPAB7  0.28693  0.16641  0.06860  0.00713  0.65260  0.51236  0.08855 -0.01302  1.00000 
CAPAB7   <.0001  0.0022  0.2098  0.8964  <.0001  <.0001  0.1052  0.8120      
                                                  
CAPAB8  0.08750  0.12143  0.06856  0.06328  0.50243  0.65897  0.11030  0.02915  0.66619 
CAPAB8   0.1094  0.0260  0.2100  0.2474  <.0001  <.0001  0.0433  0.5944  <.0001 
                                                  
CAPAB9  0.04044  0.02553  0.50457  0.30850  0.14410  0.14130  0.66940  0.42751  0.08557 
CAPAB9   0.4600  0.6410  <.0001  <.0001  0.0082  0.0095  <.0001  <.0001  0.1175 
                                                  
CAPAB10  0.01533  0.00215  0.29197  0.44271  0.03158  0.05489  0.46173  0.79557 -0.00206 
CAPAB10  0.7795  0.9687  <.0001  <.0001  0.5640  0.3158  <.0001  <.0001  0.9700 
                                                  
CAPAB17 -0.10266 -0.11599  0.11691  0.20748 -0.07892 -0.04768  0.12136  0.23840 -0.09140 
CAPAB17  0.0602  0.0336  0.0322  0.0001  0.1489  0.3836  0.0261  <.0001  0.0944 
                                                  
GOAL4  -0.00168  0.00600  0.01808 -0.01375  0.04882 -0.02316  0.04332  0.00910  0.08718 
GOAL4   0.9756  0.9127  0.7412  0.8017  0.3724  0.6723  0.4287  0.8680  0.1107 
                                                  
GOAL5   0.10390  0.12858  0.17985  0.10425  0.02057 -0.00015  0.10934  0.09633  0.06704 
GOAL5   0.0571  0.0184  0.0009  0.0563  0.7071  0.9979  0.0452  0.0778  0.2204 
                                                  
GOAL6   0.01531  0.02340  0.00700 -0.00814  0.10386  0.03667  0.07403  0.03603  0.10295 
GOAL6   0.7798  0.6691  0.8983  0.8818  0.0572  0.5030  0.1758  0.5104  0.0594 
                                                  
GOAL7   0.06659  0.07371 -0.06725  0.01544  0.06873  0.04373 -0.07846  0.03785  0.12058 
GOAL7   0.2235  0.1777  0.2189  0.7780  0.2089  0.4243  0.1513  0.4893  0.0271 
                                                  
GOAL8   0.06096  0.06519  0.05815  0.01964  0.03686 -0.02863  0.04574 -0.01393  0.09856 
GOAL8   0.2652  0.2334  0.2878  0.7198  0.5007  0.6010  0.4033  0.7992  0.0712 
                                                  
              Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 336                
                  Prob > |r| under H0: Rho=0                   
                                                  
      CAPAB8  CAPAB9  CAPAB10  CAPAB17   GOAL4   GOAL5   GOAL6   GOAL7   GOAL8 
                                                  
CONBEL1  0.08750  0.04044  0.01533 -0.10266 -0.00168  0.10390  0.01531  0.06659  0.06096 
CONBEL1  0.1094  0.4600  0.7795  0.0602  0.9756  0.0571  0.7798  0.2235  0.2652 
                                                  
CONBEL2  0.12143  0.02553  0.00215 -0.11599  0.00600  0.12858  0.02340  0.07371  0.06519 
CONBEL2  0.0260  0.6410  0.9687  0.0336  0.9127  0.0184  0.6691  0.1777  0.2334 
                                                  
CONBEL3  0.06856  0.50457  0.29197  0.11691  0.01808  0.17985  0.00700 -0.06725  0.05815 
CONBEL3  0.2100  <.0001  <.0001  0.0322  0.7412  0.0009  0.8983  0.2189  0.2878 
                     The SAS System   09:39 Thursday, January 10, 2008 37 
                                                  



160 

APPENDIX H, continued 
 

The CORR Procedure 
                                                  
              Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 336                
                  Prob > |r| under H0: Rho=0                   
                                                  
      CAPAB8  CAPAB9  CAPAB10  CAPAB17   GOAL4   GOAL5   GOAL6   GOAL7   GOAL8 
                                                  
CONBEL4  0.06328  0.30850  0.44271  0.20748 -0.01375  0.10425 -0.00814  0.01544  0.01964 
CONBEL4  0.2474  <.0001  <.0001  0.0001  0.8017  0.0563  0.8818  0.7780  0.7198 
                                                  
CAPAB3  0.50243  0.14410  0.03158 -0.07892  0.04882  0.02057  0.10386  0.06873  0.03686 
CAPAB3   <.0001  0.0082  0.5640  0.1489  0.3724  0.7071  0.0572  0.2089  0.5007 
                                                  
CAPAB4  0.65897  0.14130  0.05489 -0.04768 -0.02316 -0.00015  0.03667  0.04373 -0.02863 
CAPAB4   <.0001  0.0095  0.3158  0.3836  0.6723  0.9979  0.5030  0.4243  0.6010 
                                                  
CAPAB5  0.11030  0.66940  0.46173  0.12136  0.04332  0.10934  0.07403 -0.07846  0.04574 
CAPAB5   0.0433  <.0001  <.0001  0.0261  0.4287  0.0452  0.1758  0.1513  0.4033 
                                                  
CAPAB6  0.02915  0.42751  0.79557  0.23840  0.00910  0.09633  0.03603  0.03785 -0.01393 
CAPAB6   0.5944  <.0001  <.0001  <.0001  0.8680  0.0778  0.5104  0.4893  0.7992 
                                                  
CAPAB7  0.66619  0.08557 -0.00206 -0.09140  0.08718  0.06704  0.10295  0.12058  0.09856 
CAPAB7   <.0001  0.1175  0.9700  0.0944  0.1107  0.2204  0.0594  0.0271  0.0712 
                                                  
CAPAB8  1.00000  0.10247  0.06781 -0.00524  0.03779  0.02344  0.05135  0.04947  0.04670 
CAPAB8        0.0606  0.2151  0.9238  0.4900  0.6685  0.3480  0.3660  0.3935 
                                                  
CAPAB9  0.10247  1.00000  0.58873  0.16896  0.00125  0.12478  0.03338 -0.03031  0.04956 
CAPAB9   0.0606       <.0001  0.0019  0.9818  0.0222  0.5420  0.5799  0.3651 
                                                  
CAPAB10  0.06781  0.58873  1.00000  0.23792  0.00178  0.12058  0.04825  0.09760 -0.01338 
CAPAB10  0.2151  <.0001       <.0001  0.9741  0.0271  0.3779  0.0740  0.8069 
                                                  
CAPAB17 -0.00524  0.16896  0.23792  1.00000  0.08466  0.11341  0.11860  0.17849  0.09305 
CAPAB17  0.9238  0.0019  <.0001       0.1214  0.0377  0.0297  0.0010  0.0886 
                                                  
GOAL4   0.03779  0.00125  0.00178  0.08466  1.00000  0.60637  0.73069  0.55953  0.67766 
GOAL4   0.4900  0.9818  0.9741  0.1214       <.0001  <.0001  <.0001  <.0001 
                                                  
GOAL5   0.02344  0.12478  0.12058  0.11341  0.60637  1.00000  0.63858  0.44844  0.62456 
GOAL5   0.6685  0.0222  0.0271  0.0377  <.0001       <.0001  <.0001  <.0001 
                                                  
GOAL6   0.05135  0.03338  0.04825  0.11860  0.73069  0.63858  1.00000  0.61320  0.68426 
GOAL6   0.3480  0.5420  0.3779  0.0297  <.0001  <.0001       <.0001  <.0001 
                                                  
GOAL7   0.04947 -0.03031  0.09760  0.17849  0.55953  0.44844  0.61320  1.00000  0.44807 
GOAL7   0.3660  0.5799  0.0740  0.0010  <.0001  <.0001  <.0001       <.0001 
                                                  
GOAL8   0.04670  0.04956 -0.01338  0.09305  0.67766  0.62456  0.68426  0.44807  1.00000 
GOAL8   0.3935  0.3651  0.8069  0.0886  <.0001  <.0001  <.0001  <.0001      
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APPENDIX H, continued 
 

The CORR Procedure 
                                                  
          5 Variables:  GOAL4  GOAL5  GOAL6  GOAL7  GOAL8           
                                                  
                                                  
                    Simple Statistics                      
                                                  
 Variable     N     Mean   Std Dev     Sum   Minimum   Maximum   
                                                  
 GOAL4      362   3.50552   1.34647     1269   1.00000   5.00000   
 GOAL5      362   2.77901   1.31928     1006   1.00000   5.00000   
 GOAL6      362   2.96961   1.31754     1075   1.00000   5.00000   
 GOAL7      362   2.72928   1.36383     988   1.00000   5.00000   
 GOAL8      362   3.09116   1.32313     1119   1.00000   5.00000   
                                                  
                                                  
                  Cronbach Coefficient Alpha                   
                                                  
                 Variables       Alpha                   
                 Raw         0.881036                   
                 Standardized    0.881476                   
                                                  
                                                  
            Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted Variable              
                                                  
              Raw Variables       Standardized Variables           
                                                  
    Deleted   Correlation           Correlation                  
    Variable   with Total      Alpha   with Total      Alpha  Label     
    GOAL4      0.773488    0.841426    0.773654    0.842251  GOAL4     
    GOAL5      0.688764    0.861605    0.689541    0.862177  GOAL5     
    GOAL6      0.805717    0.834006    0.805717    0.834457  GOAL6     
    GOAL7      0.592043    0.884381    0.591832    0.884392  GOAL7     
    GOAL8      0.723035    0.853642    0.724163    0.854066  GOAL8     
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APPENDIX H, continued 
 

Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 362 
                  Prob > |r| under H0: Rho=0                   
                                                  
             GOAL4     GOAL5     GOAL6     GOAL7     GOAL8       
                                                  
      GOAL4    1.00000    0.59794    0.71446    0.56498    0.67220       
                   <.0001    <.0001    <.0001    <.0001       
                                                  
      GOAL5    0.59794    1.00000    0.63996    0.45316    0.62888       
            <.0001           <.0001    <.0001    <.0001       
                                                  
      GOAL6    0.71446    0.63996    1.00000    0.59355    0.68646       
            <.0001    <.0001           <.0001    <.0001       
                                                  
      GOAL7    0.56498    0.45316    0.59355    1.00000    0.42819       
            <.0001    <.0001    <.0001           <.0001       
                                                  
      GOAL8    0.67220    0.62888    0.68646    0.42819    1.00000       
            <.0001    <.0001    <.0001    <.0001              
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  APPENDIX H, continued 
 

The CORR Procedure 
 
                2 Variables:  CONBEL1 CONBEL2 
 
 
                    Simple Statistics 
 
 Variable     N     Mean   Std Dev     Sum   Minimum   Maximum  Label 
 
 CONBEL1     410   4.52439   0.80381     1855   1.00000   5.00000  CONBEL1 
 CONBEL2     410   4.61951   0.71080     1894   1.00000   5.00000  CONBEL2 
 
 
                  Cronbach Coefficient Alpha 
 
                 Variables       Alpha 
                 Raw         0.923054 
                 Standardized    0.926803 
 
 
            Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted Variable 
 
             Raw Variables       Standardized Variables 
 
   Deleted   Correlation           Correlation 
   Variable   with Total      Alpha   with Total      Alpha  Label 
   CONBEL1     0.863590     .       0.863590     .     CONBEL1 
   CONBEL2     0.863590     .       0.863590     .     CONBEL2 
 
 
              Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 410 
                  Prob > |r| under H0: Rho=0 
 
                      CONBEL1    CONBEL2 
 
               CONBEL1    1.00000    0.86359 
               CONBEL1           <.0001 
 
               CONBEL2    0.86359    1.00000 
               CONBEL2    <.0001 



164 

APPENDIX H, continued 
 
                     The SAS System    11:51 Monday, January 14, 2008  2 
 
                    The CORR Procedure 
 
                2 Variables:  CONBEL3 CONBEL4 
 
 
                    Simple Statistics 
 
 Variable     N     Mean   Std Dev     Sum   Minimum   Maximum  Label 
 
 CONBEL3     412   3.50000   1.00969     1442   1.00000   5.00000  CONBEL3 
 CONBEL4     412   2.98058   1.12465     1228   1.00000   5.00000  CONBEL4 
 
 
                  Cronbach Coefficient Alpha 
 
                 Variables       Alpha 
                 Raw         0.765364 
                 Standardized    0.768107 
 
 
            Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted Variable 
 
             Raw Variables       Standardized Variables 
 
   Deleted   Correlation           Correlation 
   Variable   with Total      Alpha   with Total      Alpha  Label 
 
   CONBEL3     0.623518     .       0.623518     .     CONBEL3 
   CONBEL4     0.623518     .       0.623518     .     CONBEL4 
 
 
              Pearson Correlation Coefficients, N = 412 
                  Prob > |r| under H0: Rho=0 
 
                      CONBEL3    CONBEL4 
 
               CONBEL3    1.00000    0.62352 
               CONBEL3           <.0001 
 
               CONBEL4    0.62352    1.00000 
               CONBEL4    <.0001 
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APPENDIX I: Regression Output 
 
 

Model Summary 

Step -2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

1 306.457a .253 .348

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 because 

parameter estimates changed by less than .001. 

 
 

Classification Tablea 

 Predicted 

 Non-service learning and service-learning 

 
Observed 

Non-service-

learning 

Service-

learning 

Percentage 

Correct 

Non-service-learning 173 25 87.4

Service-learning 54 53 49.5

Step 1 Non-service learning and 

service-learning 

Overall Percentage   74.1

a. The cut value is .500     

 
 

Variables in the Equation 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

NEWGOAL .179 .035 26.382 1 .000 1.196

NEWCAPAB1 .032 .104 .097 1 .755 1.033

NEWCONBEL1 -.187 .118 2.516 1 .113 .830

NEWCONBEL2 .089 .090 .965 1 .326 1.093

NEWCAPAB3 -.059 .117 .250 1 .617 .943

NEWCAPAB2 -.283 .106 7.085 1 .008 .754

AGE .018 .021 .736 1 .391 1.018

Step 1 

ETHN2 .965 .408 5.602 1 .018 2.625
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TENURE3 -1.066 .869 1.503 1 .220 .344

RGEN .058 .307 .035 1 .851 1.059

DRANK1 -1.649 1.095 2.267 1 .132 .192

DRANK2 -.886 1.113 .634 1 .426 .412

DRANK3 -2.886 1.278 5.104 1 .024 .056

DJOB1 1.214 1.297 .876 1 .349 3.367

DJOB2 1.862 1.311 2.017 1 .156 6.437

DDISC .155 .857 .033 1 .856 1.168

DDISC2 -2.163 1.227 3.108 1 .078 .115

DDISC3 .070 1.134 .004 1 .951 1.072

DDISC4 .508 1.034 .241 1 .623 1.661

DDISC5 .152 .988 .024 1 .878 1.164

DDISC6 -.436 .782 .311 1 .577 .647

DDISC7 -.501 .759 .436 1 .509 .606

DDISC8 -1.162 1.409 .681 1 .409 .313

DDISC9 -.391 .706 .307 1 .579 .676

DDISC10 .082 .679 .015 1 .904 1.086

Constant -.748 3.165 .056 1 .813 .473
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