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 Universities are increasingly criticized for not taking an active role in contributing

to the improvement of the communities surrounding them and for not instilling a sense of

civic responsibility in students.  The pedagogy of service learning addresses both of these

issues by involving both faculty and students in the local community as students do

relevant community service as part of their academic coursework.  However, there is not

a clear understanding of how to best coordinate service learning at large public research

universities.

This study examined service learning programs at a set of public, doctoral-

granting research universities and evaluated how the location of the service learning

program within the university organizational structure, the program reporting line within

the university administrative hierarchy, and the program’s historical origin each impacted

organizational legitimacy.  Organizational legitimacy within this context is the perception
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that service learning is valued and that the studied program is the appropriate authority to

coordinate this activity within the institutional environment.

This study has not confirmed that service learning programs located in student

affairs or jointly located in both academic affairs and student affairs suffer from a lack of

organizational legitimacy as measured by program budgets, number of classes taught,

percentage of faculty teaching classes, or community organizations offering student

service opportunities.  However, the culture of the studied service learning programs was

different in student affairs versus academic affairs administrative locations.

Institutional theory predicts that organizational legitimacy would be higher for

service learning programs that report to an upper-level administrator.  In this study, this is

somewhat supported by the financial data, but not by results on stakeholder participation.

The data indicate that for these institutions organizational history continued to

influence organizational structure and function.  Programs that were originally inspired

by students continued to have stronger student leadership and involvement and support

from student fee sources.  Programs that had specific funding sources as the catalyst were

supported more heavily by donations and endowment funds.
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CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

“Institutions, like the students they teach, are often seen as isolated from the life

of their surrounding communities” (Hollander, 1998, p. 4).  This sentiment is shared by

many: the vision of elitist institutions of higher education with students whose sole aim is

to make more money.  This view is particularly common of large, research-focused

institutions.  To combat this, universities are increasingly creating programs to engage

students and faculty with the community.  An example of this strategy is the pedagogy

known as service learning, in which students do relevant community service as part of a

graded academic course.  As this practice becomes more widespread, it is increasingly

more common for universities to create organizational units charged with coordinating

service learning.  Service learning programs vary in size, scope, leadership, and mission.

Some are given more resources, are larger in size and scope, and have more faculty and

student participation than others.  The size, scope and resources a program has impact the

degree to which stakeholders view the program as being legitimate.  Researchers have

suggested that service learning programs with an academic affairs reporting line might be

better supported by institutions in terms of funding and visibility, as compared to those

located within a student affairs unit (Fisher, 1998; Hollander & Saltmarsh, 2000; Jacoby,

1996). This study examined service learning programs and the organizational units that

coordinate them at large public, research/doctoral universities to explore the impact that

the administrative location of the coordinating unit has on the organizational legitimacy

of the service learning program.
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Problem Statement

Historically the missions of American research universities emphasized public

purpose (Kennedy, 1997).  However, as expressed by Checkoway (2001):

Over time, these universities have been transformed from civic institutions into
some of the world’s most powerful research engines, and in so doing, have
undergone major changes in their objectives and operations, research paradigms
and pedagogical methods, and infrastructure and external relationships.” (p. 128)

Higher education is increasingly viewed by many people as being completely divorced

from the public good (Bok, 1982; Hollander, 1998; Zlotkowski, 1998).  College and

university students are viewed as being apathetic about civic issues and only interested in

personal gain (National Commission on Civic Renewal, 1998; Putnam, 1996).  Kenny, et

al (2002) state:

Indeed, perhaps the most consistently identified “problem” in higher education, as
reflected in the comments and behavior of taxpayers, legislators, governing
boards, funders, parents, students, and businesses is that the academy is not
playing a visible role in contributing to the improvement of the lives of people in
the community – as their lives are lived on a day-to-day basis. (p. 3)

Religion-based colleges, community colleges, small liberal arts institutions and

historically black colleges and universities have their missions rooted more firmly in a

commitment to service, and as such are more engaged with the communities around them

(Bucco & Busch, 1996; Hefner & DeVries, 2002; Jacoby, 1996; McPherson &

Zimmerman, 2002; Votruba, 1999).  Research universities are not perceived to be as

connected with the needs of their surrounding communities (Furco, 2001; Rothman,

1998).  With academic specialties becoming so narrowly focused, faculty are perceived
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as caring more about the community of their professional colleagues on a national and

international basis, than they do about the local community (Tierney, 1999).  This is a

problem for such institutions in that legislators are less likely to provide budgetary

support for universities if they don’t feel that such funding benefits the people in their

district.  Another issue is that admissions outreach efforts in the local community are

hindered if potential students do not feel that they would be welcome or find programs

relevant to their interests.

A solution to this issue that has gained national prominence is the development of

service learning programs.  Service learning involves both faculty and their students in

the local community as students do relevant community service as part of their academic

coursework.  The value of service learning has been well researched.  It has been shown

to increase future student civic participation (Astin & Sax, 1998), to increase learning

outcomes (Eyler & Giles, 1999), and to help students gain a greater understanding of

diversity and cultural differences (O’Grady, 2000).   Students also report that service

learning makes education seem more relevant, which in turn has a positive effect on

retention and degree completion (Gallini & Moely, 2003).

Legislators and other policy makers recognize the value of service learning, and

states such as California and Texas have enacted policies to foster service learning

opportunities in higher education.  Then California Governor Gray Davis issued a “Call

to Service” in 1999 in which he proposed a community service requirement for all

students graduating from any public university or community college in the state

(Jenkins, 1999).  The California State University System responded to the call, and the
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Governor authorized $2.2 million per year to develop and support service learning

programs at all California State University System institutions (California State

University Office of the Chancellor, 2001).  Current California Governor Arnold

Schwarzenegger is reviving the call for a community service requirement for all

California public higher education institutions (Asimov & Hope, 2004).

The Texas state legislature passed a joint resolution (Concurrent Resolution 12) in

support of service learning in the 2003 legislative session.  The resolution “encourages

public and private institutions of higher education in the state of Texas to adopt Service

Learning as an important pedagogical tool and a central form of engagement, civic

outreach, and citizenship education” (House Journal, 2003).

Service learning has been extensively and effectively implemented at many small

institutions and those whose mission has always included a focus on service (Hefner &

DeVries, 2002; Jones, 1998; Robinson, 1999; Zlotkowski, 2001).  However, service

learning is relatively new at large research universities, and the methods that were

effective at institutionalizing service learning at smaller institutions may not be as

effective at large research universities.  In this era of limited budgets and competing

priorities, the manner in which initiatives are implemented and overseen can have

substantial effect upon their ultimate success or failure.

In the decentralized environment of the large public research university, it can be

difficult to gain a broad base of support and resources for such activities.  Such support is

particularly crucial for service learning to be successful, since it crosses so many different

boundaries.  Service learning can potentially involve all disciplines, cross the boundary
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between student development and academic development, and also involve the external

community at large (Rue, 1996).  Negotiating these different organizational cultures can

be a daunting task, especially at institutions where these units are not accustomed to

collaborating.  Yet the buy-in of each of these entities is critical if service learning is to

gain legitimacy (Hollander & Saltmarsh, 2000; Jacoby, 1996).  Rue (1996) describes the

need to “balance the natural tensions between education and administration” and to

“mediate between differing institutional subcultures, reconciling faculty autonomy with

administrative accountability and the theory orientation of the academic world with the

action orientation of the public service world” (p. 248).

As more universities endeavor to create service learning programs, it will be

useful to have an understanding of how different structural variables affect the

organizational legitimacy and success of service learning program at large research

universities.  The results of this study provide a blueprint for how to support service

learning effectively at a large public research university.

Purpose of the Study

This research project examined service learning programs at public, doctoral-

granting research universities in order to analyze how specific variables affect

organizational legitimacy.  The main variables considered were location of the program

within the organizational structure of the university, the reporting line of program

leadership, and from where the primary impetus came to start the program.  These

variables were examined to explore if there were patterns between them and
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organizational legitimacy.   Organizational legitimacy was measured by size and scope of

the programs as calculated by participation in service learning on the part of stakeholders,

and financial support and other resources provided to the program.  Programs that have a

broader base of participation by students, faculty, staff, and community organizations,

receive greater support and have higher visibility will be considered to have more

organizational legitimacy.  This analysis attempted to identify the impact of

organizational location, administrative reporting line, and the historical catalyst for

inception of the service learning programs in order to make recommendations on “best

practices” for maximizing organizational legitimacy of service learning programs at large

public research universities.

Research Questions

This study had three primary research questions, as follows:

1. Is organizational legitimacy influenced by organizational location in an

academic affairs unit versus a student affairs unit or a joint location in both

student affairs and academic affairs?

2. Is organizational legitimacy impacted by reporting line in the organizational

structure of the university (e.g. reporting to a vice-president versus to a

provost versus to an assistant dean)?

3. Does the historical origin of the program have an effect on organizational

legitimacy?
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Significance of the Study

Although service learning is a relatively new area of study, there is already a

substantial amount of research into many of its aspects.  There have been many studies on

the effect of service learning on students (Billig & Eyler, 2003), several theoretical

articles or individual case studies on how to best institute service learning particularly at

smaller institutions (Bringle & Hatcher, 1996; Furco, 2001; Jacoby, 1996; Rothman,

1998), and research on faculty perceptions of service learning (Hammond, 1994; McKay

& Rozee, 2004).  However, there is not as much research on how to best institute and

effectively coordinate service learning.  The work that has been done focuses mainly on

community colleges (Prentice, 2001; Robinson & Barnett, 1996; Robinson, 1999), small

liberal arts institutions (Rue, 1996), regional sets of institutions (Siscoe, 1997), or

individual institutions in the form of detailed case studies (Fisher, 1998; Hesser, 1998).

This is the first study to compare a set of large public research institutions that are similar

in size and scope to assess the organizational legitimacy of their service learning

programs.

With the possibility of legislative mandates to implement service learning,

universities need research-based guidelines to determine the most effective way to

develop such programs successfully.  The results of this study will be useful as a planning

guide on how to organizationally implement and coordinate service learning initiatives.

Ultimately it is hoped that an understanding of how organizational placement has

influenced each of the programs studied will be useful for other universities in the
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development of service learning programs, or other cross-disciplinary programs that

involve both academics and student development.

Assumptions of Study

The following assumptions were made in this study:

1.  The institutions in the study pool are similar to each other in size and scope as

determined by the University of Texas at Austin Office of Institutional Research, which

uses this set of institutions as a comparison set for benchmarking purposes.

2.  Organizational legitimacy is indicated by participation in service learning programs on

the part of the various stakeholders and the provision of financial and other resources to

the program.

3. It is assumed that participants provided accurate information, although every effort was

made to verify the information provided.

Limitations of the Study

The study was limited to a small subset of similar institutions, rather than every

large public Doctoral/Research - Extensive institution.

Definition of Terms

Service Learning: Service learning is “a course-based, credit-bearing educational

experience in which students (a) participate in an organized service activity that meets

identified community needs and (b) reflect on the service activity in such a way as to gain
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further understanding of course content, a broader appreciation for the discipline, and an

enhanced sense of civic responsibility (Bringle & Hatcher, 1996, p. 112).

Organizational legitimacy: Legitimacy from an organizational theory perspective is the

“generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper,

or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs and

definitions” (Suchman, 1995, p. 574).

Research University: The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching

defines categories of institutions of higher education for the purposes of research and

comparison.  The definition of Doctoral/Research Universities – Extensive is described

as: “These institutions typically offer a wide range of baccalaureate programs, and they

are committed to graduate education through the doctorate. During the period studied,

they awarded 50 or more doctoral degrees per year across at least 15 disciplines”

(Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2004).

Student Affairs: “The organizational structure or unit within an institution responsible

for students’ out-of-class life and learning” (Winston, et al, 2001, p. xi).
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CHAPTER 2 – REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

There is a growing movement to accentuate the role of public service in higher

education.  The ever-increasing body of literature on this topic indicates that greater

emphasis on service can enhance student learning, boost collegiality among institutional

stakeholders, and improve community perceptions of colleges and universities (Bringle &

Hatcher, 1996; Checkoway, 2001).

Ernst Boyer, former President of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of

Teaching, envisioned a future for American higher education where colleges and

universities work towards solving social problems in the process of doing research and

educating students.  In a 1994 essay entitled “Creating the New American College,” he

described an institution that values teaching and research, but also “…takes special pride

in its capacity to connect thought to action, theory to practice” (p. 12).  In his view of the

“new American college,” faculty would not only share their expertise with the

community for the betterment of society, they would learn from working with the

community and use those experiences as input to modify theories and as direction for

further research.  Students would participate in field projects and community service to

relate the academic theory and ideas they were learning in the classroom to real-life

issues.  In this way “academic work would be strengthened as both professors and

students move from theory to practice and from practice back to theory” (p. 12).

In 1997, Russell Edgerton (then the President of the American Association of

Higher Education) published “The Engaged Campus: Organizing to Serve Society’s
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Needs,” in which he described an institution with a demonstrated commitment to linking

the goals of teaching and research with the needs and priorities of the community.

Service learning operationalizes this philosophy by integrating direct community service

into the academic curriculum.  Students enrolled in service learning courses complete a

set number of hours of community service relating to the academic objectives of the

course.  In the process, they become more civically aware and empathetic, provide much-

needed service to the community, and strengthen the bonds between the university and

people in the community.

This chapter will explore the historical development of service learning, describe

the national organizations that have helped shape service learning, describe some key

service learning studies, and outline the theoretical frameworks that will be used to

analyze the data gathered in this study.

History of Service Learning

The ideas behind service learning date back to the early history of American

higher education.  These concepts have their roots in the mission of the land grant

colleges, as well as the progressive education movement.  Both of these types of

institutions were committed to making a difference in society and organized their

programs to meet these ends (Rudolph, 1990).
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Land Grant Colleges

The land grant colleges were funded by the passing of the Morrill Act of 1862.

This legislation provided support in the form of large tracts of land to be used for the

creation and continued support of colleges to provide education in agriculture and the

mechanical arts “…in order to promote the liberal and practical education of the

industrial classes in the several pursuits and professions of life” (Morrill Land-Grant

Act).  The University of Wisconsin best exemplifies how land grant institutions utilize

the concepts of service learning.  In his first address to the Wisconsin state legislature in

1901, Wisconsin governor Robert Follette raised concerns that the university was not

fulfilling its social role to the people of the state (Gooch, 1995).  He worked with

University of Wisconsin president Charles Van Hise to add service to the community as a

third part of the mission of the institution, in addition to teaching and research.  The

University of Wisconsin created extension educational programs “to address the relevant

social, economic, environmental and cultural issues of its citizens” (McCarthy, 1912, p.

46).  This became known as “The Wisconsin Idea.”  As Gooch (1995, p. 15) has put it,

the Wisconsin Idea is "the idealistic and humane concern that knowledge could and

should have practical impact on the needs, problems and aspirations of the people."

Wisconsin’s motto was: "The boundaries of the University are the boundaries of the

state" (McCarthy, 1912, p. 3).  The extension programs sent faculty and students out into

the community, working with rural farmers and families to improve their crops and

mechanical skills.  Faculty taught their technical skills and knowledge to the citizens, and

also learned through doing hands-on research to solve the problems encountered by
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farmers, small business owners, and factories (Gooch, 1995; McCarthy, 1912).  Students

were able to learn by actually providing a service to the community as part of their

academic coursework, a pedagogy now known as service learning.

Progressive Education

The term “progressive education” first became popular in the 1880’s (Brown &

Finn, 1988).  It embodied the educational goals of the political and social movement of

Progressivism, a “many-sided effort to use the schools to improve the lives of

individuals” (Cremin, 1961, p. viii).  The progressive education movement was mainly

focused on the improvement of primary and secondary public schools, but it also inspired

the creation of several progressive or “experimental” colleges.  The progressive education

movement sought to create a learning environment that was “life-centered” for both the

student and the teacher, and to develop in each student a sense of social responsibility as

a way to combat the rise of poverty, illness and the increasing alienation that people in

urban areas were experiencing (Benezet, 1944). There had certainly always been hardship

and the desire to combat it, but what made the progressive education movement

significant was that educated and influential people began to care about alleviating the

suffering of others, and that the method of alleviation was not charity, but education

(Schapiro, 1999).  Withers (1934) stated the following:

If education is to be genuinely progressive it must face squarely and courageously
every social issue; come to grips with life in all of its stark reality; establish an
organic relation with the community, develop a realistic and comprehensive
theory of welfare, [and] fashion a compelling and challenging vision of human
destiny. (p. 549)
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The primary figure associated with the progressive movement in education was

John Dewey (Brown & Finn, 1988; Cremin, 1961), an educational philosopher who

wrote prolifically on the subject.  In a 1936 booklet entitled Education and the Social

Order, Dewey stated:

Mere instruction that is not accompanied with direct participation in
school affairs upon a genuine community basis will not go far.  Especially
among high school and college students, this participation should extend
beyond the school and include an active part in some phases of the larger
community life. (p. 12)

He was a strong proponent of experiential education and advocated for an educational

system where students were not taught by breaking down subjects into narrowly-defined

theories, but instead were instructed via problem-oriented methods.  In this way, students

would be presented with a real-life issue and be asked to apply concepts in order to solve

the problem.  He states:

The human mind does not learn like a vacuum; the facts presented for
learning, to be grasped, must have some relation to the previous
experience of the individual or to his present needs; learning proceeds
from the concrete to the general, not from the general to the particular.
(Dewey, 1940, p. 273)

Higher education, and particularly that at research institutions, is viewed by many

people as having moved away from these principles.  In response to this perception, a

group of university presidents, deans, and faculty, along with representatives from civic

organizations, foundations, and professional associations, met in 1998 to discuss how to

“renew the civic mission of the research university, both by preparing students for

responsible citizenship in a diverse democracy, and also by engaging faculty members to

develop and utilize knowledge for improvement in society” (Boyte and Hollander, 1999,
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p. 6).  The outcome was the “Wingspread Declaration on Renewing the Civic Mission of

the American Research University” (Boyte & Hollander, 1998).  Service learning is

validated in this document as an important strategy to achieve the stated goal.

National Organizations

National organizations like Campus Compact, the now defunct American

Association of Higher Education, and Educators for Community Engagement have had a

strong impact on the development and spread of service learning in higher education.

Such professional organizations have developed normative concepts of how service

learning should be implemented and what elements it should include.

Campus Compact

In 1985, Dewey’s philosophies were reaffirmed when a number of college and

university presidents established an organization called Campus Compact.  The mission

of this organization is to promote the civic purposes of higher education.  To accomplish

this mission, the organization supports student community service, encourages

collaboration between campuses and communities, and provides resources to assist

faculty in incorporating public and community engagement into their teaching and

research.  Campus Compact is now a coalition of over 950 college and university

presidents, and the membership continues to grow as more institutions of higher

education redefine the role of service and begin to incorporate it into their missions and

academic curricula.  Campus Compact continues to be one of the leading sources of

research on service learning, as well as instructional “how to” publications and resources

for faculty wanting to incorporate service into their courses (Campus Compact, 2005).
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American Association of Higher Education

The American Association of Higher Education (AAHE) was instrumental in

providing academic resources for faculty interested in service learning, as well as

providing opportunities for faculty dialogue.  The 1995 American Association for Higher

Education National Conference was dedicated to discussion of the engaged campus, in

which the membership presented and discussed ways to make service to the community

an integral part of the teaching and research undertaken at institutions of higher education

(Edgerton, 1997).  The AAHE press published a series of edited volumes called “Service

Learning in the Disciplines.”  Each volume in this series addresses the theory,

implementation, and outcomes of service learning in a specific discipline.  Contributors

to each volume are respected scholars from that discipline.

The AAHE has also paired with Campus Compact in a joint venture to create the

Service Learning Consulting Corps (SLCC).  Through the SLCC, respected service

learning professionals from universities around the country were available to visit

interested campuses and make recommendations on how to best implement or improve

service learning there. The engaged campus was the theme of the January 2002 AAHE

conference on Faculty Roles and Rewards (AAHE, 2004).  The AAHE closed its doors in

2005 due to financial difficulties, but the wealth of service learning resources the

organization and its members created will continue to influence the field of service

learning for years to come.
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Educators for Community Engagement

Educators for Community Engagement (formerly known as The Invisible

College) is a national organization of academics and community partners established in

1994.  The goal of the organization is to increase the practice of service learning across

the United States.  This organization holds yearly regional conferences “as a way to help

enrich experiences in community service by hard questioning and deep reflection on all

our roles in education.”  (Educators for Community Engagement, 2004, para. 1).

Professional associations such as these serve as repositories for information on

service learning and help shape the way that service learning is viewed and developed in

higher education.  The members of these organizations come from all disciplines,

creating a strong and diverse voice for service learning.

Previous Service Learning Studies

There are several published case studies of individual service learning programs

(Callahan & Root, 2003; Zlotkowsi, 1998), particularly of service learning at small

liberal arts colleges.  However, there are not many published studies comparing service

learning at multiple institutions of the same size and scope.  One of the main sources of

comprehensive data on service learning programs is the Campus Compact annual survey

of its member institutions (Campus Compact, 2003).  Another is the study done by

Robinson and Barnett (1996), which assessed the status of service learning at community

colleges.  A third source is a study by the American Association of Higher Education in

1998 to better understand service learning at “model institutions” for service learning



18

(Schneider, 1998).  The results of these studies will be useful as a comparison for the

current study.

American Association of Community Colleges Study

As reported in Gail Robinson and Lynne Barnett’s 1996 summary, this survey

research study assessed the status of service learning at 773 community colleges.  The

goal of the study was to “establish a baseline and to develop a comprehensive

understanding of the role that community colleges play in this aspect of community

service” (Robinson & Barnett, 1996, p. 1).  The primary results relevant to this study are

as follows:

• Over 70% of the responding colleges had an institutional mission that included

service to the community, yet only 31% offered service learning courses.

• Most of the funding for service learning programs came from institutional funds,

rather than external sources such as national organizations or grants.

• Administration of the service learning programs was most often the responsibility of

faculty from individual academic departments, followed by student affairs services

administrators.

• Most participating colleges reported having five or fewer staff people in charge of

administering the program.

• Faculty involvement on an institutional level was not high: only an average of five

faculty members per community college taught service learning classes each year.

• Over 75% of the service learning programs had been created only within the eight

years prior to the study.
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• Students were most likely to hear about service learning courses by word of mouth

from other students.

• Under 20% of the colleges surveyed notated service learning classes differently from

traditional courses.

• Faculty development opportunities in service learning were available at over one-

third of the colleges studied, but very few included community service as a

component of the tenure review process.

• The most important factor for program success was reported to be faculty support.

• The biggest challenge reported for programs was insufficient funding, followed

closely by a lack of faculty release time.

American Association of Higher Education Study

As summarized in Schneider (1998), the AAHE studied 27 programs that were

nominated as being “models of good practice” for service learning.  The study included a

range of different types of institutions, from community colleges, to private liberal arts

colleges, to research universities.  The goal of the study was to “better understand what

was happening on campuses and to get a pulse on what was happening nationally”

(Schneider, 1998, p. 9).  The results of the study showed the following:

• On average, each institution offered 50 or more service learning courses per year,

taught by more than 44 faculty members.

• The service learning programs were administered by an average of 4.4 staff and/or

faculty, but the range was from one to up to ten staff members.
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• As for organizational location of the programs, 55.6% of the programs were housed

in academic affairs, 18.5 % in student affairs, and 25.9% reported to both academic

and student affairs.

• The culture and mission of the campus strongly shaped the approach to service

learning that each institution took.

• Some of the key factors for program success were reported to include having a vision

and a well-defined mission, support from high-level administrators, and rewards for

faculty involvement.

This study hand-picked institutions that the researchers felt were at the forefront of

service learning practice. The results of this study will be useful as a rubric to which to

compare service learning at the institutions in the current study.

Campus Compact Survey of Member Institutions

Each year since 1987, Campus Compact has conducted a survey of its over 900

member institutions to assess their levels of community engagement. As summarized in

the annual statistical report (Campus Compact, 2003), the 2002-2003 survey received

responses from 403 institutions.  Following were the main results:

• Over half of the responding institutions were liberal arts colleges, and over a quarter

of respondents were faith-based institutions.  Of the remaining institutions, 16% were

classified as research institutions.

• Over 70% of responding institutions had a total enrollment of under 7500

undergraduate students.

• Service learning courses were offered in 81% of responding institutions.
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• Service learning offices had an average of two full-time and two part-time

professional staff members and over 9 student volunteers.

• Reporting lines were as follows: 40% reported to an academic affairs unit, while 26%

reported to a student affairs director or dean.

• Service learning directors in 28% of the institutions had a Ph.D., and a masters degree

only in 51% of institutions, with the remaining 11% having a bachelors degree only.

• Institutions had on average 24 faculty members who taught service learning courses,

with approximately 37 service learning courses being taught each year.

• A total of 34% of institutions clearly identified service learning courses in their

campus publications.

• Over 8% of the institutions required students to take service learning courses in order

to graduate.

• A high level of faculty and administrative support for community programs was

reported by 80% of responding institutions, more than ever before, but the top three

obstacles to program success were faculty time pressures, lack of service learning

funding, and lack of common understanding.

Although these studies covered different populations and were conducted at

different time periods, they nonetheless provide an interesting comparative baseline for

this research.  One of the main criticisms of service learning research is that there are

many studies, but they were not done in such a way so that results from different studies

can be compared to each other (Furco, 2003).
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Theoretical Framework

Service learning programs are now common at colleges and universities.  In the

Campus Compact study of 403 institutions, 83% had established an office to coordinate

and/or support community service and/or service learning at their campuses (Campus

Compact, 2003).  The existence of an organizational unit dedicated to a particular

function, along with how that unit is set up and operates, affects how the various

stakeholders view the issue being addressed by the office.  Institutional theory addresses

how organizations are designed and structured, and how these matters impact their

functioning.  As such, this body of theory provides a useful lens through which the data

from this study can be analyzed.

Institutional theory grew out of the open systems view of organizations

introduced in the 1970’s.  This work emphasized the importance of environment and

context as important influences on organizations (Scott, 1981).  Sociology has a long

history of studying institutions, and sociologists such as John Meyer, Brian Rowan, and

Richard Scott have continued to develop and refine the theoretical framework known as

“Neo-Institutionalism.”  Their work broadly explores how organizations are formed and

function within the social environment.  As described by Scott (1987): “No organization

is just a technical system and many organizations are not primarily technical systems.

All social systems – hence all organizations – exist in an institutional environment that

defines and delimits social reality” (p. 507).  One concept explored by institutional theory

that is particularly relevant to this study is organizational legitimacy, especially how it is

impacted by the structure and the history of an organization.  This body of theory also
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examines the importance of culture in how organizations are structured and function in

the social environment.

Institutions As Myth and Ceremony

Meyer & Rowan (1977) explored the concept of institutions as myth and ceremony.

Their work states that the way people view institutions is a social construct that is both

created and reinforced by the social culture.  Neo-institutional theorists have continued to

develop this idea.  Friedland and Alford (1991) summarize it this way:

The routines of each institution are connected to rituals which define the order
of the world and one’s position in it, rituals through which belief in the
institution is reproduced.  Voting and inaugurations; the signing of contracts;
marriages and divorces; the issuance of budgets and plans – each involves real
social relationships through which instrumental behavior is accomplished.  But
each too entails symbolic and ideological constructions of more than
instrumental consequence.” (Friedland & Alford, 1991, p. 250)

These myths and rituals are played out through organizational culture.  Kuh and Whitt

(2000) define organizational culture in a broad way as the “social or normative glue

based on shared values and beliefs that holds organizations together” (p. 147).  Pettigrew

defines it more specifically as the “amalgam of beliefs, ideology, language, ritual, and

myth” prevalent in an organization (Pettigrew, 1979 in: Masland, 1985, p. 146).

Organizational culture provides a framework for the structure and process of an

institution, including the basis of merits and discipline, what is valued and what is not,

and ideologies that create bonds between individuals and groups and guide behavior (Kuh

& Whitt, 2000).  Institutions serve a normative purpose in society.  They “provide

individuals with vocabularies of motives and with a sense of self.  They generate not only
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that which is valued, but the rules by which it is calibrated and distributed.” (Friedland &

Alford, 1991, p. 251).

Community service is in the process of being institutionalized as a part of the higher

education experience.  Rationalization is “the creation of cultural schemes involving

means-ends relationships and standardizing systems of control over activities and actors”

(Scott and Meyer, 1994, p. 3).  One way that community service has been rationalized is

through federal programs.  An example of this phenomenon is the Americorps program

created by President Clinton and the Freedom Corps program supported by President

Bush.  Service learning has been either mandated (California) or encouraged (Texas) by

many state legislatures.  In response, many universities and colleges have created specific

offices charged solely with coordinating community service and service learning

activities for their campuses.  Institutional theory predicts this, as stated by Scott (2001):

“Valued ends are to be pursued systematically by codified, formalized means; and

organizations are viewed as providing appropriate social entities to promote such

projects.” (p. 88).  Meyer and Rowan (1977) also point out: “As institutionalized myths

define new domains of rationalized activity, formal organizations emerge in these

domains” (Meyer & Rowan, 1977, p. 345).  As service learning becomes normalized in

higher education, we see more campuses creating service learning offices.  Even

institutions that already had offices to coordinate community service activities have

begun to have staff positions and offices charged with specifically coordinating service

learning.  This supports Meyer and Rowan’s claim that: “As rationalizing institutional

myths arise in existing domains of activity, extant organizations expand their formal
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structures so as to become isomorphic with these new myths” (Meyer & Rowan, 1977, p.

345).

Organizational Legitimacy

Legitimacy in an organizational theory perspective is the “generalized perception

or assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within

some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs and definitions” (Suchman,

1995 p. 574,).  Legitimacy is crucial for any organization to survive and be successful.

As Scott, et al (2000) state: “Organizations require more than material resources and

technical information if they are to survive in their social environments.  They also need

social acceptability and credibility” (p. 237).  Legitimacy is an important commodity for

service learning programs, especially at institutions defined as Doctoral/Research

Universities – Extensive, where the emphasis for new development is primarily in the

area of research rather than teaching (Checkoway, 2001; Cohen, 1994).

As Jepperson (1991) points out: “Institutions are not just constraint structures; all

institutions simultaneously empower and control” (pg. 146).  The power conferred to the

service learning program has a substantial effect on the degree to which it is regarded as
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legitimate by stakeholders.  Power can come from different sources, including the

following:

• Leadership of the program

• The status of those who support and advocate for the program

• Amount of funding and source of that funding

• Location of the program within the university hierarchy

• Physical location of the program offices and the size of the space allotted to its

programs

These elements not only provide resources for the programs to accomplish their goals,

but symbolically convey status.

There are many ways that organizations can gain legitimacy.  One is through their

place in organizational structure.  As described by Scott (1991): “The formal structure of

an organization has significance apart from its effect on the behavior of organizational

participants, since it signifies rationality and purposive order, increasing the legitimacy of

its operations in the eyes of participants and constituents” (p. 169).  The structure of an

organization includes the titles of the positions, their duties, the qualifications required of

the people holding the positions, the power structure and reporting lines, location of

offices etc.  These are “guided by and reflect prescriptions conveyed by wider

rationalized institutional environments.  These structures signal rationality, irrespective of

their effects on outcomes” (Scott, 2001, p. 152-153).  How these elements fit together in

an organization indicate the values the organization is trying to project in order to attain

legitimacy from the broader institutional environment.  “Such elements of formal
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structure are manifestations of powerful institutional rules which function as highly

rationalized myths that are binding on particular organizations” (Meyer & Rowan, 1977,

p. 343).

Berger and Luckmann wrote: “Organizations structurally reflect socially

constructed reality” (1967, p. 136).”  One way in which organizations increase legitimacy

is by reflecting the values of the broader institutional environment in the organizational

structure.  Meyer and Rowan (1977) describe:  “By designing a formal structure that

adheres to the prescriptions of myths in the institutional environment, an organization

demonstrates that it is acting on collectively valued purposes” (p. 349).  A relevant

example of this is how service learning has more rapidly taken root at religious

institutions, community colleges, historically black colleges, and at small liberal arts

colleges – places where service has always been a core part of the institutional mission.

Service learning programs are products of the colleges and universities that create and

run them.  The structure of each program will likely mimic the structure of the parent

institution.  As addressed by Meyer & Rowan (1977): “Incorporating externally

legitimated formal structures increases the commitment of internal participants and

external constituents.” (p. 349).

A strong influence on how organizations in the same organizational field are

structured is the tendency for newly-formed organizations to copy earlier organizations

that have been deemed to be successful.  The earlier organizations, regardless of how

effective they are at achieving their goals, are already rationalized and viewed as “the

way things are done” in that area.  Mirroring this structure confers the same legitimacy
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onto new organizations that address the same issues and have the same goals.  As Scott

describes: “To adopt an orthodox structure or identity to relate to a specific situation is to

seek the legitimacy that comes from cognitive consistency” (Scott, 2001, p. 61).  This

phenomenon is addressed as “institutional isomorphism” by Hawley (1968) and in depth

by DiMaggio & Powell (1983).  They define isomorphism as “a constraining process that

forces one unit in a population to resemble other units that face the same set of

environmental conditions” (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, p. 149).  They describe three

types of isomorphism.  When isomorphism is the result of external pressures such as a

governmental mandate, it is described as “coercive.”  “Mimetic” isomorphism is when an

organization directly models itself after an existing organization.  DiMaggio and Powell

(1983) describe: “Organizations tend to model themselves after similar organizations in

their field that they perceive to be more legitimate or successful” (p. 152).  When

organizations are similar due to the influence of professional associations, it is called

“normative” isomorphism.  These professional associations develop normative rules

about what organizations in their field should be like, and how and by whom they should

be run.

Another substantial impact on legitimacy is an organization’s history.  As Berger

and Luckmann state: “Institutions always have a history, of which they are the products.

It is impossible to understand an institution adequately without an understanding of the

historical process in which it was produced” (1967: 54-55).  When evaluating the current

service learning programs, it will be important to take into account the history of the

organization, including an exploration of who started the program, what the impetus was,
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where the primary support came from to start the program, etc.  This may be important in

understanding the current structure and functioning of the organization, and also in

comparing it to other programs.  For example, Stinchcomb (1965) describes the concept

of organizational “imprinting,” where current norms shape the organization when it is

formed and continue to shape it over time.  Thus similar organizations founded at the

same time resemble each other more than those created at different times.   In this way,

the organization reflects the common structure at the time the organization was founded

(Stinchcomb, 1965; Scott, 1987).

Another way that organizations gain legitimacy is through the careful choice of

organizational goals that match the interests and goals of the stakeholders in the

environment.  As described by Scott: “The goals an organization espouses, the goals it

appears to be serving, the goals it embodies and is perceived to represent – these

symbolic goals have important effects on the organization’s ability to acquire legitimacy,

allies, resources, and personnel” (Scott, 1995, p. 286).  Service learning programs are

likely to choose goals that overlap to address the interests of the university, the

community, and of the students.  In this way service learning programs can maximize

support and visibility, thus gaining maximum legitimacy.

These theoretical concepts were used as a lens through which to examine the data

gathered in this study. Data were analyzed to see whether the above concepts played a

part in creating organizational legitimacy for each service learning program as an

organization.  Data indicating the degree of organizational legitimacy of the studied

programs were examined particularly with regard to the organizational location of service
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learning programs within either a student affairs or academic affairs unit, the reporting

line of service learning programs within the administrative structure of the university, and

the historical origin of the program.  The following chapter details the research

methodology used in this study.
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CHAPTER 3 – METHODOLOGY

This was a parallel or simultaneous mixed methodology study, utilizing both

qualitative and quantitative research methods to explore the research topic.  As

Tashakkori & Teddlie (1998) describe, the researcher was “…generating numerical and

narrative data that answer similar questions” (pg. 47).  The qualitative research methods

included open-ended and multiple-choice survey questions, follow-up interviews, and

text analysis.  The quantitative research consisted of empirically gathered data on

quantifiable variables about the service learning programs, such as level of financial

funding, number of service learning courses taught, and faculty and staff FTE.

Population

The population of study was comprised of large public institutions of higher

education that were defined as Doctoral/Research – Extensive (formerly Research I)

universities by the Carnegie Classification (Carnegie Foundation, 2004).  Institutions of

this type have been identified as having a more difficult environment in which to institute

and sustain a successful service learning program (Bucco & Busch, 1996; Furco, 2001;

Jacoby, 1996).

Sample

The sample was comprised of twelve large public Research/Doctoral – Extensive

universities (Table 3.1). This particular set of universities includes The University of

Texas at Austin and the list of “benchmark” institutions used for comparison purposes by
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the University of Texas at Austin Office of Institutional Research (University of Texas

Office of Institutional Research, 2004).

Table 3.1 — Universities Included in the Study

Institutions Included in Study

University of California, Berkeley

University of California, Los Angeles

University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign

Indiana University

University of Michigan, Ann Arbor

Michigan State University

University of Minnesota

University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill

Ohio State University

The University of Texas at Austin

University of Washington

University of Wisconsin, Madison

Intensively studying a smaller number of institutions that are similar in size and

scope yielded a more useful picture than a broad, but more superficial study of dissimilar

institutions.  Studying a smaller, yet more uniform, set of institutions in great detail held

the context more uniform, thus allowing for a deeper and more detailed comparative

analysis of the data.  This particular set of institutions was chosen because they were

similar in size and mission and included examples of service learning programs that fell

under the purview of academic affairs, others that fell under student affairs, and some that

had a dual reporting line between both academic and student affairs units.  When doing

comparative research, it is important that sample size be large enough to “reflect the

diversity” of the group being studied (Ritchie and Lewis, 2003, p. 51).  This group was a

manageable number of institutions from which to gather detailed information, but was

large enough to be representative of the population of large public doctoral/research
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universities.  This list also includes a wide spectrum of organizational histories: some

programs were initiated by the availability of specific funding sources, some were

initiated by faculty, and some by the initiative of students.  Study of this wide variety of

institutional approaches among institutions of the same size and scope allowed for

effective comparative analysis.

Recipients of the surveys were chosen by purposive sampling.  As described by

Tashakkori & Teddlie (1998), purposive sampling is the “selection of individuals/groups

based on specific questions/purposes of the research in lieu of random sampling and on

the basis of information available about those individuals/groups” (p. 76).

Methods of Research

Both qualitative and quantitative research methods were utilized in this study.

Quantitative data was used to assess the size and scope of each institution and the service

learning program there, as well as the level of financial support service learning programs

received at each institution.  Quantitative empirical data were gathered through surveys,

an examination of online information published by the university, an analysis of the

course catalog for each institution, and quantitative data from telephone interviews.  The

qualitative research included responses to open-ended survey questions, follow-up

interviews, and text analysis of documents. Open-ended survey questions provided in-

depth information about perceptions of the service learning program at each university.

Follow-up telephone interviews were conducted with the service learning program

directors or coordinators.  Interviews were loosely-structured to allow the research

participants freedom and flexibility to tell their stories and feel ownership of the
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conversation.  Interviews also provided an opportunity to further explore interesting or

unclear answers to survey questions, and to confirm data provided on surveys and

gathered through text analysis.  Text analysis of university websites and course catalogs,

were used to triangulate other data.

Data Collection

This mixed-methodology study included both quantitative and qualitative data

collection methods.  All twelve universities studied were included in the quantitative and

qualitative data collection.  All but two of the study institutions completed the online

survey.  Survey answers were recorded through telephone conversations for these

additional two institutions.  Follow-up interviews were conducted with seven service

learning program directors or coordinators.

Survey Research Plan

An online survey was set up through the online survey tool Survey Monkey

(www.surveymonkey.com).  The online survey method was chosen for convenience of

the recipients of the survey.  Survey participants were able to type in their answers, and

submit responses electronically.  Using an online method also saved the data entry step

for the researcher, as the data was already imported into a database. The goal of the

survey was to gather information on the organizational structure of the service learning

program, program resources, location of the program within the organizational structure

of the university, size and scope of program, and details about program leadership and

support, as well as its history.  The survey questions were drawn from a survey of 27

model service learning programs by the American Association of Higher Education
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(Schneider, 1998) and the Service Learning Assessment Survey designed by Gail

Robinson for the American Association of Community Colleges (Robinson & Barnett,

1996). Robinson’s survey was administered to over 1100 community colleges, and has

been used in two other doctoral dissertations.  One dissertation assessed the status of

service learning at community colleges (Prentice, 2001), and the other looked at

institutions that were members of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools

(Siscoe, 1997). These surveys are extremely similar to one another.  Some survey

questions were edited slightly by the researcher to fit the population of this study, and

some questions that were not applicable to the goals of the current study were omitted.

The full text of the survey used in this study is found in Appendix A.

The use of survey questions used in previous research allows comparison between

the different studies, and renders the data that emerged from this study more useful as an

addition to the larger body of scholarship in this area.  Following is the rationale for the

use of each series of questions in the survey used in this study.

Program Institutional Context

Institutional theory research on organizational structure indicates that the structure

of an organization and its location within the environment are important factors in how

the organization is viewed by stakeholders (Meyer & Rowan, 1977).  Publications on this

topic indicate that service learning programs located in academic affairs units are likely

to be viewed as more legitimate by faculty than those located in student affairs (Furco,
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2001; Martin & Troppe, 1996; Rue, 1996; Zlotkowski, 1998).  The following survey

questions elicited data that was used to analyze these concepts:

• Where in the university administrative structure is the program located?

• What is the name of the administrative office to which your service learning

office reports?

• What is the title of the person to whom the head of your service learning program

reports?

• Are there any other offices that coordinate service learning at your institution? If

so, please list them:

• How has the location of your program within the organizational structure of the

university helped/hindered the program’s success?

Program Mission and Values

Institutional theory predicts that organizational units within a larger institution

will adopt the mission and values of the parent organization in order to gain

organizational legitimacy (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Scott, 2001).  Research on service

learning indicates that successful implementation of service learning programs occurs

most often when there is a congruence between institutional mission and commitment to

service (Holland, 1997; Morton & Troppe, 1996).  The following survey questions

explored these issues:

• Please enter the name of your service learning program

• What is the mission of your service learning program?
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• How does service learning fit with your institutional mission? How has this

affected the program?

Program Size and Scope

These data were useful to assess the growth and pervasiveness of the program as

one measure of organizational legitimacy.  These data were compared between study

institutions to identify emerging patterns, especially in relation to location of the program

within the university organizational structure and to program resources.  The following

questions assessed the size and scope of the program:

• Approximately how many different service learning courses (not sections of the

same course) are taught at your university each year?

• Approximately how many students take service learning courses each year?

• Approximately how many faculty members teach service learning courses each

year?

• Approximately what percentage of all academic departments at your institution

offer at least one service learning class?

• On average, how many hours of community service is each student required to

complete for a single service learning course?

• Does your course catalog or schedule of classes identify service learning courses

as such?

• Are service learning classes identified as such on student transcripts?

• How do students typically hear about service learning courses taught at your

institution?
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• How would you describe the majority of service learning courses at your

university?

• Approximately how many community agencies are involved with your service

learning program?

• How and by whom are community needs typically identified and prioritized for

service learning classes?

Program Leadership and Administration

The leadership and administration of an organization sends signals to the internal

and external environment about the nature of the program.  Faculty are typically regarded

as “higher status,” as are upper-level administrators such as the Provost or President of

the institution.  Having people in these classifications in leadership and/or advisory

positions has been thought to convey more legitimacy (Martin & Troppe, 1996; Rue,

1996).  The following survey questions gathered information to identify program

leadership issues:

• What is the title of the person who oversees service learning at your institution?

• What is the classification of this position:

• What is the highest level of education attained by this person?

!  Bachelors Degree

!  Masters Degree

!  Master in Progress

!  Doctorate in Progress

!  Doctorate
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• Is this position full-time or part-time?

• Does your institution have a service learning advisory committee or board?

o If yes, how often does this group meet?

o What is the role of the advisory board?

o How many members are on your service learning advisory committee or

board? (please indicate the numbers of each)

___Undergraduate students

___Graduate students

___Staff members from student affairs departments

___Staff members from academic departments

___Faculty members

___University administrators (Deans or higher)

___Community members

___Others

• Which national organizations, higher education associations, etc. are valuable to

the work of your service learning program and in what ways?

• What is the role of faculty in the organization and administration of your service

learning program?

• Are student leaders involved with your service learning program in

organizing/implementing service learning at your institution? If so, in what

capacities?
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• Are community members involved with your program in

organizing/implementing service learning at your institution? If so, in what

capacities?

• How many service learning staff members does your office have? (please indicate

the number of each):

___Full-time professional staff

___Part-time professional staff

___Paid graduate student positions

___Volunteer graduate internships

___Volunteer undergraduate student positions

___Work study positions

___Paid undergraduate student positions (not work study)

___Americorps VISTAS

___Other
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• In what ways are faculty encouraged to develop and teach service learning classes

at your institution? (check all that apply)

!  Course development grants

!  Release time

!  Part of faculty roles and rewards structure

!  Endowed chairship

!  Awards/recognition

!  Workshops/training/mentorships

!  Faculty receive service learning guides or handbooks

!  Recommended/encouraged by students

!  Recommended/encouraged by peers

!  Recommended/encouraged by college administration (dean/department chair)

!  Recommended/encouraged by university administration (provost, president)

!  Other (please specify):

• How is service learning valued in the faculty tenure and review process?

Program Resources

Program resources include funding and facilities provided for the service learning

office.  The level of resources provided to the service learning office and the sources of

such funding are indicators of the value of the program to those allocating said resources.

As such, resources allocated are a direct measure of organizational legitimacy.  The

literature predicted that programs located within academic affairs units and/or that have a
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direct reporting line higher up in the leadership chain would have more resources

allocated to them.  The following questions assessed the program resources:

• What is the annual program budget for your service learning program (including

staff salaries and benefits)?

• Approximately what percentage of your annual service learning budget comes

from the following sources?

___% University allocated State Funding

___% Student Fee Dollars

___% Local grant funding

___% National grant funding

___% Private donations

___% Endowments/bequests

___% Student fundraising

___% Corporate support

___% Professional organizations (ex: Campus Compact)

___% other (please describe)
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• Which best describes the physical location of your service learning office on your

campus (check all that apply):

!  Central location on the campus

!  Peripheral location on the campus

!  Off-campus location

!  Part of another office

!  A stand alone office

!  Divided into more than one physical location

!  Other (please specify)

• How would you describe the size of your office compared to programs of

comparable size and type at your institution:

!  Large

!  Average

!  Small

!  Other (please specify)

Program History

Program history can have a lasting effect upon an organization (Berger &

Luckman, 1967; Scott, 2001).  Ways in which a service learning program is currently

structured and functions may be artifacts of when and by whom the program was
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initiated.  Not taking this into account could mask important correlations.  The following

questions addressed the program history:

• In what year was your service learning office/program first established?

• Who or what was the catalyst for the start of service learning on your campus?

• During the initial development of the program, who provided the most support?

(Students, faculty, staff, administrators, etc.)

• Where did the original funding and other resources (facilities, etc.) for your

service learning program come from?

• During the initial development of the program, what were the biggest obstacles?

• How has this history affected the program’s success in the long term?

Final Assessment

The final two questions asked the respondent to list primary factors in the success

of the program, and to relate what the biggest challenges for the program were.  This data

was used to triangulate observations made from other sections and comparatively to see if

patterns emerged.

• What do you believe are the primary reasons for the success of your program?

• What do you see as the primary limitations for your program currently?

Participants were then thanked and asked to input their e-mail address if they would like

to receive a copy of the data from the study.

Interviews

Interviews were conducted with survey recipients to follow up on unclear survey

answers, obtain data from participants who did not complete the online survey, and to
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further explore particularly rich data areas.  The interviews were completed via telephone

and recorded on an audiotape.  Seven service learning program directors or coordinators

were interviewed.  Notes were also taken as the researcher spoke with research

participants.

Interview Protocol

At the outset, each interviewee was informed of the “nature and purpose”

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985) of the interview, i.e. that the conversation would be used as data

for dissertation research on service learning programs at large public doctoral/research

universities.  The interviews consisted of open-ended questions relating to the survey

questions and the answers provided by the research participant.  This allowed further

exploration of areas of interest, as well as an opportunity to triangulate the data provided

in surveys.  Interview questions were phrased in the following manner, in order to avoid

influencing the interviewee (Northcutt & McCoy, 2002): “Tell me about (topic)”.

Interviews were brought to a close by providing complete information on how to contact

the researcher via e-mail and telephone if the interviewee should think of something else

that they would like to share and thanking them for their valuable time and attention.

Document Analysis

Analysis of relevant written documents can illuminate hidden perspectives and

meanings in organizational research (Ritchie & Lewis, 2003), and is also useful to

validate or contradict data gathered through interviews (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

Documentary analysis of written references to the service learning programs in the study
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were examined, including service learning program websites, university websites, and the

campus catalog for each institution.

Data Analysis and Coding

The qualitative data gathered from interviews and survey narratives was

organized into the themes listed described earlier in this chapter and summarized in Table

3.2. Online survey multiple-choice answers and narratives were downloaded into a

Microsoft Excel spreadsheet.  Interview data was transcribed from audiotapes into

Microsoft Word documents by the researcher.  All of the interview transcripts and survey

narratives were then analyzed and narrative on similar themes from multiple interviews

was compiled.  This yielded a broad and rich description of each theme.

Table 3.2 – Data Themes

Data Themes

Program Institutional Context

Program Mission and Values

Program Size and Scope

Program Leadership and Administration

Program Resources

Program History

Final Assessment

Text analysis data was used to triangulate and provide examples of the results

from the interview and survey analysis.  Text relating to the different themes was

identified and categorized.

The quantitative data was primarily demographic in nature.  It was recorded in

whole numbers and simple statistics such as averages and medians,  Percentages were

used to describe and analyze this data.
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Data Validity and Trustworthiness

There are a number of methods of establishing trustworthiness in qualitative

research, described in detail by respected researchers such as Lincoln & Guba (1985),

Mertens (1998), and Patton (2003).  Following their recommendations, trustworthiness

was established by carefully constructing the research methodology in order to maximize

rigor and minimize the effects of bias as much as possible.  This was achieved by the

following methods:

Triangulation – The researcher used multiple sources of data, including

survey answers, interview data, and text analysis.  Data that were confirmed

by multiple sources were regarded as especially trustworthy.

Peer debriefing – The researcher met periodically with a neutral peer to

discuss the research and data analysis process in order to benefit from the

insight of the peer perspective.

The quantitative data on funding, class sizes and numbers, etc., were verified

whenever possible by triangulating with other sources, such as course catalogs, annual

reports, and other official sources of information, as well as from interview data.

.
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CHAPTER 4 – RESULTS

This chapter includes results from the surveys, telephone interviews, and text

analysis research from websites, course catalogs, and schedules of classes from each

university involved in this study.  First, each study university is characterized with a

demographic profile and a brief description of its service learning program(s).  The data

are then organized and presented using the themes described in Chapter Three.

Institutional Characterizations

The following section demographically profiles the 12 public research universities

involved in the study, and provides a brief description of the service learning program(s)

at each institution.  Particular attention is paid to information that forms the basis of the

three main research questions of this study: the administrative location of the program in

relation to academic affairs versus student affairs, the reporting line of the program

within the administrative structure of the university, and the catalyst for the start of the

service learning program.

University of California, Berkeley

The University of California, Berkeley was founded in 1868 and has 22,880

undergraduate students.  There are 1,496 full-time faculty members, with a student-to-

faculty ratio of 16/1, and a graduation rate of 87%.  Fifty-eight percent of classes have

fewer than twenty students enrolled, and 15% of classes have 50 or more students

enrolled.  Berkeley is ranked as the number one public national university by US News

and World Report (2005).
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There are two offices that address service learning on the Berkeley campus: the

Service Learning Research and Development Center and the Cal Corps Public Service

Center.  The former works primarily with faculty and on research initiatives, while the

latter works primarily with students.

Service Learning Research and Development Center

The Service Learning Research and Development Center (SLRDC) was founded

in 1994, and is an academic affairs unit.  The program reports to a faculty committee,

which has a dual reporting line to the Graduate School of Education and to the Office of

the Vice Provost for Undergraduate Education.  The catalyst for the start of the program

was a grant from the Corporation for National and Community Service combined with

the support of the former Vice Chancellor for Undergraduate Affairs.

Cal Corps Public Service Center

The Cal Corps Public Service Center was founded in 1967 and is a student affairs

unit of the university, reporting to the Dean of Students in the Office of Student Life.

The catalyst for starting the center was the 1960’s student social justice movement.

University of California, Los Angeles

The University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA) was founded in 1919 and has

24,946 enrolled undergraduates and 1,859 full-time faculty.  The student-to-faculty ratio

is 18/1.  Fifty percent of all classes have a class size of 20 students or less, and 22% of

classes have 50 or more students enrolled.  The six-year undergraduate graduation rate is

87%.  UCLA is ranked 3rd among public national universities in the US News and World
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Report college ranking (US News and World Report, 2005).  The office that coordinates

service learning at UCLA is the Center for Community Learning.

Center for Community Learning

The Center for Community Learning was established in its current form in 1999

and is an academic affairs unit of the university.  The program reports to the Vice Provost

in the Office of Undergraduate Education.  The catalyst for the start of service learning

was a task force of faculty and administrators.

Indiana University, Bloomington

Indiana University, Bloomington was founded in 1820 and has 29,549

undergraduates enrolled.  There are 1,917 full-time faculty members, with a student-to-

faculty ratio of 18/1.  Forty-two percent of classes taught there have fewer than 20

students enrolled, while 19% of classes have fifty or more enrolled students.  The

undergraduate six-year graduation rate is 71%.  The university is tied for 30th in ranking

among national public universities by US News and World Report (2005).

Service learning is coordinated by two offices at Indiana: Community Outreach

and Partnerships in Service Learning and the Office of Medical Service Learning located

at the Indiana University – Purdue University location.

Community Outreach and Partnerships in Service Learning (COPSL)

The Community Outreach and Partnerships in Service Learning program was

started in 1997 and is an academic affairs unit of the university.  The office reports to the

Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs in the Instructional Support Services office.  The

catalyst for the start of service learning was the collaboration between community
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partners, city government, faculty, a residence hall coordinator, the student activities

office, and university administrative staff.

Office of Medical Service Learning

The Office of Medical Service Learning was created in 1996 and is located in the

Medical School at IUPUI.  The program reports to a Dean in the medical school and is

led by an MD who is an Associate Dean in the Medical School.

University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign

The University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign was founded in 1867 and has

29,632 enrolled undergraduates.  There are 2,158 full-time faculty members, with a

student-to-faculty ratio of 14/1.  Thirty-three percent of the classes have fewer than 20

students enrolled, while 20% of classes have 50 or more enrolled students.  The

undergraduate six-year graduation rate is 80%.  The university is ranked 11th among

national public universities by US News and World Report (2005).

Service learning is coordinated at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign

by the Office of Public Engagement and Institutional Relations.  Previously the Office of

Engineering Academic Programs administered a service learning program as well, but

that program has been cancelled.

Office of Public Engagement and Institutional Relations

The Office of Public Engagement and Institutional Relations was established in

1996 and is located in the Chancellor’s Office.  The office reports to the Vice Chancellor

for Public Engagement.  The impetus for service learning was a group of faculty in the

Department of Urban and Regional Planning.
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Engineering Academic Programs

The Engineering Academic Programs office formerly coordinated a service

learning program for engineering students.  The program reported to the Provost, but is

no longer active.  The catalyst for the program was the example of the EPICS program at

Purdue.

University of Michigan, Ann Arbor

The University of Michigan, Ann Arbor was founded in 1817 and has 24,828

enrolled undergraduates.  There are 2,347 faculty members, with a student-to-faculty

ratio of 15/1.  Forty-two percent of the classes have fewer than 20 students enrolled,

while 16% of classes have 50 or more students enrolled.  The six-year undergraduate

graduation rate is 87%.  Michigan is tied for 3rd in ranking among national public

universities by US News and World Report (2005).

Service learning at Michigan is coordinated by the Edward Ginsberg Center for

Community Service and Learning.

Edward Ginsberg Center for Community Service and Learning

The Edward Ginsberg Center for Community Service and Learning was founded

in the 1970’s.  The center is a student affairs unit of the university and reports to the

Associate Vice President for Student Affairs.  The impetus for service learning was a

group of students.

Michigan State University

Michigan State University is located in East Lansing, Michigan.  It was founded

in 1855 and has 35,408 enrolled undergraduates.  There are 2,311 faculty members, with
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a student-to-faculty ratio of 18/1.  Twenty-one percent of the classes have fewer than 20

students enrolled, while 23% have 50 or more students enrolled.  The six-year

undergraduate graduation rate is 71%.  The university is tied for 30th in ranking among

national public universities by US News and World Report (2005).

Service learning is coordinated at Michigan State by the Center for Service

Learning and Civic Engagement.

Center for Service Learning and Civic Engagement

The Center for Service Learning and Civic Engagement was established in 1987

and is located in a student affairs unit of the university.  The program reports to the Vice

President of Student Activities and Services and to the Office of Outreach and

Engagement.

University of Minnesota, Twin Cities

The University of Minnesota – Twin Cities is located in Minneapolis, Minnesota.

It was founded in 1851 and has 32,716 enrolled undergraduates.  There are 1,670 faculty

members, with a student-to-faculty ratio of 15/1.  Forty-four percent of the classes have

fewer than 20 students enrolled, while 16% have 50 or more students enrolled.  The six-

year undergraduate graduation rate is 56%.  The university is tied for 30th in ranking

among national public universities by US News and World Report (2005).

Service learning at Minnesota is coordinated by the Career and Community

Learning Center: Service Learning and Community Involvement Office.
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Service Learning and Community Involvement Office

The Service Learning and Community Involvement Office was established in

1992 and is an academic affairs unit of the university.  The office reports to a Director in

the Career Services office housed in the Liberal Arts Student Affairs office.  The impetus

for service learning came from a group of recent graduates.

University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill

The University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill was founded in 1789 and has

16,525 enrolled undergraduates.  There are 1,318 faculty members, with a student-to-

faculty ratio of 14/1.  Forty-three percent of the classes have fewer than 20 students

enrolled, while 17% have 50 or more students enrolled.  The six-year undergraduate

graduation rate is 81%.  The university is ranked 5th among national public universities by

US News and World Report (2005).

Service learning at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill is coordinated

by the APPLES Program.

Assisting People in Planning Learning Experiences in Service (APPLES) Program

The APPLES Program was established in 1990 and is located in an academic

affairs unit of the university, although it is also a registered student organization and so

has space in the student union.  The program reports to the Associate Provost for

Academic Initiatives in the Office of the Provost. The catalyst for the start of the program

was a group of students.
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Ohio State University

The Ohio State University is located in Columbus, Ohio.  It was founded in 1870

and has 37,509 enrolled undergraduates.  There are 2,789 faculty members, with a

student-to-faculty ratio of 14/1.  Forty-three percent of the classes have fewer than 20

students enrolled, while 17% have 50 or more students enrolled.  The six-year

undergraduate graduation rate is 62%.  The university is tied for 21st in ranking among

national public universities by US News and World Report (2005).

Service learning is coordinated at the university by the Service Learning

Initiative, a multidisciplinary collaboration of faculty and staff.

The Service Learning Initiative

The Service Learning Initiative was established in 1998 and is an academic affairs

unit of the university.  The program reports to the Vice President for Outreach and

Engagement/Vice Provost for Undergraduate Education in the Office of Outreach and

Engagement/Office of Academic Affairs.  The catalyst for the start of the program was

faculty interest combined with administrative support.

University of Texas at Austin

The University of Texas at Austin was founded in 1883 and has 37,377 enrolled

undergraduates.  There are 2,467 faculty members, with a student-to-faculty ratio of 19/1.

Thirty-four percent of the classes have fewer than 20 students enrolled, while 24% have

50 or more students enrolled.  The six-year undergraduate graduation rate is 74%.  The

university is ranked 17th among national public universities by US News and World

Report (2005).
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Service learning at the University of Texas at Austin is coordinated by the

Volunteer and Service Learning Center.

Volunteer and Service Learning Center

The Volunteer and Service Learning Center was established (in its current form)

in 2001 and is a student affairs unit of the university.  The office reports to the Associate

Dean of Students in the Office of the Dean of Students.  The catalyst for service learning

was a student leader.

University of Washington

The University of Washington is located in Seattle, Washington.  It was founded

in 1861 and has 27,732 enrolled undergraduates.  There are 2,862 faculty members, with

a student-to-faculty ratio of 11/1.  Thirty-seven percent of the classes have fewer than 20

students enrolled, while 17% have 50 or more students enrolled.  The six-year

undergraduate graduation rate is 69%.  The university is tied for 12th in ranking among

national public universities by US News and World Report (2005).

Service learning at the University of Washington is coordinated by the Carlson

Leadership & Public Service Center.

Carlson Leadership & Public Service Center

The Carlson Leadership & Public Service Center was established in 1992 and is

an academic affairs unit of the university.  The program reports to the Assistant Dean of

Undergraduate Education, in the Office of Undergraduate Education.  The catalyst for the

start of the center was an endowment.
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University of Wisconsin, Madison

The University of Wisconsin, Madison was founded in 1848 and has 29,766

enrolled undergraduates.  There are 2,371 faculty members, with a student-to-faculty

ratio of 13/1.  Forty-two percent of the classes have fewer than 20 students enrolled,

while 19% have 50 or more students enrolled.  The six-year undergraduate graduation

rate is 79%.  The university is ranked 8th among national public universities by US News

and World Report (2005).

Service learning at the University of Wisconsin is coordinated by the Morgridge

Center for Public Service.

Morgridge Center for Public Service

The Morgridge Center for Public Service was established in 1996 and is jointly

located in both academic affairs and student affairs units within the university.  The

office reports directly to the Provost, and is also part of the Student Union.  The catalyst

for service learning was an endowment provided by alumni.

Data Themes

The following sections present data for all studied institutions in broad themes as

described in Chapter Three.  Within each theme, results from the survey responses and

interviews, corroborated with research using web sources and course catalogs are

combined to paint a general picture of service learning at all study institutions.  The

themes analyzed were the following:

• Institutional Context of Service Learning Program

• Service Learning Program Mission & Values
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• Service Learning Program Size and Scope

• Service Learning Program Leadership and Administration

• Service Learning Program Resources

• Service Learning Program History

Institutional Context

The institutional context of the service learning program at each study institution

was determined by assessing the reporting line of the program in terms of location within

an academic or student affairs unit, as well as within the administrative structure of the

university.   Table 4.1 shows that eight of the 15 service learning programs included in

the study were located within an academic affairs unit, four were located within a student

affairs unit, and three were located jointly in both academic affairs and student affairs

units.
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Table 4.1 – Organizational Location of Service Learning Programs

Study Institutions
     Service Learning Programs

Organizational
Location

University of California, Berkeley
     Cal Corps Public Service Center
     Service-Learning Research and Development Center

Student Affairs
Academic Affairs

University of California, Los Angeles
     Center for Community Learning Academic Affairs
University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign
     Office of Public Engagement and Institutional Relations
     Engineering Academic Programs

Jointly Located
Academic Affairs

Indiana University
    Community Outreach and Partnerships in Service-Learning
    Office of Medical Service-Learning

Academic Affairs
Academic Affairs

Michigan State University
     Center for Service Learning and Civic Engagement Student Affairs
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
     Edward Ginsberg Center for Community Service and Learning Student Affairs
University of Minnesota, Twin Cities
     Service Learning and Community Involvement Office Academic Affairs
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill
     APPLES Service-Learning Program Jointly Located
The Ohio State University
     Service-Learning Initiative Academic Affairs
The University of Texas at Austin
     Volunteer and Service Learning Center Student Affairs
University of Washington
     Carlson Leadership & Public Service Center Academic Affairs
University of Wisconsin, Madison
     Morgridge Center for Public Service Jointly Located

Within the administrative structure of the university, the service learning

programs in the study reported to a variety of different offices within their institutions,

including the Office of Student Life, the Medical School, the student affairs arm of the

College of Liberal Arts, Provost’s offices and Chancellor’s offices, as well as

Instructional Support Services.  Within these offices the title of the person to whom the

service learning program reported to varies as well.  Table 4.2 shows that six programs

reported to individuals with the title of Dean or Associate/Assistant Dean or a Director,

five programs reported to a Provost or Vice Provost, and four programs reported to a
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Vice Chancellor/Associate Vice Chancellor or Vice President.  It is important to note that

Chancellor was the title for the Chief Executive Officer at the institutions in the study

where the program reported to a Vice Chancellor.  The term Vice Chancellor did not refer

to a systemwide administrator.

Table 4.2 – Reporting Line of Service Learning Programs

Study Institutions
     Service Learning Programs

Reporting Line

University of California, Berkeley
     Cal Corps Public Service Center
     Service-Learning Research and Development Center

Dean or Director
Dean or Director

University of California, Los Angeles
     Center for Community Learning Provost/Vice Provost
University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign
     Office of Public Engagement and Institutional Relations
     Engineering Academic Programs

Vice Chancellor/Vice President
Provost/Vice Provost

Indiana University
    Community Outreach and Partnerships in Service-Learning
    Office of Medical Service-Learning

Vice Chancellor/Vice President
Dean or Director

Michigan State University
     Center for Service Learning and Civic Engagement Vice Chancellor/Vice President
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
     Edward Ginsberg Center for Community Service and Learning Vice Chancellor/Vice President
University of Minnesota, Twin Cities
     Service Learning and Community Involvement Office Dean or Director
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill
     APPLES Service-Learning Program Provost/Vice Provost
The Ohio State University
     Service-Learning Initiative Provost/Vice Provost
The University of Texas at Austin
     Volunteer and Service Learning Center Dean or Director
University of Washington
     Carlson Leadership & Public Service Center Dean or Director
University of Wisconsin, Madison
     Morgridge Center for Public Service Provost/Vice Provost

Mission & Values

The mission and values of the study programs were assessed by examining the

name of the program, the language used in the program mission statement, and research

participants’ sense of how the program mission fit with the institutional mission overall.
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Analysis of program names Table 4.3 revealed that the following terms were most

common in the titles:

Table 4.3 – Frequency of Common Terms in Service Learning Program Names

Terms Frequency

Service Learning (together) 8
Center 8
Public/Civic 5
Community 4
Service (separate from service learning) 4
Learning (separate from service learning) 2
Engagement/Involvement 3
Office 3
Program(s) 2
Learning 2

Program mission statements most often included the words, phrases or concepts in Table

4.4:

Table 4.4 – Frequency of Common Terms in Service Learning Mission Statements

Terms # Of Mission Statements
Words Appeared In

Civic Engagement/Citizenship 10
Curriculum/Teaching/Educational/learning 9
Scholarly/Research/Theory/Academic 8
Partnerships 4
Social Justice/Social Awareness 4
Reciprocal 3
Leadership 3

All of the institutional mission statements for the study universities included some

reference to service as one of the institutional priorities, in addition to research and

education/teaching.  However, when asked how the mission of the service learning

program fit with the mission of the institution as a whole, there were a variety of ways in

which respondents felt that their programs contributed to the institutional mission besides
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providing an avenue for community service.  Some of the ways in which the programs

were seen to fit with the institutional mission included: as an innovative teaching

practice, as a diversity initiative, as an outreach effort, and as student leadership

development.

Program Size and Scope

The size and scope of service learning at each study institution was measured in

multiple ways.  One way was an examination of participation in service learning on the

part of faculty and students as measured by the number of service learning courses

taught, the percentage of students taking those courses, and the percentage of faculty

members taught the courses.  Another aspect of program size and scope was the visibility

of service learning courses, as measured by whether they were identified as such in either

the schedule of classes or on student transcripts, and by how students found out about

service learning courses.  The third measure of program size and scope was how many

hours of community service enrolled students typically completed for each service

learning class, as well as how well-integrated the community service was into the

curriculum of the course.  The degree in which the community is involved is also

important in this respect, so the number of community organizations involved with the

program and how community needs were identified are questions that were both

examined.

Table 4.5 reflects the overall ratio of enrolled undergraduate students to service

learning classes offered, the percentage of faculty members who taught service learning
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courses, and the percentage of students who enrolled in these courses each year across all

study institutions.

Table 4.5 – Size and Scope of Service Learning Programs

Ratio of Students to SL Class* 468.41
% Students Taking SL Classes** 3.99%
% SL Instructors*** 2.51%

   *Calculated as ratio of total students enrolled in the institutions per SL class
  **Calculated as a percent of all students enrolled
  ***Calculated as a percent of all full-time faculty

The ratio of the total number of undergraduate students to the total number of service

learning classes offered across all institutions is a measure of how many students would

have to be enrolled in each service learning class in order for all undergraduate students

to be able to take one service learning course per year.  In this way, the number is scaled

to the size of the student body and the number of service learning courses offered across

each.  For the institutions in this study, there would have to be 468 students enrolled in

each service learning course in order for all undergraduate students to get the experience

of taking a service learning course once per year.  The overall percentage of

undergraduate students who enrolled in service learning across all study institutions was

almost 4%.  The percentage of faculty who taught service learning courses across all

institutions was 2.51%.  Service learning courses were identified on the transcripts or

course schedules at four institutions in this study.  The most common way that students

were reported to have found out about service learning courses at study institutions was

through word of mouth.  Other ways students found out about courses included e-mail

announcements, websites, and from their advisors.
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As shown in Table 4.6, the average number of hours each service learning student

spent on community service in each service learning class varied from ten to 50 hours,

with a median of 25 hours.  The number of community organizations/public agencies

with which each service learning program partnered varied from ten to 360 organizations,

with a median number of 185 community organizations or agencies.

Table 4.6 – Average Number Of Hours Per Service Learning Course and Total

Number of Community Agencies Involved With Service Learning Program

Measure Lowest
Number

Reported

Highest
Number

Reported

Median of
Numbers
Reported

Average # Of Community Service
Hours Required Per Service
Learning Course

10 50 25

# of Community Agencies Involved
with Service Learning Program

10 360 185

In all of the study institutions, the nature of service learning involved community service

that was integrated into the course curriculum.  Community needs were identified most

often by faculty and by community organizations, somewhat less often by service

learning program staff, and least often by student interest.

Program Leadership and Administration

Leadership of the service learning programs in the study was assessed both

internally and externally.  The internal program leadership was assessed by basic

information about the head of the service learning program, including title and

classification, whether the position was classified as full or part time, and the level of

education attained by the individual.  External leadership was assessed by determining

whether the unit had an advisory board, and if so, the composition of that group, its role,
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and how often the board met each year.  External influences on the service learning

program were assessed by the reported impact of national organizations on the unit.  The

administration of the program was assessed by examining the role of various stakeholders

including faculty, student leaders, and community members, as well as looking at the size

of the staff.  Faculty involvement was examined by looking at the ways in which faculty

were encouraged to teach service learning courses and the degree to which service

learning was included in the faculty tenure and review process.

The most common title for the head of the service learning center or office was

Director; however two of the program heads were Coordinators.  Four programs were led

by positions with the classification of staff member, while the rest were led by either

faculty, executive level administrators, or academic appointments of some kind (such as a

lecturer).  The director or coordinator positions classified as staff were all full-time, while

many of the directors who held academic appointments were part-time administrators and

part-time faculty members.  The majority of the positions were held by individuals with

doctorates.  Two service learning programs had directors or coordinators with doctorates

in progress, two programs had directors or coordinators with Masters degrees only, and

two were led by individuals who had earned Bachelors degrees only.

Six of the service learning programs had advisory boards.  Three of the boards

met twice a year, one met three times a year, one met quarterly, and one met once a

month.  The main roles played by advisory boards were setting campus policy and

strategic planning, as well as reviewing service learning courses and programs.  The

advisory board for one program approved the budget.
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External organizations were reported as substantial contributors in the form of

resources, expertise, and funding to a lesser extent.  Organizations that were most often

mentioned as having an impact are detailed in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7 – External Organizations that Contribute to Service Learning Programs

Organization Number of Times Mentioned

Campus Compact 8 times
American Association for Higher Education 4 times
Corporation for National Service 3 times
National Service Learning Clearinghouse 3 times
ACPA 2 times
NASPA 2 times

The roles of faculty, student leaders, and community members were assessed for

each program.  Below are the ways in which each contributed to the administration of the

programs.

• Faculty: As members of advisory boards, liaisons with the Chief Executive

Officer, as program directors of the service learning programs, and as members of

faculty development committees.

• Student leaders: As fellows that assisted faculty with their classes, as leaders and

members of student groups that promoted service learning, as advisory board

members, as the primary coordinators of the program, and as liaisons to other

student bodies such as student governments and residential life.

• Community: As members of advisory boards, consultants on course planning,

project partners, participants in strategic planning, co-instructors of courses, and

trainers for other non-profit organizations about the differences between

volunteerism and service learning.
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As seen above, the different stakeholders served in many of the same roles.

Staffing of the service learning program was assessed by recording the number of

administrative and professional staff members (including faculty directors) working for

the program.  The number of total staff people of all types ranged from a high of 313

(counting 140 student work-study positions and 110 volunteer student positions), to a low

of 1 professional staff person.  The median number of total staff (including volunteers in

administrative leadership positions) was 14.25 FTE.  Within each category, the range of

numbers of each category of staff is depicted in Table 4.8.

Table 4.8 – Staffing of Service Learning Programs

Staff Type Highest Number Median Lowest Number*

Full-time Professional Staff 4 3 1
Part-time Professional
Staff

6 1 1

Paid Graduate Student
Positions

20 1 1

Volunteer Graduate
Internships

1 1 1

Volunteer Undergraduate
Positions

110 60 5

Work-study Positions 140 2 1
Paid Undergrad Positions
(not work study)

22 3 1

Americorps positions 48 1 1
* Reported as lowest number at any service learning program that had at least one staff member
in this category.

In terms of full-time professional staff, the studied service learning programs had a high

of five, a low of one, and a median of 2.5 full-time professional staff members.  The

studied programs had a high of six part-time professional staff members, a low of one and

a median of one.  There was a high of 20 paid graduate student positions at the studied

programs, a low of one, with a median of one.  There were not many volunteer graduate



68

interns at the studied service learning programs, with a high, median, and low of one.

Volunteer undergraduate student positions were common, with a high of 110, a low of

five, and a median of 60.  Work-study positions were also common, with a high of 140, a

low of one, and a median of two.  Paid undergraduate positions that were not work-study

were less common, with a high of 22, a low of one, and a median of three.  Several

service learning programs also had Americorps VISTA positions, with a high of 48, a low

of one, and a median of one.

Faculty were encouraged to teach service learning courses in a number of ways at

the studied institutions, as listed in Table 4.9.

Table 4.9 – Methods to Encourage Faculty Involvement in Service Learning

Form of Encouragement Number of Programs Offering
This Encouragement

Faculty receive service learning guides or
handbooks

8

Workshops/training/mentorships 7
Course development grants 6
Recommended/encouraged by students 6
Recommended/encouraged by peers 6
Recommended/encouraged by college
administration (dean/department chair)

6

Awards/recognition 4
Recommended/encouraged by university
administration (provost, president)

4

Release time 2

The most common form of encouraging faculty to teach service learning courses was to

provide service learning resource guides or handbooks, followed closely by workshops,

training, or mentorships in service learning.  Service learning course development grants

were offered at half of the study institutions, and service learning was encouraged nearly

equally by students, faculty peers, and college administration at the same number of
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institutions.  Four institutions rewarded or recognized service learning faculty, and service

learning was encouraged by the university administration at the same number of

institutions.  Release time was offered for faculty teaching service learning courses at two

institutions.  Service learning was not officially incorporated as part of the tenure and

promotion process in a majority of the study institutions.  Two institutions were currently

working with their academic senates on this issue at the time of the study, but nothing had

been resolved.  Four other institutions reported that consideration of service learning

during tenure and promotion varied, depending upon the college/school and department.

One institution evaluated service learning as part of the faculty tenure and promotion

process because it was considered an innovative teaching practice.

Program Resources

Program resources for service learning were assessed at each institution by the

level of funding and the source of that funding, as well as non-financial resources such as

the location and size of the office space compared to similar programs on the `

campus. The budget figures included funding for staff salaries and benefits, as

well as for programming and research.  Table 4.10 details the budgetary ranges for the

service learning programs that reported their budgets.

Table 4.10 – Budgetary Range of Service Learning Programs

Budgetary Range # of Institutions at this level of funding

Between 0 and $99,000 1
Between $100,000 and $199,999 1
Between $200,000 and $399,999 6
Between $400,000 and $599,999 1
Between $600,000 and $799,999 2
Over $800,000 3
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The most common budget size was between $200,000 and $399,000.  Only one program

had a budget of $99,000 or lower, and three programs had budgets  of over $800,000.

The source of funding varied widely between programs.  Table 4.11 summarizes

the funding sources for the fourteen studied programs where these data were available.

Data are reported in terms of the highest, lowest, and median percentages of total budgets

for programs that received at least partial funding from that budgetary source.

Table 4.11 – Funding Sources of Service Learning Programs

Budgetary
Source

# of Programs
Receiving
Funding from
this Source

Highest % of
Funding from
this Source

Median % of
Funding from
this Source

Lowest % of
Funding from
this Source

University
Allocated State
Funding

14 100% 57% 10%

Student Fee
Dollars

5 95% 16.5% 11%

Local grant
funding

4 20% 11% 5%

National Grant
Funding

4 55% 15% 5%

Private
Donations

5 10% 5% 4%

Endowments or
Bequests

3 60% 13.5% 5%

Student
Fundraising

2 4% 4% 4%

Corporate
Support

2 30% 11% 10%

Professional
Organizations

3 5 3.5 2%

The most common funding source was university allocated state funding, which provided

a median of 57% of program funding.  Only five programs received student fee funding,

but it accounted for a median of 16.5% of funding sources.  Four programs received

funding from local grants, which provided a median 11% of program funding, compared
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to National grants which were received by four programs, but provided a median of 155

of funding.  Private donations accounted for a small amount of program funding at a

median of 5%, while endowments and bequests provided a median of 13.5% of the

budget for the three programs receiving this form of support.  Only two studied programs

reported receiving support from student fundraising, but it accounted for a median of 4%

of their budgets.  Corporate support provided a median of 11% of the total budgets at two

programs, and professional organizations provided small amounts of support to three

programs.

The physical location of the service learning office on the various campuses was

evaluated by each respondent.  The offices were described as follows:

• Eight program offices were physically located centrally on their campuses

• Four were located peripherally on their campuses

• Six programs were physically located as part of another office

• One program was divided into more than one location on the campus

Evaluation of the size of the office in comparison to programs of similar size and scope

on the same campus revealed the following:

• Three respondents described their service learning office space as comparatively

large

• Eight respondents described their space as small

• Two respondent described their space as average
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Program History

The history of each service learning program was assessed by recording details

about the initial start of the program.  This included the year each program was first

established, the initial catalyst for the start of the program, as well as the source of the

most support and funding during the development of the program.  Respondents were

additionally asked what some of the biggest obstacles were when establishing the

program.

The year each program was founded is reflected in table 4.12.

Table 4.12 – Year in Which Each Service Learning Program Began

Study Institutions
     Service Learning Programs

Year
Started

University of California, Berkeley
     Cal Corps Public Service Center
     Service-Learning Research and Development Center

1967
1994

University of California, Los Angeles
     Center for Community Learning 1999
University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign
     Office of Public Engagement and Institutional Relations
     Engineering Academic Programs

1996
n/a

Indiana University
    Community Outreach and Partnerships in Service-Learning
    Office of Medical Service-Learning, IU School of Medicine

1997
1996

Michigan State University
     Center for Service Learning and Civic Engagement 1987
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
     Edward Ginsberg Center for Community Service and Learning 1970
University of Minnesota, Twin Cities
     Service Learning and Community Involvement Office 1992
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill
     APPLES Service-Learning Program 1990
The Ohio State University
     Service-Learning Initiative 1998
The University of Texas at Austin
     Volunteer and Service Learning Center 2001
University of Washington
     Carlson Leadership & Public Service Center 1992
University of Wisconsin, Madison
     Morgridge Center for Public Service 1996
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 In some cases, an office of service or volunteer programs had been in operation for some

time, but most of the programs were started during the 1990’s.  The initial catalyst for the

start of service learning fell into four main categories, as shown in Table 4.13.

Table 4.13 – Initial Catalyst for Start of Service Learning Programs

Initial Catalyst for Service Learning # of Programs

Student Initiative 6
Faculty Initiative 3
Available Funding Source 3
Collaborative 1

The majority of the studied service learning programs had students as the initial catalyst.

Faculty initiative and the availability of a particular funding source such as an

endowment or large grant were the next most common catalysts.  Only one program

reported having truly equal support from all stakeholders, which is reported as a

collaborative catalyst.

The group that was reported as initially being the most supportive of service

learning varied among programs.  The groups and the number of programs that were

initially supported by each group are shown in Table 4.14.

Table 4.14 – Groups that Initially Supported Service Learning Programs

Group of Supporters # of programs

Students 4
Faculty 5
Upper Level Administration 4
Collaboration 1

Support was defined not simply as financial support, but also included assistance in

program planning, willingness to participate, and political support within decision-

making units.  Approximately one-third of the programs found the most initial support
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from upper-level administrators, defined as deans and higher in the organizational

structure.  The one collaboratively supported program aside, approximately one-third of

the studied programs received the most initial support from faculty, and the final third

received primary support from students.

The original funding for the start of the programs came from multiple sources.

Table 4.15 shows a breakdown of the sources of original funding to start the programs

and the number of programs for which that was a source of initial funding.

Table 4.15 – Initial Funding Source for Service Learning Programs

Initial Funding Source # of Programs

Provost/Academic affairs office 4
Grant funding 3
State funding allocated by academic department 3
Student government/student fees 3
Endowment 2

The most common source of initial funding for the studied service learning programs was

the Provost or Academic Affairs office.  The next most common initial funding from

internal sources was from students, or state funds allocated through academic

departments.  External funds in the form of endowments or grant funding were the source

of funds to start five programs.

The biggest obstacles during development of the programs varied.  Table 4.16

outlines the issues listed as obstacles to development of the programs and the number of

programs reporting that obstacle.
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Table 4.16 – Initial Obstacles to the Development of Service Learning

Obstacle # of Programs
Reporting Obstacle

Securing faculty buy-in/academic legitimacy 4
Communication/institutional culture issues in a
Research I environment

4

Not enough funding/staffing 3
Finding the right location in the university
administrative structure

1

Developing a system for working in reciprocity with
community partners

1

How to effectively enroll students in the service
experience

1

The most common obstacles reported were getting faculty buy-in and gaining academic

legitimacy for service learning, and difficulties related to communication issues and the

decentralized nature of the Research I university.  Insufficient resources hindered the

development of three programs, and logistical issues such as reporting line, connecting

with community partners, and enrolling students in the programs were obstacles faced by

three programs.

Conclusion

Demographic profiles of the 12 public, research institutions indicated the

similarities and differences between the studied institutions.  Differences in institutional

contexts for the programs were outlined in terms of location of the program within both

the academic affairs and student affairs administrative structures, as well as the reporting

line within the administrative hierarchy of the institution.  Exploration of the service

learning program missions and values revealed several common themes.  The size and

scope of service learning programs at the studied institutions was evaluated using both

quantitative and qualitative data.  The program leadership and administration were both



76

evaluated from the context of stakeholder roles, reporting lines, levels and patterns of

staffing and administrative support, as well as external influences on the leadership of the

studied programs.  A summation of the resources provided for the studied programs was

provided, including levels and sources of financial support, as well as non-financial

resources such as physical office space.  The histories of the studied programs was

provided with accounts of the source of the initial impetus for service learning at each

studied institution, as well as the source of the most initial political and financial support.

Finally, the biggest obstacles faced during the inception of the studied service learning

programs were highlighted.

This data provides a useful overall profile of the public research universities

involved in the study and their collective service learning programs.  The data

summarized in this chapter will be analyzed and interpreted in the next chapter from the

perspective of the research questions posed in chapter one, and through the lens of

institutional theory as described in chapter two.
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CHAPTER 5 – ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this study was to examine service learning programs at a subset of

public, doctoral-granting research universities in order to analyze how different variables

affect the organizational legitimacy of their service learning programs.  The main

variables considered were location of the program within the organizational structure of

the university, the reporting line of the program leadership, and the history of the

program.  The three research questions asked were:

1. Is organizational legitimacy influenced by organizational location in an

academic affairs unit versus a student affairs unit or a joint location in both

student affairs and academic affairs?

2. Is organizational legitimacy impacted by reporting line in the organizational

structure of the university (e.g. reporting to a vice-president versus to a

provost versus to an assistant dean)?

3. Does the historical origin of the program have an effect on organizational

legitimacy?

As described through the lens of institutional theory, organizational legitimacy is the

“generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper,

or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs and

definitions” (Suchman, 1995, p. 574).  Organizational legitimacy is thus a measure of the

“degree of cultural support for an organization” (Meyer & Scott, 1983, p. 201).  The

organizational legitimacy of the study programs was measured by size and scope of the
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programs, financial support and other resources provided to the program, and support of

the program as measured by visibility, and participation by faculty, students, staff,

administrators, and community members.  Programs that had a broader base of

participation, received greater support, and had higher visibility were considered to have

more organizational legitimacy.  This chapter analyzes the data separately for each

research question and provides interpretation from the theoretical perspective of

institutional theory.  The conclusions are summarized, and directions for further research

are suggested.  Please note that the Indiana University’s Medical Service Learning

Program and the University of Illinois’ Engineering Academic Program were both

excluded from this analysis because they only served a small sector of their institutions

and so were not comparable to the remaining programs in the study.

Research Question #1 - Organizational Location

The first research question asked whether organizational legitimacy is influenced

by organizational location in an academic affairs unit versus a student affairs unit or a

joint location in both student affairs and academic affairs.  As pointed out by Scott

(2001):

The formal structure of an organization forms the organizational

‘blueprint,’ including the lists of positions, the titles and duties assigned to

each member of the organization, reporting lines, location of offices, etc.

As indicated by Meyer & Rowan (1977), ‘these elements are linked by

explicit goals and policies that make up a rational theory of how, and to

what end, activities are to be fitted together.’ (p. 342)
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For service learning programs that were academic affairs units, student affairs

units, and units administratively located jointly in both student affairs and academic

affairs, the following data were compared:

• institutional context

• mission and values

• program leadership and administration

• program size and scope,

• program resources

The data was pooled by administrative category for comparison to maintain

confidentiality for research participants.

Institutional Context

Table 5.1 indicates the institutional context of each program participating in the

study.  The process of dividing programs into the organizational location categories of

student affairs, academic affairs, and joint location was not as simple as was anticipated.

For example, some programs had unofficial reporting lines to institutional stakeholders in

either student affairs or academic affairs units.  Michigan State’s Center for Service

Learning and Civic Engagement reported to the Vice President for student affairs and

secondarily to a Vice Provost, but was classified for the purposes of this study as a

student affairs unit because the function of the Vice Provost’s office was student affairs

related.  As Meyer & Rowan point out: “The organizations in an industry tend to be

similar in formal structure – reflecting their common institutional origins – but may show

much diversity in actual practice.”(Meyer & Rowan, 1977, p. 357).  There were six



80

programs in the study that were located in academic affairs units, four programs reported

to a student affairs unit, and three programs that were jointly located in both student

affairs and academic affairs.  Of the programs jointly located in both student affairs and

academic affairs, the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill’s APPLES program

reported to the Provost and so was in an academic affairs reporting line, but was also a

registered student group and was part of the Student Union as well.  Similarly, the

University of Wisconsin, Madison program was in an Academic Affairs reporting line,

but is also a part of the Student Union.

Table 5.1 - Organizational Location of Programs Studied

Study Institutions
     Service Learning Programs

Organizational
Location

University of California, Berkeley
     Cal Corps Public Service Center
     Service-Learning Research and Development Center

Student Affairs
Academic Affairs

University of California, Los Angeles
     Center for Community Learning Academic Affairs
University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign
     Office of Public Engagement and Institutional Relations Jointly Located
Indiana University
    Community Outreach and Partnerships in Service-Learning Academic Affairs
Michigan State University
     Center for Service Learning and Civic Engagement Student Affairs
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
     Edward Ginsberg Center for Community Service and Learning Student Affairs
University of Minnesota, Twin Cities
     Service Learning and Community Involvement Office Academic Affairs
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill
     APPLES Service-Learning Program Jointly Located
The Ohio State University
     Service-Learning Initiative Academic Affairs
The University of Texas at Austin
     Volunteer and Service Learning Center Student Affairs
University of Washington
     Carlson Leadership & Public Service Center Academic Affairs
University of Wisconsin, Madison
     Morgridge Center for Public Service Jointly Located
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Program Mission and Values

One way in which organizations increase organizational legitimacy is by

reflecting the values of the broader institutional environment in the organizational

structure.  Meyer and Rowan (1977) describe:  “By designing a formal structure that

adheres to the prescriptions of myths in the institutional environment, an organization

demonstrates that it is acting on collectively valued purposes” (p. 349).   The mission

statements of each program in the study were examined to determine if the language,

goals and ideals conveyed different values.  This examination revealed that the mission

statements were in fact quite similar, regardless of location within their respective

administrative structures.  Common themes between the missions of programs in

academic affairs, student affairs, and jointly located programs included:

• Civic responsibility/citizenship

• Reciprocal partnerships

• Leadership

• Appreciation of diversity

• Democratic ideals

• Theory and Research

• Social Justice

Because organizations are shaped by phenomena in their environments, organizations

often come to resemble their environments in structure and function, a concept known as

“isomorphism” (Meyer & Rowan, 1977).  In this way, organizations gain support and

organizational legitimacy by reflecting the same values as the environment (DiMaggio &
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Powell, 1983).  Every university in the study had an institutional mission that included

teaching/learning, research, and service.  It is likely that the pressure to reflect the values

of the parent institution was a stronger shaping influence on the mission statements of the

service learning programs than was location in the organizational structure.  However,

programs located in academic affairs units typically had some language in their mission

statements that did not appear in those connected either solely or jointly to student affairs.

Some of the terms that appeared in the mission statements of the academic affairs units

included:

• Structured

• Academically rigorous

• The community as a “learning lab”

It is likely that these terms were more prevalent in the programs located in academic

affairs because they resonated more strongly with academics than they would with

students or student affairs professionals.  In this way, programs in academic affairs units

gain organizational legitimacy by reflecting the values of academics in order to gain buy-

in from faculty.  One research participant stated the following about the mission of a

service learning program located in academic affairs: “Service learning is not a service

program, it is a teaching and learning innovation; it is something done by faculty.”

Another important piece of an organization’s identity is its name.  As Meyer and

Rowan (1977) point out: “Affixing the right labels to activities can change them into

valuable services and mobilize the commitments of internal participants and external

constituents” (p. 349).  The name of a service learning program associates meaning with
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the activity of the program, and it says something symbolically about the status and

values of the program as an organization.  The name of each program was analyzed for

consistent themes.  The analysis indicated that there was no consistent difference in the

names of programs located in academic affairs units versus student affairs units or jointly

located programs.  Nearly all of the programs were either “centers” or “offices” and had

an implied community with use of words like “public,” “community,” and “civic.”

Institutional theory predicts that creating a structure that mirrors that of its environment

provides organizational legitimacy (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983).  It is interesting to note

that so many of the service learning programs were called “centers” or “offices” even

when they shared an office with other programs or were located in multiple locations,

thus not having a true “center” in the traditional sense.  Only one program in the study

actually had the word “program” in the title.  By using the terms “center” or “office,” the

unit projects a structure that is congruent with the university environment and conveys a

sense of authority and permanence.

Program Leadership and Administration

Jepperson (1991) states: “All institutions are frameworks of programs or rules

establishing identities and activity scripts for such identities” (Jepperson, 1991, pg. 146).

The roles of the various stakeholders involved in the service learning endeavor help

shape the culture of the program and the notion of service learning as a pedagogy in the

context of the institution as a whole.  The roles of faculty, students, and community

members in the administration and leadership of the programs were analyzed to
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determine if there was a difference in stakeholder involvement based on organizational

location.

• Faculty roles: The role of faculty members was fairly consistent across all

categories of institutional location: faculty served on advisory boards or

committees for programs in all locations.  Other roles included serving as

sponsors for student projects, as service learning mentors for other faculty, and as

directors of the programs.  All of these roles occurred more or less equally across

organizations located in academic affairs, student affairs, and joint locations.  The

head of an academic affairs unit stated:  “The campus sees service-learning as an

academic program and therefore under the domain of faculty.”

• Student roles: Students had leadership roles in three of the six academic affairs

units, whereas they had leadership roles in all four of the student affairs units, and

in the three jointly located programs.  The head of a student affairs based service

learning program had this to say about student involvement: “I believe that our

program has been successful because of our commitment to education and student

leadership.”

• Community members: Community members most commonly served as advisory

board members. This was true regardless of organizational location of the service

learning program.  However, academic affairs service learning units utilized

community members as co-instructors for courses more often (three programs out

of six) than did jointly located programs (one program out of three) or in student

affairs units (zero out of four).  One program head expressed this about the



85

community role: “We are currently in the process of creating a new mechanism

for better assessing and prioritizing community needs.  In the next year, we will

have two local community advisory boards that will oversee this process.”

Program staffing is an indicator of the value of the endeavor to an institution:

more staff indicates that there is more to be done in the targeted area.  Additionally, the

distribution of the types of staff can be an indicator of program culture and values.  Table

5.2 depicts the types of staff and the numbers of employees in each type in each program

category:

Table 5.2 – Staffing for Each Organizational Location

Type of Position Academic
Affairs

Joint
Location

Student
Affairs

Average Full Time Professional
Staff

3 1.7 4.8

Average Part-Time Professional
Staff

.5 .7 1.8

Paid Grad Student Positions 4.5 1 1.5
Volunteer Graduate Internships .2 0 1.8
Volunteer Undergraduate
Student Internships

0 21.7 46.3

Work Study Positions 1 0 36
Paid Undergraduate Student
Positions (Not Work Study)

4.8 6.3 2.2

Americorps VISTAS .33 .66 12
Average Total Staff 14.3 32.1 106.4

The overall number of staff/leadership positions was the lowest in Academic Affairs

units, twice as large in jointly located units, and then triple that in student affairs units.  It

is interesting to note that the type of staff varied substantially between organizational

types: there were very few undergraduate student employees and volunteers in leadership

positions in the academic affairs units, but more paid graduate students.  This is likely

because academics have greater access to graduate student funding.  In the student affairs
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units, there are substantially more undergraduate student employees and staff.  Faculty

are likely to view professional staff as more reliable and knowledgeable (Jacoby, 1996;

Zlotkowski, 2001), thus having more professional staff and graduate students adds

greater legitimacy to a service learning program organizationally located in academic

affairs.  The head of an academic affairs service learning program stated: “We used to

have more student positions, but we have converted them all to full-time professional

staff positions.  We found that the time and knowledge it takes to cultivate faculty

relationships is more easily achieved by non-student staff.”  Research participants from

student affairs units stated that they valued the leadership development provided to the

students and thus put more funding towards undergraduate positions.  In this way units

are isomorphic with the values of their subunit of academic affairs or student affairs

rather than the values of the institution as a whole.  The student affairs units had more

full-time professional staff overall, but interview data indicated that more professional

staff were needed to advise undergraduate leaders in order to both provide an educational

experience for them and to reach an equivalent level of effectiveness as in units with

fewer full-time professional staff and little or no student involvement.

DiMaggio and Powell (1983) describe the process of normative isomorphism, in

which professional associations exert influence over a field so effectively that it causes

organizational entities within that field to resemble each other.

Professional associations develop and spread normative rules about

organizational and professional behavior.  Mechanisms such as this create a

pool of almost interchangeable individuals who occupy similar positions

across a range of organizations and possess a similarity of orientations and

disposition that may override variations in tradition and control that might

otherwise shape organizational behavior. (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, p. 152)
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As reflected in Chapter two, Campus Compact is a national organization with state

chapters that provides extensive service learning training for faculty and administrators,

in addition to producing literature that guides the field of service learning research.

When asked which national organizations were of most assistance, all research

participants, regardless of organizational location, named Campus Compact.  It is

possible that some of the similarities in structure and function seen amongst the study

programs may be a result of normative isomorphism due to the influence of Campus

Compact.  As described by DiMaggio and Powell (1983), national organizations (such as

Campus Compact) can cause organizational isomorphism by influencing organizational

actors such that “they will tend to view problems in a similar fashion, see the same

policies, procedures and structures as normatively sanctioned and legitimated, and

approach decisions in much the same way” (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, p. 152).

However, research participants from academic affairs based units also listed

academically based organizations (such as the American Association of Educational

Researchers and the American Association of Higher Education) that were not listed in

the student affairs based programs, while the student affairs based programs listed student

affairs organizations such as the National Association of Student Personnel

Administrators (NASPA) and the American College Personnel Association (ACPA) as

being helpful.  This is most likely due to differences in the culture of student affairs

versus that of academic affairs – the leadership of the service learning programs naturally

look to the professional development organizations familiar to them from their

educational training and background.  This is another instance where the culture is
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isomorphic with the subunit of academic affairs or student affairs.  However, Campus

Compact seems to transcend disciplinary lines to be helpful for both student affairs

programs and academic affairs service learning programs.

Program Resources

The budget is an important indicator of organizational legitimacy.  It demonstrates

the level of support for service learning within the university environment and it

determines whether the program will be able to grow.  In an environment like a public

research university, funding is usually a highly contested resource.  Receiving funding

from multiple stakeholders such as the university administration, student allocated fees,

professional associations and granting agencies serves as a powerful symbol validating

the importance of the endeavor to a broad audience.  Accessing multiple funding sources

also provides more stability should a single funding source change.  Table 5.3 indicates

the number of study programs within each budget range, by organizational location

category.

Table 5.3 – Budget Categories for Each Organizational Location

Budget Amount # of Academic
Affairs Units with
this Budget

# of Joint Location
Units With this
Budget

# of Student Affairs
Units with this
Budget

Between $100,000
and $199,999

0 0 1

Between $200,000
and $399,999

4 2 2

Between $400,000
and $599,999

1 0 0

Between $600,000
and $799,999

0 0 0

Over $800,000 1 1 1
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There was a program in the highest budget range in each organizational location

category.  The lowest budget belonged to a student affairs program; however the budget

of one student affairs program was in the highest category.  In terms of source of funds,

academic affairs units received a higher percentage of their budgets from university

allocated funding.  As Figure 5.1 shows, the student affairs service learning programs in

this study had much more diversified budget sources.  The difference could be viewed

from two different perspectives: on the one hand, academic affairs programs could be

viewed as having more organizational legitimacy because they received a larger amount

of funding from the university administration, a vote of confidence from the institution.

On the other hand, the student affairs based service learning programs had support from a

broader constituency, which could be seen as a validation of organizational legitimacy.
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The physical location of a service learning program can also indicate

organizational legitimacy: a centralized campus location dedicated just to service learning

symbolically conveys the message that it is an important function.  Space is typically a

scarce resource at universities; so the allocation of space is a visible sign of the worth of

the program to the university administration.  Table 5.4 details the physical location of a

service learning offices in each of the organizational categories.

Table 5.4 – Physical Location of Programs For Each Organizational Location

Location Description # of Academic
Affairs Offices

# of Jointly Located
Offices

# of Student Affairs
Offices

Central Location 3 3 2
Peripheral Location 2 0 2

Stand Alone Office 3 N/A 1
Part of Another Office 3 N/A 2

Comparatively Large
Size

1 0 2

Comparatively
Average Size

2 1 0

Comparatively Small
Size

3 2 2

The jointly located service learning programs in the study were all centrally located on

the various campuses.  The student affairs and academic affairs service learning offices

were more evenly distributed between central and peripheral campus locations.  The

representatives for the majority of all three types of programs reported that their offices

were small compared to similar programs of the same size and scope at their institution.

Perhaps the jointly located programs were centrally located because they were recieving

support from both academic and student affairs, and thus had a broader base of support.

The centralized location brings more prominent visibility and sends the message that the
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work of the office is central to the work of the university.   The results suggest greater

organizational legitimacy for jointly located programs.

Program Size and Scope

Scott (2001) notes; “Structures only exist to the extent that ongoing activities

reproduce them” (p. 142).  Service learning classes are the ongoing activity that sustains

service learning programs.  The number and popularity of service learning courses

offered by an institution is a measure of the level of support on the part of faculty who

teach the courses and the students who enroll in them.  Additionally, the number of hours

of community service required of students taking the classes indicates the level of

commitment to community stakeholders.  Table 5.5 shows information on service

learning courses per year by each organizational location.  Data were pooled and scaled

to institutional sizes so as to be directly comparable across organizational categories.

Since the following data are relevant at the institutional level rather than at the level of

the individual program, the University of California, Berkeley was included as a program

jointly located in both academic affairs and student affairs units since there was both a

program in student affairs and a program in academic affairs which both impacted service

learning on a campus-wide level.
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Table 5.5 – Service Learning Course Data for Each Organizational Location

Academic Course Info Academic
Affairs

Jointly Located Student Affairs

Average Students per
SL Class*

515 423 460

% of Students Taking SL
Classes**

4.01% 4.38% 3.22%

% SL Instructors*** 2.30% 3.31% 1.77%
Average Hours of Community
Service Required per class

23.8 34.3 30

   *Calculated as ratio of total students per SL class offered
  **Calculated as a percent of all students enrolled
  **Calculated as a percent of all full-time faculty

The ratio of students to service learning classes indicates how many students on average

would be enrolled in each service learning class in order for every undergraduate student

at the institution to take one service learning class per year.  This number was highest at

institutions where the service learning program was located in Academic Affairs (515),

and lowest at institutions where the program was jointly located (423), with student

affairs service learning programs falling in the middle (460).  This indicates that there

were fewer service learning courses offered per student at institutions with academic

affairs-based service learning programs, and more service learning classes per student

were offered at institutions where the service learning program was organizationally

jointly located.

The highest percentage (4.38%) of enrolled students enrolled in service learning

classes at institutions where the program was jointly located, followed by service learning

programs based in an academic affairs unit (4.01%), while only 3.22% of all students

took service learning classes based in student affairs units.  While this was less than the

proportion of students that took service learning courses at institutions with academic



93

affairs based service learning programs, it was still a relatively small percentage of the

overall student population across all organizational categories.

The percentage of instructors teaching service learning courses was also highest at

institutions with jointly located programs (3.31%), and lowest at institutions with student

affairs based service learning programs (1.77%).  So in terms of participation of on-

campus stakeholders, the data suggest that service learning programs that were jointly

located in both academic and student affairs units have the most organizational

legitimacy, and student affairs based service learning programs have the least.  However,

the overall difference is not large.

It is interesting to note that the number of hours of community service each

student completed for a service learning class was lowest (23.8 hours) at institutions

where the program was located in Academic Affairs, highest (34.3 hours) at institutions

where the program was jointly located, and in the middle (30 hours) at institutions where

the program was located in student affairs.  The reduced number of hours of community

service that the students complete sends the symbolic message that the community

service is not as important at institutions with academic affairs-based service learning

programs.  In this sense, service learning at institutions where the program reports to an

academic affairs unit could be seen as including the community service somewhat more

ceremonially than as an equally important component of the learning process as the

traditional curriculum (Myers & Rowan, 1977).

The number of organizations that a service learning program works with can

indicate the level of support from the service environment: the community.  When broken
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down by organizational location, there was not a substantial difference in the number of

community organizations worked with by service learning programs in this study,

regardless of organizational location of the program.  Academic affairs based service

learning programs worked with an average of 177 organizations, jointly located programs

worked with an average of 185 organizations, and student affairs based service learning

programs worked with 172 organizations on average.  This shows that from the

perspective of the community, all three organizational types have organizational

legitimacy.

When service learning courses are identified as such on transcripts and in

schedules of classes, it codifies them, making them more visible to all stakeholders.  The

listing involves obtaining official approval from other units of an institution, such as the

registrar, the provost, or a course curriculum committee.  Scott and Meyer (1983) point

out: “Institutional environments are characterized by the elaboration of rules and

requirements to which individual organizations must conform if they are to receive

support and legitimacy.” (p. 149).   Having service learning courses listed in an official

university document conveys the message that these classes belong in the research

university curriculum just as much as traditional classses.  However, it also creates a

process where faculty must open up their course listings to external scrutiny and

approval, which as one study participant pointed out can hamper the development of new

service learning courses.  Three out of five academic affairs based service learning

programs had service learning classes identified in their institutional course catalogs and

student transcripts, while only one out of five of jointly located service learning programs
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in this study did.  None of the institutions with student affairs service learning programs

identified service learning courses on transcripts or in the course schedule.  This indicates

that academic affairs service learning programs have more organizational legitimacy in

this regard than student affairs based programs.  An explanation for the difference is that

faculty have stronger social networks with the organizational units that have control over

course listing conventions.

“Social order comes into being as individuals take action, interpret that action,

and share with others their interpretations” (Scott, 1987, p. 495).  This process becomes

important in the way that students are informed about service learning courses and

encouraged to enroll in them, which is an additional measure of size and scope of a

service learning program.  The study results indicate that the most effective way that

students were inspired to take a service learning class is by hearing about the experience

from another student who has already taken one.  Other ways that students typically

heard about service learning courses were from advisors, web listings, course catalogs,

and through e-mail or posted bulletins.  Students heard about service learning classes

approximately equally across organizational categories from each of these different

sources.

Ownership of the service experience can be an important part of the culture of a

service learning course.  The service placement for the student was chosen by a staff or

faculty member at four out of five of the academic affairs basedservice learning

programs, while students were allowed to choose their own service learning placement at

three out of four of the jointly located programs and also three out of four of the student
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affairs based programs.  This is quite a contrast and indicates a divergence in the

approach of academic affairs based programs compared with student affairs-based service

learning programs in the study.  Being assigned to an organization may make the service

learning experience less meaningful as it takes ownership of the service experience away

from the student.

Service learning was not an official part of the faculty review or tenure processes

at any of the study institutions, regardless of the organizational location of their

programs.  Since promotion and tenure are at the core of success for all faculty at

research institutions, this is a key weakness in organizational legitimacy for service

learning programs.  Four of the  research participants listed the lack of connection

between service learning and the faculty tenure and promotion process as a major

obstacle to success of service learning at their institutions.  A few study participants

reported that service learning was valued in the faculty tenure and promotion processes

more generally as an “innovative teaching method” or as part of the outreach effort of the

university.

Qualitative interview and survey data from units located in academic affairs

matched the claims of the service learning literature that location in an academic affairs

unit of a university is essential if service learning is to be successful at a research

institution.  Some of the comments were: “Faculty do not take student affairs seriously,”

and “the location within Academic Affairs is a benefit in that service-learning is clearly

linked to academic pursuits.”  Another academic unit head stated: “having the center in
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an academic unit advances the academic legitimacy of service-learning and is able to

garner better support and involvement of faculty and academic departments.”

Research Question #1 Conclusions

While there was more participation in service learning by students at academic

affairs based service learning programs, this study has not confirmed that service learning

programs located in student affairs or jointly located in both student affairs and academic

affairs suffer from a lack of support as measured by program budgets, number of classes

taught, percentage of faculty teaching classes, or community organizations offering

student service opportunities.  In fact, the strongest participation in service learning

programs on the part of students and faculty was found at service learning programs that

were organizationally jointly located in both student and academic affairs units.

Additionally, the physical office space was more commonly in a central location on

campus for jointly located programs.  Based upon the measures described in Chapter 3,

the service learning programs studied that were located jointly in both academic affairs

and student affairs had the highest level of organizational legitimacy.

The culture of student affairs based and academic affairs based service learning

programs was different in the studied universities.  The student affairs based service

learning programs were characterized by increased student leadership involvement,

resources from national student affairs organizations, more student control over choice of

community service locations, and more diversified budgetary sources, including a larger

percentage of funding from student fees.  Service learning classes were also less likely to



98

appear on student transcripts and in course catalogs at institutions with student affairs

based service learning units.

At institutions with academic affairs based service learning programs the culture

reflected the faculty orientation with a greater emphasis on academic rigor in the program

mission statements, higher graduate student involvement in leadership and staffing,

greater reliance on the resources of national academic affairs based organizations, and

increased likelihood of service learning courses being listedon transcripts and in course

catalogs.  The funding for academic affairs based service learning programs was less

diversified, including a larger percentage of funding from university-allocated state

funding.  The studied service learning program missions used similar language,

irrespective of organizational location, but academic affairs units were more isomorphic

with academic unit values with terminology related to research and academic rigor.

Community involvement was similar across all organizational categories, both in terms of

overall role and participation in service learning classes, although community members

were more likely to co-teach classes in academic affairs units.

The national service learning and community engagement organization Campus

Compact was found to impact all programs regardless of organizational location

(possibly causing normative isomorphism).  The influence of other national organizations

were found to be isomorphic with the academic affairs or student affairs subunit:

academic organizations impacted academic units, student affairs organizations impacted

student affairs based programs.
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Research Question #2 – Location Within Administrative Structure

The second research question explored whether organizational legitimacy is

impacted by reporting line in the organizational structure of the university.  As described

by Scott (1991): “The formal structure of an organization has significance apart from its

effect on the behavior of organizational participants, since it signifies rationality and

purposive order, increasing the legitimacy of its operations in the eyes of participants and

constituents” (p. 169).  The structure of an organization includes the titles of the

positions, the qualifications required of the people holding the positions, reporting lines,

etc.  These are “guided by and reflect prescriptions conveyed by wider rationalized

institutional environments.  These structures signal rationality, irrespective of their effects

on outcomes” (Scott, 2001, p. 152-153).

Institutional Context

In order to analyze the impact of reporting line on organizational legitimacy, the

programs were divided into three groups: those that reported to Deans or Directors, those

that reported to Provosts or Vice-Provosts, and those that reported to institutional Vice

Chancellors, or Vice Presidents.  Table 5.6 shows the institutional context of programs

regarding this reporting line.  Four programs reported to Deans or Directors, five

programs reported to Provosts or Vice Provosts, and four programs reported to Vice

Chancellors or Vice Presidents.  Data that showed relationships between reporting level

and resources or support are detailed below.
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Table 5.6 – Reporting Line for Each Service Learning Program

Study Institutions
     Service Learning Programs

Reporting Line

University of California, Berkeley
     Cal Corps Public Service Center
     Service-Learning Research and Development Center

Dean or Director
Dean or Director

University of California, Los Angeles
     Center for Community Learning Provost/Vice Provost
University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign
     Office of Public Engagement and Institutional Relations Vice Chancellor/Vice President
Indiana University
    Community Outreach and Partnerships in Service-Learning Vice Chancellor/Vice President
Michigan State University
     Center for Service Learning and Civic Engagement Vice Chancellor/Vice President
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
     Edward Ginsberg Center for Community Service and Learning Vice Chancellor/Vice President
University of Minnesota, Twin Cities
     Service Learning and Community Involvement Office Dean or Director
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill
     APPLES Service-Learning Program Provost/Vice Provost
The Ohio State University
     Service-Learning Initiative Provost/Vice Provost
The University of Texas at Austin
     Volunteer and Service Learning Center Dean or Director
University of Washington
     Carlson Leadership & Public Service Center Dean or Director
University of Wisconsin, Madison
     Morgridge Center for Public Service Provost/Vice Provost

Program Leadership and Administration

The type and number of staff a program has influences how much can be

accomplished by the program.  Table 5.7 details the number and types of staff members

for each type of program by reporting line.
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Table 5.7 – Staffing for Each Reporting Line

Position Type Vice Chancellors /
Vice Presidents

Provosts/
Vice Provosts

Deans/
Dept. Head

Avg. Full Time
Professional Staff

3.8 2.3 3.4

Avg. Part-time
Professional Staff

1.5 .8 .4

Avg. Paid Grad
Student Positions

1.8 5.8 1.2

Avg. Volunteer
Graduate Internships

1.3 0 .6

Avg. Volunteer
Undergraduate
Student Internships

15 16.3 25

Avg. Work Study
Positions

1.8 .3 28.6

Avg. Paid
Undergraduate
Student Positions (Not
Work Study)

5.8 6 2

Avg. Americorps
VISTAS

.3 .5 9.8

Average Total Staff 31 31.8 71

The differences between the average numbers of professional staff (both full-time and

part-time) were not meaningfully different between the three groups.  The units reporting

to Provosts or Vice Provosts had more graduate student employees, while the units

reporting to Deans, Assistant Deans or Directors had twice as many undergraduate staff

(including volunteer student leaders, work study positions and non-work study positions)

as did programs in either of the other categories.  Overall, units reporting to Vice

Chancellors or Vice Presidents had about the same average number of staff as the units

reporting to Provosts and Vice Provosts.  The units reporting to Deans or Directors had

more than twice as many staff, with the majority of the increase being comprised of

students (including volunteer leaders, work study and non-work study positions) and

Americorps VISTAs.  The increased number of student positions in the Deans group may
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be indicative of a culture difference in these programs: an increased value placed on

student input and student leadership development, or perhaps greater access to work

study funds.

The title of the person who leads the office sends a message about the authority

the office has.  As described by Scott (1995):  “Much of the coherence of social life is

due to the creation of categories of social actors, both individual and collective, and

associated ways of acting” (Scott, 1995, p. 44).  It is interesting to note that there were

two heads of service learning programs that had the title of Coordinator, while all of the

others were Directors.  Both of the Coordinator-led programs reported to Deans or

Directors.  There were three program heads in the study whose positions were classified

as staff rather than faculty (or another academic title such as lecturer).  All three of the

staff positions were located within programs that reported to Deans or Directors.  Within

the academic environment, the job description of a Director typically involves more

authority over more activities and more autonomy in addressing such issues than do job

descriptions for Coordinators.  Programs that report to Deans and Directors by definition

have less organizational legitimacy in regard to the administrative leadership of their

programs.

Program Resources

Budget is a key indicator of support and therefore of organizational legitimacy.

Table 5.8 shows the budget distribution for the various program types by reporting line.



103

Table 5.8 – Budget Categories for Each Reporting Line

Budget Vice Chancellors/
Vice Presidents

Provosts/
Vice Provosts

Deans/ Directors

Between $100,000
and $199,999

0 0 1

Between $200,000
and $399,999

2 3 3

Between $400,000
and $599,999

0 1 0

Between $600,000
and $799,999

0 0 0

Over $800,000 2 0 1

Two of the programs with the largest budgets reported to a Vice Chancellor or Vice

President, while the program with the lowest budget reported to a Dean or Director.  This

finding would be supported by institutional theory, which predicts that those with the

most authority in the structure will also have the most resources (Meyer & Rowan, 1977;

Scott, 2001).  However, one of the programs reporting to a Dean or Director also had a

budget of over $800,000, so it is not as clear-cut as a direct relationship between

resources and position in the hierarchy of the administrative structure of the university.

The sources of funding are indicated in Figure 5.2.
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The sources of funds for each reporting line were diverse, with units reporting to Provosts

or Vice Provosts receiving funds from the most broadly distributed sources.  It is notable

that the amount of student fee funding was highest for units reporting to Deans or

Directors, less for units reporting to Provosts or Vice Provosts and substantially lower for

units reporting to a Vice Chancellor or Vice President.  This indicates more support from

students for units in this reporting line.  Units reporting to Provosts or Vice Provosts and

Vice Chancellors or Vice Presidents received more funding from endowments and

bequests, which suggests that external entities such as alumni feel it is more prestigious

for their donations to go to a program overseen by an upper-level administrator.  Units

reporting to Vice Chancellors and Vice Presidents receive more corporate support than

the other two types of organizations.
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Program Size and Scope

The number of service learning courses enrolled in and taught indicate support by

the students who take the courses and the faculty members who teach them.  Table 5.9

shows the ratio of total students enrolled per service learning class taught for each

reporting line category, as well as the percent of students enrolled in service learning

courses, the percent of instructors teaching service learning courses and the number of

hours of community service each student completes on average for a service learning

course.  These figures have been scaled to the combined student enrollment and faculty

pool size within each category so the data are directly comparable across categories.

Table 5.9 – Service Learning Course Data for Each Reporting Line

Academic Course Info Vice Chancellor/
Vice President

Provost/
Vice Provost

Dean/
Director

Ratio of Students/SL Class* 560 499 394
% Students Taking SL
Classes**

2.38% 4.97% 4.93%

% SL Instructors*** 1.87% 2.79% 1.59%
Average Hours of
Community Service

23.8 34.3 30

   *Calculated as ratio of total students enrolled in the institutions per SL class
  **Calculated as a percent of all students enrolled
  **Calculated as a percent of all full-time faculty

The ratio of enrolled students per service learning course offered at the institution type is

a measure of how many students would have to be enrolled on average in each service

learning class in order for each student to take one service learning course per year.  The

highest ratio (lowest number of service learning courses taught per student) was found at

institutions where the service learning program reports to the highest authorities (560),

followed by institutions where the program reported to a Provost or Vice Provost (499)



106

while the lowest ratio of students to service learning classes (which means the highest

number of service learning courses per student) was found at institutions where units

reported to Deans and Directors (394 students per class).  The percentage of students that

enrolled in service learning classes yearly was twice as high at institutions where the

program reported to a Provost or Vice Provost (4.97%) or to a Dean/Director (4.93%), as

compared to where the program reported to a Vice Chancellor or a Vice President

(2.38%).  It is not surprising that fewer students took service learning courses at

institutions where the service learning program reported to a Vice Chancellor or Vice

President because there were fewer service learning courses offered there.  However, it is

interesting that equal proportions of students were taking service learning courses where

the service learning program reports to a Provost/Vice Provost and to a Dean/Director

because there were comparatively fewer service learning courses taught at the former as

compared to the latter.

The highest percentage of service learning instructors was at institutions where

service learning programs reported to Provosts or Vice Provosts (2.79%), while the

percentage was approximately equal between service learning programs that reported to

Vice Chancellors/Vice Presidents (1.87%) and to Deans/Directors (1.59%).  These results

are not explained by institutional theory because the program supported by the highest

authority would be expected to be the most likely to receive the most support, in that

leadership by the top administrators should send a message that the activity is valued.  An

example of what institutional theory would predict was described by a program

director/coordinator: “The Vice Chancellor provides the lead support.  He is able to
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garner the Chancellor's support and then solicit faculty leadership.”  By reporting to a

Chief Executive Officer, the program should be able to leverage the support of other

constituents who report to the same authority.  In this way the service learning program is

able to gain greater organizational legitimacy.  However, the lower percentage of faculty

teaching service learning courses at institutions where the program reported to the Vice

Chancellor (CEO) compared to programs that reported to a Vice Provost seems to

contradict the theory in this case.

In discussing the benefits of reporting to the Provost’s office, one participant

stated: “It has greatly helped with infrastructure, resources and advertising our

availability to faculty, staff and students.  It allows us to be 'high profile' and let the

campus and community know we are here.”  A research participant whose program

reported to a Vice Chancellor or Vice Presidents office had this to say about the pros and

cons: “It has helped in that the office has a high degree of access and visibility across

campus that it would not ordinarily have.  It has hindered in that there does not currently

exist a formal academic basis for service learning courses.”

Research Question #2 Conclusions

Research participants reported having “higher visibility” when reporting to a

Provost, Vice Chancellor or Vice Presidents office, and institutional theory would predict

higher organizational legitimacy in programs that are symbolically important because

they report to an upper-level administrator.  This was somewhat supported by the

financial data: a majority of the programs with the highest budgets reported to a Vice

Chancellor or Vice President.  However, the proportion of service learning courses was
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highest at institutions where the service learning program reported to a Dean or Director,

and students enrolled in the most service learning classes at institutions where the service

learning program reported to a Provost or Vice Provost, so in terms of participation in the

activity promoted by the program, organizational legitimacy was higher at these

institutions.

Here again organizational culture differences were seen in the staffing patterns

and sources of funds.  Units that reported to Deans and Directors had more undergraduate

staff and student leaders, while programs that report to Provosts or Vice Provosts have

more graduate student staff.  Heads of service learning programs that report to Deans and

Directors were more likely to be in staff positions rather than academic positions, and to

have a Coordinator title rather than a Director title.  Corporations were more likely to

donate to programs reporting to Vice Chancellors and Vice Presidents, while student fee

funding was more likely to go to programs reporting to Deans or Directors.

Research Question #3 – Program History

The third research question asks whether the historical origin of the program has

an effect on the organizational legitimacy of service learning programs.

Institutional Context

The programs were divided into three groups based upon the primary initial

catalyst for the start of the program: 1) faculty, 2) funding source availability (such as an

endowment or major grant), or 3) students.  Table 5.10 shows the distribution of

programs into groups based on historical catalyst for the service learning program.  There

were three service learning programs for which faculty were the initial catalyst, three
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programs for which funding was the catalyst, and five programs for which students were

the catalyst.  Two institutions were left out of this analysis because one was started

collaboratively and data was not available for the other.  Data that showed relationships

between the historical catalyst for service learning and current resources or support are

detailed in this section.

Table 5.10 – Initial Catalyst for the Start of Each Service Learning Program

Study Institutions
     Service Learning Programs

Catalyst for Service
Learning

University of California, Berkeley
     Cal Corps Public Service Center
     Service-Learning Research and Development Center

Students
Funding

University of California, Los Angeles
     Center for Community Learning Faculty
University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign
     Office of Public Engagement and Institutional Relations Faculty
Indiana University
    Community Outreach and Partnerships in Service-Learning Collaborative
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
     Edward Ginsberg Center for Community Service and Learning Students
University of Minnesota, Twin Cities
     Service Learning and Community Involvement Office Students
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill
     APPLES Service-Learning Program Students
The Ohio State University
     Service-Learning Initiative Faculty
The University of Texas at Austin
     Volunteer and Service Learning Center Students
University of Washington
     Carlson Leadership & Public Service Center Funding
University of Wisconsin, Madison
     Morgridge Center for Public Service Funding

Leadership and Administration

Administration and leadership of an organization tells a story about the culture of

the program and the tone it sets. Table 5.11 describes the average number of each type of

administrative or leadership position for programs in the three catalyst groups.
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Table 5.11 – Staffing for Each Initial Catalyst

Type of Position Faculty Catalyst Funding Catalyst Students Catalyst

Average Full Time
Professional Staff

2 2.7 4.2

Average Part-time
Professional Staff

.3 1 1.4

Avg. Paid Grad Student
Positions

7.3 2 .8

Avg. Volunteer
Graduate Internships

0 .3 1.4

Avg. Volunteer
Undergraduate Student
Internships

0 1.7 49

Avg. Work Study
Positions

.3 1 28

Avg. Paid Undergraduate
Student Positions (Not
Work Study)

1.7 6.7 1.8

Avg. Americorps VISTAS 0 .7 9.8
Average Total Staff 11.6 16.1 96.4

There were slightly more professional staff members at programs where students were

the catalyst for service learning, while there were more graduate student staff at programs

where faculty were the catalyst.  Student roles were important in all programs for which

students were the catalyst for their start, both in work-study and volunteer student leader

roles.  The average staff size of service learning programs where students were the

catalyst was more than six times that of programs where funding sources or faculty were

the catalyst.  In contrast, students were only directly involved in the leadership of two out

of six of the programs where the catalyst was faculty or funding.

Similar to the reporting line results, the two service learning program heads who

had a coordinator title rather than a director title, and three out of the four program heads

who were classified as staff rather than in academic positions, were with the programs

where students were the catalyst.  All of the heads of service learning programs where
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faculty or funding availability were the catalyst had doctoral degrees, whereas half of the

program heads where students were the catalyst had bachelors or masters degrees.

Program Resources

The budget is always a good indicator of the value of a program to an institution.

Funding was of particular interest in this analysis since a budgetary allotment was the

catalyst for several of these programs.  Table 5.12 shows the budget ranges for each of

the programs by catalyst category.

Table 5.12 – Budget Categories for Initial Catalyst

Budget Faculty Catalyst Funding Catalyst Students Catalyst

Between $100,000
and $199,999

0 0 1

Between $200,000
and $399,999

1 2 2

Between $400,000
and $599,999

1 0 0

Between $600,000
and $799,999

0 1 0

Over $800,000 1 0 1

It is interesting to note that when funding was a catalyst it did not appear to result in a

larger budget than when students or faculty were the catalysts.  In fact, the two highest

funded programs did not have funding as the catalyst.

The source of the funding can indicate where support for the program is strongest.

Figure 5.3 details the funding source for each catalyst category.
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Not surprisingly, student fee dollars formed a large part of the funding for programs for

where students were the catalyst.  Endowments and private donations were a larger part

of the budget for programs where funding was the catalyst.  National grant funding was

highest for programs where faculty were the catalyst.  University allocated state funding

was lowest for programs where students were the catalyst.

The physical location of the office was more likely to be peripheral on the campus

if students were the catalyst for the program (50% peripheral) than if funding (33%

peripheral) or faculty (100% centrally located) were the catalysts.  The student funded

programs therefore had less organizational legitimacy with regard to physical office

location.
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Program Size and Scope

The number of service learning classes currently taught and the number of

students currently enrolled in them is one way to measure the base of support for a

program.  Table 5.13 shows the information on service learning courses broken down by

historical origin of the program.

Table 5.13 - Service Learning Course Data for Each Initial Catalyst

Academic Course Info Faculty Catalyst Funding Catalyst Student Catalyst

# of Students/SL Class* 801 267 384
% Students Taking SL
Classes**

2.99% 3.99% 5.06%

% SL Instructors*** 1.69% 3.42% 3.09%
   *Calculated as ratio of total students per SL class
  **Calculated as a percent of all students enrolled
  **Calculated as a percent of all full-time faculty

The lowest student/service learning course ratio was at institutions where funding was the

service learning program catalyst, followed by programs where students were the

catalyst.  In contrast, there were 800 students per service learning class at institutions

where faculty were the catalyst for the program.  The percentage of students who took

service learning courses was slightly higher at institutions where students were the

catalyst (5.06%), and slightly lower at institutions where faculty were the catalyst

(2.99%).  The percentage of faculty who taught service learning courses was highest at

service learning programs where funding was the catalyst (3.42%), slightly lower where

students were the catalyst (3.09%) and lowest where faculty were the catalyst (1.69%).

Program History

When analyzing the strongest initial supporters of the programs, it is interesting to

note that in programs where faculty were the catalyst, faculty were also the strongest
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supporters.  For programs inspired by the availability of funding, administrators were the

strongest supporters.  For programs inspired by students, no one group emerged as the

strongest supporter, the initiatives were supported by faculty, by upper level

administrators, and by student governments.  Initial funding for the programs did not

seem to be particularly influenced by the catalyst group: all three groups had programs

funded by state dollars, by special allocations from an upper level administrator, and by

federal grants and endowments.

When asked about the biggest obstacle the program initially faced, the most

common answers across all categories (even those whose catalyst was funding) was not

having enough funding to secure the program for the future and run it effectively.  The

second most often stated issue (even from groups for which faculty were the catalyst for

the start of the program) was the difficulty of getting faculty buy-in.  One participant

stated: “The most difficult obstacle was the size of the campus and helping faculty

understand what service learning is, and what it is not. Designing service learning that fits

the culture of a research university was difficult.”  Another participant said: “Securing

faculty buy-in for service-learning (that it was not volunteerism or community service),

securing the academic legitimacy of service-learning, and finding the right home for

service-learning were the most difficult obstacles.”

When asked how the program history had influenced the program’s success in the

long term, several participants stated that funding had become permanent and was no

longer an issue.  A research participant from a program that was started by students said:

“Our history of student engagement has helped us to continue a commitment to student
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leadership which is not only cost-effective but has helped us to engage a diverse group of

students.”  A research participant from a program for which funding was the catalyst had

this to say: “Placing service learning in an academic unit, having a faculty director,

focusing the center's work on research, having a faculty policy committee to provide

oversight, were all key components that helped bring legitimacy to service learning and

to the center's work.”

Research Question #3 Conclusions

“Organizational memory and learning processes not only record history, they

shape its future course; the direction of that path depends greatly on the processes by

which memory is maintained” (Levitt and March, 1988).  Given the previous statement, it

would not be surprising if the history of an organization continued to influence its

structure and function, and the data indicates that for the service learning programs at

these study institutions it does.  Programs that were originally inspired by students

continued to have stronger student leadership and involvement, higher funding from

student fee sources, and offices that were more peripherally located on the campus.

Lower titles, lower educational attainment, and positions classified as staff rather than

academic appointments were found for heads of service learning programs at institutions

where students were the catalysts for service learning, but initial support for these

programs came from diverse and varied sources.  Programs that had funding sources as

the catalyst continued to be supported more heavily by donations and endowment funds,

and had the strongest initial support from administrators.  Service learning programs

where faculty were the catalyst had the highest levels of university allocated state
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funding, but the lowest levels of participation in terms of instructors who taught service

learning classes, the number of service learning classes offered per student, and the

lowest percent of students who took service learning classes.  Service learning programs

where faculty were the catalysts had more centrally located office spaces on campus, and

faculty were the biggest initial supporters of the service learning programs.

Conclusion to the Study

What, then, are the most important lessons learned from this study?  It is the

conventional wisdom in the service learning literature that organizational location within

an academic affairs unit is a key factor for faculty buy-in for service learning.  The

expectation is that when located in an academic affairs unit, the program will be taken

more seriously by students and faculty, will receive more support from administrators,

and will generally be better woven into the fabric of campus life.  This study does not

support that conventional wisdom.  Indeed, the service learning programs in this study

that were housed in student affairs units were no less likely to have large budgets and

nearly equivalent levels of student participation and service learning courses.  The

difference, it seems, is not one of more or less success, where academic affairs programs

clearly have more organizational legitimacy than student affairs programs, but instead is

one of culture.  The differences between the cultures of academic affairs units and student

affairs units accounts for many of the differences in the service learning programs housed

in the two areas.

In academic affairs based service learning programs, the focus tends to be more

on the perceived classroom rigor of the service learning courses and less on the
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community service component.  Service learning programs located in academic affairs

had faculty directors, and more often had service learning courses noted in the course

catalog and on student transcripts.  In contrast, the service learning programs housed in

student affairs were not as likely to have faculty directors or to identify service learning

courses on transcripts or the course catalog.  However, the culture of student affairs

programs encourages greater involvement from the students at the planning level of

service learning.  In student affairs based service learning programs, students had

positions of leadership and acted with greater autonomy to affect the direction of the

program.  In this study, students who enrolled in service learning courses at institutions

with student affairs-based service learning programs had more control over where they

did their community service.

One area in which academic affairs programs had an edge on student affairs

programs with regard to organizational legitimacy was in faculty and student

participation: a higher percentage of students enrolled in service learning classes at

institutions with academic affairs based service learning programs, and a higher

percentage of faculty taught service learning programs.  However, the total overall

proportion of students taking service learning courses at any study institution was under

5% of the total enrolled undergraduates, regardless of organizational location.  And what

student affairs programs may lack in perceived status on campus, they make up for in the

involvement of the student in leadership roles.  In the student affairs based programs in

this study, there was a greater focus on the service learning experience in the life and
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development of the student, as opposed to simply integrating service into various courses

that students may take.

Service learning programs that were jointly based in both student affairs and

academic affairs units had the highest level of organizational legitimacy in terms of the

percentage of students taking service learning courses, faculty teaching such courses, and

the central location of office space on the campus.  It could be said that these programs

enjoy the best of both worlds in that they can benefit from the particular cultures of both

academic and student affairs.

So what is the best approach to developing a service learning program with strong

organizational legitimacy at a large public research institution?  Given such a task, there

is the ideal approach and then there is the more realistic approach.  Ideally, service

learning courses would be well integrated into the curriculum from the inception of the

program.  Service learning courses would appear as such on student transcripts and would

be clearly identified in the course catalog.  They would be offered in sufficient quantities

for all students across all disciplines to easily be able to find and take such courses as

they work toward degree objectives.  The faculty would all be aware of service learning

because it would be a clear factor in the tenure and promotion process.  In this ideal

service learning program there would be a place at the table for student leadership of

service learning; all stakeholders (including faculty, students, administrators and

community members) would collaborate on how to best align the goals of each

constituency.
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Despite Ernst Boyer’s (1994) plea for the “new American college” and

Edgerton’s (1994) rallying cry to develop “engaged campuses,” most large public

research universities have not made service learning a major focus.  That being the case,

what is a more realistic set of hopes for a large public research university that is trying to

build a new service learning program?  The literature tells us that in order to achieve

organizational legitimacy and faculty buy-in, a service learning program needs to be part

of an academic affairs unit.  It also tells us that the higher the title of the reporting line,

the better chances of continued success.  However, what this study has demonstrated is

that service learning is no less successful nor is it perceived as having less organizational

legitimacy in a student affairs environment, either solely or jointly with academic affairs.

However, it is different.

Student affairs based service learning programs tend to have more of an emphasis

on student involvement and leadership development.  Student affairs based service

learning programs seek guidance from national organizations specific to the student

affairs profession.  Location in a student affairs environment does not have to mean that

the program will receive less funding and support, but this study does indicate that the

unit is likely to have less visibility, with service learning courses not as likely to be

identified as such in the course catalog or on student transcripts.  This research indicates

that service learning programs that are jointly located in both student affairs and

academic affairs units can garner support from both sides of the house, thus benefiting

from the strengths of both academic units and student affairs units.  National

organizations like Campus Compact can have an isomorphic effect on emerging service
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learning programs, thus helping to shape a common language and set of understandings

across the boundary lines of university organizational divisions such as student affairs

and academic affairs.

This study also indicates that a lower reporting line within the administrative

structure of an institution does not substantially impact the organizational legitimacy of a

service learning program: student leadership in service learning programs is strongest in

service learning programs that report to Deans or Directors.  While the study participants

stated the importance of the high visibility of a reporting line to a Chief Executive

Officer, offering students the kinds of leadership training they gain through having a role

in the administration of the service learning program can help make them better prepared

to be leaders in the community and state after they graduate.  This will likely encourage

such universities to focus more on developing their graduates into future leaders.

Participants were also asked to articulate the primary reasons for the success of

their programs.  The responses ranged from strong support from faculty and upper level

administration, to the assistance of students, to being located in an academic affairs unit.

Heads of programs with a history of student leadership or a location in student affairs

frequently commented on how beneficial their student leaders were.  Heads of programs

with a strong history of faculty support or support from upper level administrators

expressed that they felt such support was extremely important to gaining faculty buy-in.

Participating service learning program directors and coordinators tended to assign their

success to the organizational and administrative resources and support they had gained

from their position in the organizational structure and administrative hierarchy,
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regardless of where that was.  Perhaps organizational legitimacy of the program is not

causatively related to the program location in student affairs or academic affairs or to the

hierarchical location of the person to whom the program reports, perhaps stakeholders

simply think that it is.  A program in academic affairs will believe that the involvements

of academics in the program’s identity was key to its success because the culture of its

current location reinforces those values.  The elements of myth and ceremony that Meyer

and Rowan describe reinforce the symbols of the culture of academic affairs: the

importance of academic rigor, the need to have a faculty director of service learning, and

the assumption of increased support from the university.  On the other hand, within

student affairs, the importance of student development and the focus on leadership skills

and community service (as opposed to perceived academic rigor) is reinforced by the

myth and ceremony of the people who are involved with the program as it currently

exists.  Student affairs professionals may not be as concerned about whether the head of

the service learning program is faculty or staff member, is a coordinator or a director, or

whether the director has an advanced degree or not.  Student affairs programs in this

study (both solely and as jointly located programs) have a tremendous amount of

organizational legitimacy in terms of student involvement, diversified budgetary sources,

and the buy-in from faculty is comparable to the academic affairs based programs.

It should be noted that this study has documented how the particular way in which

a program was first conceived and founded has an impact on its development.  The initial

catalyst for the program can impact its future so that programs initiated or inspired by

students will continue to have a strong student leadership presence and financial support
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from student fee dollars.  On the other hand, programs started by faculty tend to have the

most initial and continued support from faculty.  Thus there is in fact no reason to assume

that a well-intentioned administrator attempting to start a service learning program will

be able to avoid some of these biases compared to other programs with different origins.

That being said, the main lessons of this study for a brand new program is that there are

strengths and weaknesses in all of these program models: there is no perfect structure or

reporting line or initial starting point.  However, with an understanding of what the focus

of the service learning should be (whether it is a focus on student leadership

development, or a focus on intellectual rigor) this study indicates some of the

organizational elements that are likely to result from those choices and plan accordingly.

When asked about the primary limitations of their programs, a common complaint

from study participants was limited funding and a shortage of staffing to meet the needs

of a large and complex university.  As one participant stated: “having a decentralized

campus makes it difficult to build a cohesive program because people do their own

thing.”  Another issue that was mentioned was the difficulty in communicating with

faculty about service learning: “Not enough faculty members know what service learning

is and most deans and department chairs do not do enough to promote it.  There is no

visibility for service learning.”  Another common theme was concern that service

learning is not valued in the faculty tenure and promotion process.  These issues cut

across all study lines.  For a new service learning program, though, it would be wise for

the stakeholders to keep in mind these challenges and try to address them early on.
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Study Limitations and Directions for Future Research

There are many directions for future research within the topic of service learning

and the institutional environment of large public, research I universities.  Some of the

possible topics suggested by this research are listed below:

1. This study was limited to a specific subset of public research institutions.  A

larger study conducted with all public research institutions would be useful to

determine if the results of this study are indicative of a broad pattern among all

American public research universities.

2. This study indicated differences between student affairs units and academic

affairs units in terms of organizational culture.  Further exploration of these

cultural differences would be interesting.

Final Conclusion

In the final analysis, though, it is important to note that none of the service

learning programs at the institutions studied, regardless of their organizational structure,

had very high participation from either students or faculty.  While comparisons between

the different types of organizations can illuminate important factors that contribute to

success in the programs, it may take a paradigm shift in the way we think about service

learning in order to fully integrate it into the educational experience.  Participation was

generally less than 5% of students or faculty across all of the study institutions.  If the

goal is to bring the service learning experience to even a quarter or half of all students,

clearly it will require orders of magnitude more in energy and support amongst the
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stakeholders in the programs.  It is a goal well worth pursuing, and it is the goal of this

study to add to the literature in order to help this effort in some small way.
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APPENDIX A – SURVEY INSTRUMENT

Service Learning at the Public Research University

This survey is being conducted as part of a University of Texas at Austin doctoral study
on service learning at public research universities. It would be appreciated if you could
take the time to answer the following questions about service learning at your university.
Thank you.

1.!Please enter the name of your university:

2.!Please enter the name of your office:

Please answer the following questions about your specific service learning office or

program, not your institution as a whole.

3.!In what year was your service learning office/program first established?

4.!Where in the university administrative structure is the program located?
!  Academic Affairs
!  Student Affairs
!  Joint Reporting Line (Academic Affairs and Student Affairs)
!  Other (please specify):

5.!What is the mission of your service learning program?

6.!What is the role of faculty in the organization and administration of your service
learning program?

7. Are student leaders involved with your service learning program in
organizing/implementing service learning at your institution? If so, in what capacities?

8.!Are community members involved with your program in organizing/implementing
service learning at your institution? If so, in what capacities?
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9.!How many service learning staff members does your office have? (please indicate the
number of each):
___Full-time professional staff
___Part-time professional staff
___Paid graduate student positions
___Volunteer graduate internships
___Volunteer undergraduate student positions
___Work study positions
___Paid undergraduate student positions (not work study)
___Americorps VISTAS
___Other

10.!What is the annual program budget for your service learning program (including staff
salaries and benefits)?
!  Over $800,000
!  Between $600,000 and $799,999
!  Between $400,000 and $599,999
!  Between $200,000 and $399,999
!  Between $100,000 and $199,999
!  Between $50,000 and $99,000
!  Under $49,999
!  Other (please specify)

11.!Approximately what percentage of your annual service learning budget comes from
the following sources?
___% University allocated State Funding
___% Student Fee Dollars
___% Local grant funding
___% National grant funding
___% Private donations
___% Endowments/bequests
___% Student fundraising
___% Corporate support
___% Professional organizations (ex: Campus Compact)
___% other (please describe)

12.!Approximately how many community agencies are involved with your service
learning program?

13.!How and by whom are community needs typically identified and prioritized for
service learning classes?



127

14.!Which best describes the physical location of your service learning office on your
campus (check all that apply):
!  Central location on the campus
!  Peripheral location on the campus
!  Off-campus location
!  Part of another office
!  A stand alone office
!  Divided into more than one physical location
!  Other (please specify)

15.!How would you describe the size of your office compared to programs of comparable
size and type at your institution:
!  Large
!  Average
!  Small
!  Other (please specify)

16.!What is the name of the administrative office to which your service learning office
reports?

17.!What is the title of the person to whom the head of your service learning program
reports?

18.!How has the location of your program within the organizational structure of the
university helped/hindered the program’s success?

19.!How does service learning fit with your institutional mission? How has this affected
the program?

Please answer the following questions about your institution as a whole, not just your

service learning program.

20.!Who or what was the catalyst for the start of service learning on your campus?

21.!During the initial development of the program, who provided the most support?
(Students, faculty, staff, administrators, etc.)

22.!Where did the original funding and other resources (facilities, etc.) for your service
learning program come from?

23.!During the initial development of the program, what were the biggest obstacles?

24.!How has this history affected the program’s success in the long term?
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25.!Approximately how many different service learning courses (not sections of the same
course) are taught at your university each year?

26.!Approximately how many students take service learning courses each year?

27.!Approximately how many faculty members teach service learning courses each year?

28.!Approximately what percentage of all academic departments at your institution offer
at least one service learning class?

29.!On average, how many hours of community service is each student required to
complete for a single service learning course?

30.!Does your course catalog or schedule of classes identify service learning courses as
such?
!  Yes
!  No
!  Other (please specify):

31.!Are service learning classes identified as such on student transcripts?
!  Yes
!  No
!  Other (please specify):

32.!How do students typically hear about service learning courses taught at your
institution?

33.!How would you describe the majority of service learning courses at your university?
(check all that apply)
!  Service integrated into course curriculum
!  Service optional
!  Reflection an integrated part of curriculum
!  Students choose own volunteer placement
!  Volunteer placement chosen by staff or faculty member
!  Students get extra credit for service
!  Other (please specify):

34.!What is the title of the person who oversees service learning at your institution?
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35.!What is the classification of this position:
!  Academic Administration (Provost, Dean, etc.)
!  Tenured/tenure-track faculty member
!  Other academic position (lecturer, graduate assistant, etc.)
!  Staff member
!  Student
!  Other (please specify)

36.!What is the highest level of education attained by this person?
!  Bachelors Degree
!  Masters Degree
!  Master in Progress
!  Doctorate in Progress
!  Doctorate
!  Other (please specify)

37.!Is this position full-time or part-time?
!  Full-time
!  Part-time
!  Other (please specify)

38.!Does your institution have a service learning advisory committee or board? (If no,
you can skip the rest of this page by clicking on "next" at the bottom of the page)
!  Yes
!  No
!  Other (please specify)

39.!How often does this group meet?

40.!What is the role of the advisory board?

41.!How many members are on your service learning advisory committee or board?
(please indicate the numbers of each)
___Undergraduate students
___Graduate students
___Staff members from student affairs departments
___Staff members from academic departments
___Faculty members
___University administrators (Deans or higher)
___Community members
___Others
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42.!Which national organizations, higher education associations, etc. are valuable to the
work of your service learning program and in what ways?

43.!In what ways are faculty encouraged to develop and teach service learning classes at
your institution? (check all that apply)
!  Course development grants
!  Release time
!  Part of faculty roles and rewards structure
!  Endowed chairship
!  Awards/recognition
!  Workshops/training/mentorships
!  Faculty receive service learning guides or handbooks
!  Recommended/encouraged by students
!  Recommended/encouraged by peers
!  Recommended/encouraged by college administration (dean/department chair)
!  Recommended/encouraged by university administration (provost, president)
!  Other (please specify):

44.!How is service learning valued in the faculty tenure and review process?

45.!What do you believe are the primary reasons for the success of your program?

46.!What do you see as the primary limitations for your program currently?

47.!Are there any other offices that coordinate service learning at your institution? If so,
please list them:

48.!Thank you very much for completing this survey. A summary of the data from this
research will be provided to you at the completion of the study. Please provide your e-
mail address so that you will receive the information:

Survey questions modified from American Association of Higher Education Survey of
Model Service Learning Programs (Schneider, 1998) and the American Association of
Community Colleges Service Learning Assessment Survey (Robinson & Barnett, 1996).
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