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What? 

Salt Lake Community College (SLCC) enrolls over 60,000 students in credit and 

non-credit classes and workshops each year while maintaining three full-service 

campuses and eleven teaching centers throughout Salt Lake Valley, making SLCC the 

largest institution of higher education in the state of Utah (www.slcc.edu/pages/59/asp).  

As a result, SLCC has a unique opportunity demographically to have a substantial impact 

on a surrounding community that is rapidly emerging as both ethnically diverse and 

disadvantaged.  Salt Lake City currently has the second-fastest growing Hispanic 

population in the United States as well as the fourth-largest per capita Pacific Islander 

population (http://www.dailyutahchronicle.com/media/paper244/news2005/04/04/ 

News/Rocky.Addresses.Problems.Facing.City-911618.shtml); in fact the number of 

Utahns claiming Hispanic or Latino ethnicity grew 138 percent in the last ten years and 

nearly one in every ten Utahn is now Hispanic (http://www.saltlakechamber.org/ 

relocation_info/Demographics_Taxes.htm).  Adding to this, the International Rescue 

Committee (IRC) opened an office in Salt Lake City in October 1994 and has since 

helped to “ease the lives of some 4,500 refugees from a myriad of countries seeking a 

more secure and prosperous life.”  In 2004 alone the IRC assisted in the resettlement of 

approximately 325 refugees (http://www.theirc.org/Salt%20Lake%20City/index.cfm).  

To coincide with a burgeoning immigrant and refugee population, it is currently 

estimated that one-sixth of Salt Lake City residents live below the poverty line 

(www.saltlakecityutah.org/aboutsaltlake.htm), and in many of the state‟s 29 counties the 

poverty rate exceeds the national average.  More than four percent of Utah‟s population 

suffers from hunger (Sahm, 2002).   



 3 

These statistics were an integral part of a request by the SLCC Thayne Center for 

Service & Learning (established at SLCC in 1994) to fund the further development of a 

service-learning program.  This request was made possible by a grant from the Federal 

Corporation for National and Community Service.  The grant itself addresses three 

priority areas for development: building a sustainable service-learning program, 

expanding service infrastructure/community partners, and strengthening student-led 

projects.  In addition, the grant details three strategies for meeting these development 

areas and addressing community needs: revamping service-learning program, expanding 

service infrastructure and community partnerships, and strengthening student-led 

projects.   

Over a three-year span, the following courses were funded as service-learning: 

 Fall 2004 

  Political Science: POLI 1100, U.S. Government and Politics 

  History: HIST 1700, American Civilization 

  History: HIST 2700, U.S. History to 1877 

 Spring 2005 

Learning Enhancement: LE 1220, Human Relations for  

Career Development 

Nursing: NSG 1700, Medical/Surgical Nursing 

Education: EDU 2020, Orientation to Education 

Pre-Teacher Education: EDU 2600, Introduction to Special  

Education 

Mathematics: MATH 1050, College Algebra 
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Mathematics: MATH 1220, Calculus II 

May 2005 

Visual Art and Design: Art 2970.03, Special Topics: Location  

Photography Workshop – Utah State Parks 

Fall 2005 

 English: ENG 2100, Introductory Technical Writing 

 English: ENG 2010, Intermediate Writing 

 Learning Enhancement: LE 1020, Essentials of College Study  

(Becoming a Master Student) 

Family and Human Studies: EDU 1400, Study of Disabilities 

Spring 2006 

 Barbering/Cosmetology: BRC 2401 Advanced Cos/Barb Lab I 

 English: ENG 2710, Introduction to Folklore 

So What: Impacts 

Service Learning 

According to Furco (2003, p. 13), “One of the greatest challenges in the study of 

service-learning is the absence of a common, universally accepted definition for the 

term.”  Jane Kendall‟s (1990) introduction to the three-volume set, Combining Service 

and Learning: A Resource Book for Community and Public Service, provided over 140 

terms to describe and define activities that involve service and learning but, however 

defined, a connection must be made between “two complex concepts: community action, 

the „service‟, and efforts to learn from that action and connect what is learned to existing 

knowledge, the „learning‟” (Stanton, Giles & Cruz, 1999, p.2).  
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Howard (2003. p. 2) offers assistance to reduce confusion regarding a service 

learning definition by making a distinction between “co-curricular service-learning…the 

combining of service and learning outside the formal school curriculum” and “academic 

service-learning…bound to the school curriculum”.  For the service-learning designated 

classes funded by the Thayne Center, academic service learning is the applicable 

definition.  In this capacity service-learning becomes “a teaching strategy that provides 

students with the opportunity to acquire academic, social, career, and personal skills 

through involvement in community service projects” (Cutforth, 2000, p. 39).   

Research regarding service-learning has demonstrated a strong effect on students‟ 

personal development, including self-esteem, confidence in political and social skills, and 

building relationships with others (Eyler & Giles, 1997, 1999; Kenderick, 1996), and 

evidence also exists that service-learning positively affects cognitive moral development 

(Boss, 1994).  Concrete evidence regarding service learning, however, has “been unable 

to make definitive statements about the impacts of service-learning on students, teachers, 

schools, and communities” (Furco, 2003, p. 13).        

Regardless of the recent enthusiasm and effort dedicated toward service learning, 

questions still exist regarding its effectiveness.  Furco (2003. p. 13) has noted “Most of 

the more than 100 published studies of service-learning have been unable to make 

definitive statements about the impacts of service-learning on students, teachers, schools, 

and communities”.  Others assert that service learning waters down the curriculum and 

that the time spent volunteering would be better spent on more traditional academic 

pursuits (Gray, 2000).  Even those who argue in favor of such programs have stated that 

the level of progress could not have been accomplished without administrative support 
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(Berman, 2000).  Aside from these seemingly administrative arguments regarding the 

academic and financial costs of establishing a service-learning program are reports that 

positive student outcomes toward those who self-select into service-learning courses, 

choose somewhat nontraditional service sites, and serve for over twenty hours (Gray, 

2000).   

Undoubtedly, an effective service-learning program requires involvement and 

dedication to produce worthwhile results.  The commitment necessary is easily identified 

by the suggestions of the Corporation for National and Community Service (2002): 

 Service activities should be of sustained or significant duration. Program 

experience suggests that a minimum of 40 hours over a school year is 

necessary to yield positive results for students and the community. 

 Teachers or after-school program coordinators or sponsors need to work with 

students in order to draw the connections between what the students are doing 

and what they should be learning. 

 The service that students perform should have a strong connection to the 

curriculum that they are studying or to their after-school activities. 

 Project participants should be given time to reflect on their service. That may 

involve asking students to keep a journal, or having teachers and organizers 

lead discussions or coordinate activities that get participants to analyze and 

think critically about there service. These activities need to be planned, not 

left to chance. 
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 Students should have a role not only in executing the service project, but also 

in making decisions about its development. Students should be involved in 

leadership roles in all phases of the project. 

 In order to ensure that service is really useful and strengthens community ties, 

strong partnerships with the community groups based on mutually agreed 

upon goals, roles, and responsibilities are essential (p. 9).   

One would expect, following the stringent recommendations outlined above, that 

the result of an effective service learning program would have to be impressive to warrant 

such an investment of time and commitment by those involved.  Those willing to make 

such a commitment have produced results that warrant such efforts however.  The 

Corporation for National and Community Service (2002, pp. 14 - 15) reports that those 

following the above guidelines can expect results such as: 

 Increased student engagement. 

 Increased academic achievement. 

 Improved thinking skills. 

 Improved character. 

 Improved social behavior. 

 Stronger ties to schools, communities, and society. 

 Exposure to new careers. 

 Positive school environments. 

 Stronger community groups. 

 Increased community support for schools. 
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Berman (2000) feels that “Service learning may be our best approach to teach 

participatory citizenship and give young people the skills to be critical thinkers in a 

complex social and political environment,” and concurs with literature that emphasizes a 

constructivist approach of tying service learning to the curriculum: 

A systemic approach to service learning means helping students make the 

 connections between the subject material and issues in the larger world. It means 

 engaging students in action and reflection on important community, social, 

 political and environmental issues. But, most importantly, it means providing 

 service-learning experiences marked by continuity, depth and meaningfulness that 

 are embedded in the curriculum and culture of the school and institutionalized as 

 a core instructional strategy. (p. 20)    

Ultimately, “those who support the service-learning and experiential education pedagogy 

believe it [encourages] students to take ownership of their education and [connects] them 

to civic life” (Waldstein, 2003, p. 36) and “Those who define both the advantages and 

limits of their research with care and integrity will conduct the most valuable research” 

(Waldstein, 2003, p. 45). 

Data Collection 

 Quantitative 

Upon completion of the respective service-learning courses, evaluations were to 

be completed by the students, instructor, and community partners.  For the Fall 2004 to 

the Spring 2005 semesters, these evaluations consisted of 21 questions for the student, 35 

for the faculty, and 29 for the community partner (Appendix A).  Beginning in the Spring 

of 2006, student questionnaires were altered to address issues that had become relevant 
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through analysis of preliminary data.  Specifically, questions related to the age of the 

student, marital status, whether or not children under the age of 18 were living in the 

same home, as well as mean of transportation.  These questions were designed to 

determine if constraints, other than course requirements, were a determinant of student 

satisfaction with regards to service-learning or student willingness to perform service-

learning in the future.     

The faculty member evaluations were substantially utilized as a means of 

triangulation to confirm, reject, or identify a need for follow-up regarding the views 

and/or opinions of students or community members.  These questionnaires were altered 

following the Spring 2005 semester to include questions that could be directly tied to 

recommendations by the Corporation for National and Community Service.  These items 

included, but were not limited to, the addition of questions pertaining to number of 

service-learning students and service-learning hours required for the fall 2005 semester, 

how community partners were matched with students for the fall 2005 semester, and how 

reflection activities were structured for the fall 2005 semester.   

Of the initial student evaluations, three questions inquire as to the student‟s time 

constraints during the week.  These questions pertain to the number of hours spent 

preparing for class, the number of hours per week serving with the community partner, 

and the number of hours a week spent working for pay.  Beginning in the Spring of 2006 

the question regarding the number of hours spent preparing for the class was eliminated 

as it was determined too subjective in nature and not transferable with regards to how the 

time was actually spent (i.e. journaling, test preparation, etc.).  Three questions inquire as 

to whether or not the student had performed service prior to the current class, whether 
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they plan to perform service after the class, and, if they answered yes to the previous 

question, if they plan to perform service as a direct result of the class.  The Spring 2006 

semester student evaluations also included a question inquiring “If NO, why do you not 

plan to perform community service after this class?”  Prior to Spring 2006, thirteen 

questions were Likert scale from one to five (strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, 

strongly agree) and subjective in nature regarding the student‟s interpretation of how their 

service activities matched course content and community needs.  Following 2006 10 

questions were Likert scale and subjective in nature regarding the student‟s interpretation 

of how their service activities matched course content and community needs.  Question 

18 addresses the aforementioned age, marital status, children under 18 living at home, 

and means of transportation issues.  The last question remained, on both questionnaires, 

open-ended regarding additional information and/or comments.     

The community partner evaluations include thirteen questions ranking from one to 

five (strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, strongly agree), that are subjective in 

nature regarding student relationships with the community partner, faculty relationships 

with the community partner, and the relationship between the Thayne Center and the 

community partner.  As of the Spring 2006 semester, these thirteen questions were 

changed to 9 Likert-scale questions that incorporated an opportunity for elaboration by 

community partner and, in doing so, three of the seven short-answer questions regarding 

suggestions on ways to improve service-learning content and identifying the strengths of 

the Thayne Center and faculty member were eliminated.   
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Qualitative 

 Qualitative data was also collected from the questionnaires via open-ended 

questions on teacher evaluations, student evaluations, and community partner 

evaluations.  These questions included the following topics: 

Teacher -  

o What were the most difficult challenges you faced in developing a 

service-learning course? 

o What were the most difficult challenges you faced in teaching a service-

learning course? 

o What support did you need that that you feel you did not receive? 

o What do you wish you had known before you began this process?  What 

advice would you offer new faculty to service-learning? 

o If you would like, please share your most significant experience with this 

course (an outstanding student reflection, an exceptionally positive 

outcome, etc.) 

Community Partner 

o What would you do differently the next time you partner with a service-

learning course? 

o What did you do that was useful? 

o What would you recommend that the Thayne Center staff do differently 

in the future? 

o What did the Thayne Center service-learning staff do that was helpful? 
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Student – 

o Please feel free to add any additional information and/or comments 

(included on all three questionnaires 

Data Analysis  

 Quantitative 

 Likert scale data analysis was conducted by the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS) in order to determine frequency ratings for each question asked.  From 

these frequency ratings, a mean, median, and mode were determined to evaluate 

consensus for each of the three populations.  A consensus was also determined among 

those questions identical or similar in nature from the fall 2004 to fall 2005 classes and 

the spring 2006 classes. 

 Qualitative 

Qualitative responses were analyzed utilizing key words in context (KWIC) to 

determine if general themes emerged.  According to Ratner (2001): 

After the central themes have been identified, several related central themes are 

organized into a category called „general theme.‟ The general theme names the 

meaning of the central themes. Central themes from throughout the protocol may 

be related into one general theme. Each general theme is explained/amplified in a 

„general structure.‟ All the general structures are integrated-compared and 

explained in a summary statement, the „general summary‟ (p. 3). 

Triangulation 

Triangulation was the procedure used to “establish the fact that the criterion of 

validity has been met” (Schwandt, 2001, p. 257).  Stake (1995, p. 108) assigns the Greek 

letter  (delta) to triangulation but feels that constructivism creates difficulties with 
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regard to validity as a result of differing views of the case and “that there is no way to 

establish, beyond contention, the best view.”  Triangulation posed difficult in the data 

analysis as many classes lacked results from all three participants (teacher, student, and 

community partner).   

Member Checks 

Another means of testing validity was through member checks where data and 

interpretations were taken back to participants and “asking…if the results are plausible” 

(Merriam, 1998, p. 204).  This was done throughout the study with participants and 

extensively upon completion with student responses as I had asked in focus group 

interviews for permission to follow up via e-mail or phone.  

Results 

 As noted in the table below, a discrepancy was identified with respect to possible 

respondents and those who actually received and/or returned a questionnaire.  Of the 90 

identified community partners that could possibly have responded to the questionnaire, 

only 40 did so.  The resulting 44% of possible respondents may not be statistically 

significant as an indicative portrait of community partner belief in the service-learning 

programs.  It would be of worth to identify those community partners who did not 

respond and determine the reason(s) as to why.  Similarly, six of 16 classes (37.5%) had 

no student response, although two of the classes (both web-based) had no student 

response due to a lack of enrollment.  It is assumed, although not proven, that student 

responses, per class, involved all enrolled.        

Class Faculty  

Response 

Student  

Response 

Community Partner Response 

(Possible Response) 

POLI 1100 One Eighteen Three (Seven) 

HIST 1700 One Seventeen Six (Two) 
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HIST 2700 One Fifteen Six (Two) 

LE 1220 One Forty Twenty-nine (Zero) 

NSG 1700 One ? (Zero) ? (Zero) 

EDU 2020 & EDU 

2600 

Two (same 

faculty 

respondent) 

? (Zero) ? (Thirteen) 

MATH 1050 & 

MATH 1220 

Two (same 

faculty 

respondent)  

Twenty-seven ? (Three) 

ART 2970 One ? (Zero) ? (Two) 

ENG 2100 One Zero Zero 

ENG 2010 One Nineteen One (Three) 

LE 1020 One Thirty-three Twenty-five (Zero) 

EDU 1400 One Forty-one Nineteen (Seven) 

BRC 2401 One Fourteen One 

ENG 2710 One Zero Zero 

 

Faculty 

 Faculty evaluations were divided into two groups, those that instructed a service-

learning funded course in the Fall 2004 and Spring 2005 semesters and those who 

instructed a service-learning funded course during the Fall 2005 and Spring 2006 

semesters (faculty evaluations for the Spring 2006 semester were not completed).  The 

reason for this division is that the faculty questionnaire was modified for the fall 2005 

semester as previous questionnaires revealed themes that required further investigation or 

items that were redundant or not required for investigation.   

 Of recognized importance with regards to the faculty, student, and community 

partner evaluations is the impact that the service-learning experience conveyed.  A major 

goal of the service-learning grant funded program is the desire to build a sustainable 

service-learning program by expanding service infrastructure.  In order to do so, faculty 

must believe that service-learning efforts reap substantial benefits with regards to 

curricular development.  
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 Identical questions were incorporated into 2004-2005 and 2005-2006 faculty 

evaluation forms to reveal faculty interpretation of student understanding of course 

content as a result of service learning.  Faculty responses reveal that half of the 

instructors prior to fall 2005 strongly agreed with the concept that students more fully 

understood course content because of their service work in the community:  

 

Q8: Students more fully understood course content 

because of their service work in the community 

 

 Frequency Percent 

  Neutral 2 25.0 

Agree 2 25.0 

Strongly Agree 4 50.0 

Total 8 100.0 

 
 

 This is considerably more than those instructors in the fall of 2005: 
  

 

Q2: Students more fully understood course content 

because of their service work in the community 

 Frequency Percent 

  Agree 4 80.0 

Strongly Agree 1 20.0 

Total 5 100.0 

 
 

     The question of student understanding of course content aligns with the 

suggestion by Corporation for National and Community Service that teachers or after-

school program coordinators or sponsors work with students to draw the connections 

between what the students are doing and what they should be learning.  It was also 

suggested by the Corporation for National Community Service and Jeff Howard that 

student service be strongly linked to the curriculum in order for student learning to take 

place. 
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As noted, it is also suggested that project participants be given time to reflect on 

their service.  Faculty questionnaires for the fall of 2004 and spring of 2005 asked if the 

reflection activities effectively tied the service work to course content and 25% strongly 

agreed.  The same question, if critical reflection activities in the course tied the service 

work to course content, was asked of fall 2005 and spring 2006 faculty with 60% strongly 

agreeing: 

Q10: Reflection activities effectively tied service 

work to course content 

 Frequency Percent 

  Agree 6 75.0 

Strongly Agree 2 25.0 

Total 8 100.0 

 
 
 

Q6: The critical reflection activities in this course 

tied the service work to course content 

 Frequency Percent 

  Agree 2 40.0 

Strongly Agree 3 60.0 

Total 5 100.0 

 

 What becomes apparent is that even though faculty in the Fall of 2004 and Spring 

of 2005 felt that their students had a greater understanding of course content, faculty in 

the Fall of 2005 felt that their reflection activities tied service work to course content 

more effectively.  Since reflection activities show no correlation to student understanding 

of course content, faculty evaluations were examined with regards to the question of how 

well community partners „fit‟ with course content.  In the semesters prior to fall of 2005, 

37.5% of the instructors felt that the community partner fit well with course content while 

only 20% of faculty respondents strongly agreed for the fall of 2005: 
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Q17: The community partner(s) well with course content 

 Frequency Percent 

  Neutral 2 25.0 

Agree 1 12.5 

Strongly Agree 3 37.5 

Total 6 75.0 

Missing   2 25.0 

Total 8 100.0 

 

 Q4: The community partners students 

served with fit well with course content 

 Frequency Percent 

  Neutral 4 80.0 

Strongly Agree 1 20.0 

Total 5 100.0 

 

 This, again, reveals a disparity between what is suggested by the Corporation for 

National and Community Service and what was found in the faculty interpretation of 

student understanding of course content.  It would be assumed that student understanding 

of course content would correlate to instructor interpretation of community partner „fit‟. 

A relevant question incorporated into the fall 2005 faculty questionnaires was if 

the faculty member identified the community partner or if the students chose from a list.  

One hundred percent of faculty in the fall of 2005 noted that they had chosen the 

community partner for their classes.  In future evaluation this may be of relevance to 

faculty interpretation of community partner „fit‟. 

 Further discrepancy with regards to community partner „fit‟ and evaluations prior 

to fall 2005 involves communication between faculty member and community partner.  

In the fall of 2004 and spring of 2005, 75% of faculty stated they were in contact with 

their community partner exchanging feedback, yet only one faculty member identified 

that they contacted their community partner more than.  This faculty member reported 
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contacting their community partner twice and another faculty member stated they 

contacted their community partner “as needed.”  In the fall of 2005 100% of faculty 

respondents stated that they were in contact with community members exchanging 

feedback, but none offered a specific number of hours with some stating “not as 

frequently as I would have liked” or “2 – 3 times a semester with some, 0 with others.”     

Q18: I was in contact with my community 

partner(s) exchanging feedback  

 Frequency Percent 

  No 2 25.0 

Yes 6 75.0 

Total 8 100.0 

 

Q15: I was in contact with my community 

partner(s) exchanging feedback 

 Frequency Percent 

  Yes 5 100.0 

 
  

  A question added to faculty questionnaires following the spring 2005 

semester inquired as to whether communication with community partner was adequate.  

This is more indicative of community partner involvement as not faculty strongly agreed 

and the majority of faculty were neutral:   

Q14: Communication with the community 

partner(s) was adequate to coordinate the 

partnership  

 Frequency Percent 

  Disagree 1 20.0 

Neutral 3 60.0 

Agree 1 20.0 

Total 5 100.0 

 

 A major difficulty identified by faculty in all semesters was the fact that some 

community partners did not utilize e-mail, making it exceedingly difficult to maintain 

contact.  Another obstacle identified by community partners, and perhaps the most telling 
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with regards to student service-learning participation was the fact that instructors stated 

few anticipated a service-learning component as being required in the classes for which 

they enrolled.  

 All this is not to say that instructors felt as if they had no support in the creation 

and implementation of their service-learning class.  Responding as to if support from the 

Thayne center was central to the development and implementation of the course, 75% of 

faculty in the fall 2004 and spring 2005 semesters strongly agreed and 62.5% strongly 

agreed that the Thayne center was a useful tool in the development of their service 

learning class: 

Q19: Support from the Thayne Center was central 

to the development and implementation of this 

course 

 Frequency Percent 

  Neutral 2 25.0 

Strongly Agree 6 75.0 

Total 8 100.0 

 
 
 

Q20: The Thayne Center was a useful tool in the 

development of my service-learning course 

 Frequency Percent 

  Neutral 2 25.0 

Agree 1 12.5 

Strongly Agree 5 62.5 

Total 8 100.0 

 

 Similarly, 80% of faculty in the fall of 2005 felt that the Thayne Center was a 

useful resource in the development of their service-learning class: 

Q19: The Thayne Center for Service & Learning 

was a useful resource in the development of my 

service-learning course 

 Frequency Percent 

  Agree 1 20.0 

Strongly Agree 4 80.0 

Total 5 100.0 
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 The enthusiasm instructors conveyed for the service-learning classes taught is 

evident in their statements identifying beliefs that the service-learning will have a lasting 

effect on the students.  Many reported that service-learning had been “life-changing” and 

that “service will continue long after (the) course is over.  All instructors responding to 

the questionnaires (n = 8 fall 2004 and spring 2005; n = 5 fall 2005) responded that they 

intend to teach a service-learning class again: 

 

Q26: I intend to teach a service-learning class 

again 

 Frequency Percent 

  Strongly Agree 8 100.0 

 

 
Q25: I intend to continue teaching this course as a 

service-learning course 

 Frequency Percent 

  Yes 5 100.0 

Students 

 Student evaluations, similar to those of faculty, were modified following the 

spring semester of 2005, as noted previously, to further examine limitations outside of 

class requirements that might have proven detrimental to the completion of required 

service-learning hours or contributed to a negative perception by the student.  Examining 

once more the colleges desire to build a sustainable service-learning program, it was 

determined that 63.7% of students in the fall 2004 and spring 2005 semester indicated 

they would perform community service upon completion of the class and 31.9% 

indicated that the class was a reason for this: 
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Q5: Do you plan to perform community service after 

this class? 

 Frequency Percent 

    1 1.1 

Maybe 2 2.2 

No 30 33.0 

Yes 58 63.7 

Total 91 100.0 

 
 

Q6: If yes, do you plan to perform community 

service because of this class 

      
 Frequency Percent 

    26 28.6 

No 34 37.4 

Yes 29 31.9 

Yes/no 2 2.2 

Total 91 100.0 

 

 Similarly, when asked the same question, students in the fall of 2005 and spring 

of 2006 reported that 60.2% would perform community service after the class, and 38.7% 

of those students indicted the class was a reason for this: 

Q6: Do you plan to perform community service after 

this class? 

 Frequency Percent 

    1 1.1 

Maybe 1 1.1 

No 35 37.6 

Yes 56 60.2 

Total 93 100.0 

 

 
If YES, do you plan to perform community service 

because of your experience in this class? 

 Frequency Percent 

    31 33.3 

No 26 28.0 

Yes 36 38.7 

Total 93 100.0 

 

 Perhaps a more telling statistic is when student participation is examined prior to 

the enrollment in the service-learning funded class.  In the fall 2004 and spring 2005 
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semesters, only 27.5% of student respondents claimed to have done any type of 

community service.  This demonstrates an increase of 36.2% or 33 students: 

Q4: Were you performing community service prior 

to taking this class? 

 Frequency Percent 

    3 3.3 

No 63 69.2 

Yes 25 27.5 

Total 91 100.0 

 

  

This, again, is similar to respondents from the fall 2005 and spring 2006 semester 

that stated that 26.9% had not performed any community service prior to their enrollment 

in the service-learning funded class.  This demonstrates an increase of 33.3% or 31 

students: 

Q4: Were you performing community service prior 

to taking this class? 

 Frequency Percent 

  No 68 73.1 

Yes 25 26.9 

Total 93 100.0 

 

  

While instructor enthusiasm has been demonstrated by a willingness and desire to 

teach service-learning in the future and student enthusiasm has been demonstrated for 

service-learning by a willingness to participate in future community service, effectiveness 

of the service-learning course as determined by student evaluations should be examined 

relative to suggestions outlined previously by the Corporation for National and 

Community service and as compared to faculty evaluations.  When students participating 

in service learning prior to the fall of 2005 were asked if they more fully understood 

course content because of the service work performed, only 5.5% strongly agreed.  This 
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compares to students who were asked the same question in the fall of 2005 and spring of 

2006 semesters where 19.4% strongly agreed: 

 

Q8: I more fully understand course content because of the 

service work performed 

 Frequency Percent 

  Strongly Disagree 8 8.8 

Disagree 18 19.8 

Neutral 34 37.4 

Agree 25 27.5 

Strongly Agree 5 5.5 

Total 90 98.9 

Missing   1 1.1 

Total 91 100.0 

 
 

Q7: I more fully understand course content 

because of the service work performed 

 Frequency Percent 

  Strongly Disagree 1 1.1 

Disagree 10 10.8 

Neutral 21 22.6 

Agree 43 46.2 

Strongly Agree 18 19.4 

Total 93 100.0 

 

  

While the student response of 19.4 % in the fall of 2005 and spring 2006 aligns 

with the faculty response of 20% for the fall 2005 semester, the 5.5% of students strongly 

agreeing in the fall 2004 and spring 2005 semesters statistically contrasts the 50% 

response for instructors strongly agreeing.  Possible reasons for this discrepancy are 

displayed when questioning the effectiveness of the reflection activities with regards to 

course content.  It has been noted that instructor opinion regarding reflection activity 

tying service work to course content was considerably lower in the fall 2004 and spring 

2005 semesters (25% strongly agreed fall 2004 and spring 2005 compared to 60% 
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strongly agreeing in the fall of 2005), the same could be said regarding student belief that 

reflection activities tied service work to course content with 4.4% of students in the fall 

2004 and spring 2005 semesters strongly agreeing and 22.6% of students in the fall 2005 

and spring 2006 semesters strongly agreeing: 

 

Q11: The reflection activities of this course tied my service 

work to course content 

 Frequency Percent 

  Strongly Disagree 2 2.2 

Disagree 12 13.2 

Neutral 23 25.3 

Agree 49 53.8 

Strongly Agree 4 4.4 

Total 90 98.9 

Missing   1 1.1 

Total 91 100.0 

 
 

Q11: The critical reflection activities in this course 

tied my service work to course content 

 Frequency Percent 

  Disagree 6 6.5 

Neutral 25 26.9 

Agree 41 44.1 

Strongly Agree 21 22.6 

Total 93 100.0 

 

   

A comparison can only be drawn with regards to community partner „fit‟ as 

interpreted by faculty and students in the fall of 2005 as the question was not asked of 

faculty prior to the fall of 2005, only 9.3% of students felt the community partner was a 

good fit in the fall of 2004 and spring of 2005 while 28% of students in the fall of 2005 

and spring 2006 felt the community partner was a good fit (compared with 20% of 

faculty): 
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Q9: The community partner I served with fit well with course 

content 

 Frequency Percent 

  Strongly Disagree 8 7.4 

Disagree 16 14.8 

Neutral 30 27.8 

Agree 43 39.8 

Strongly Agree 10 9.3 

Total 107 99.1 

Missing   1 .9 

Total 108 100.0 

 
 

Q9: The community partner I served with fit well 

with course content 

 Frequency Percent 

  Strongly Disagree 3 3.2 

Disagree 7 7.5 

Neutral 29 31.2 

Agree 28 30.1 

Strongly Agree 26 28.0 

Total 93 100.0 

 

Community Partner 

 A major factor identified by the Corporation for National and Community Service 

is that strong partnerships with the community groups are essential, yet is has been 

identified that less than half of all community partners responded with evaluations.  In 

addition, the vast majority of faculty met or communicated with the community partner 

only once.  The question regarding community partner „fit‟ for both faculty and students 

can be triangulated by examining community partner responses to questions 8, 9 and 11 

on Fall 2004 and Spring 2005 questionnaires and  6, 7, and 9 on Fall 2005 and Spring 

2006 questionnaires.   
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Fall 2004 & Spring 2005 

Q8: Students provided a service to our 
organization that otherwise was not provided   

 Frequency Percent 

  Disagree 3 11.1 

Neutral 5 18.5 

Agree 12 44.4 

Strongly Agree 7 25.9 

Total 27 100.0 

 
 

Q9: Students enhanced our organization’s 
capacity to meet community needs 

 Frequency Percent 

  Neutral 2 7.4 

Agree 16 59.3 

Strongly Agree 9 33.3 

Total 27 100.0 

 
 

Q11: Students provided quality work and 
produced a useful product for our organization 

 Frequency Percent 

  Neutral 4 14.8 

Agree 10 37.0 

Strongly Agree 13 48.1 

Total 27 100.0 

 

Fall 2005 & Spring 2006  

Q6: Students provided a service to our 
organization that otherwise was not provided 

 Frequency Percent 

  Neutral 2 22.2 

Agree 2 22.2 

Strongly Agree 5 55.6 

Total 9 100.0 
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Q7: Students enhanced the capacity of our 
organization to meet community needs and/or 

serve our clients 

 Frequency Percent 

  Neutral 2 22.2 

Agree 2 22.2 

Strongly Agree 5 55.6 

Total 9 100.0 

 

Q9: Students provided quality work and/or 
produced a useful product for our organization 

 Frequency Percent 

  Agree 2 22.2 

Strongly Agree 7 77.8 

Total 9 100.0 

 
 

   The answers given by community partner regarding student product as a result of 

service-learning indicates that strong partnerships might not have been in place to 

strengthen community ties, specifically in the Fall 2004 and Spring 2005 semesters.  

Possibly even more important is the notion that strong partnerships with community 

groups should be based upon mutually agreed goals, roles, and responsibilities, and 

faculty evaluations reveal that contact was not taking place.  Community partner 

evaluations in the Fall of 2004 and Spring of 2006 asked a question if student 

understanding of their respective organizations was in place, and only 37% of community 

partners strongly agreed: 

Q10: Students understood and advanced the 
mission of our organization 

 Frequency Percent 

  Disagree 2 7.4 

Neutral 5 18.5 

Agree 10 37.0 

Strongly Agree 10 37.0 

Total 27 100.0 
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 These results may be indicative of the aforementioned lack of communication 

between faculty and community partner although 85.1% of faculty in the Fall of 2004 and 

Spring of 2005 either agreed or strongly Agreed and 55.5% of community partners 

agreed or strongly agreed in the Fall of 2005 and Spring of 2006.    

Q12: Communication with faculty was 

adequate to coordinate the partnership 

 Frequency Percent 

  Disagree 3 11.1 

Neutral 1 3.7 

Agree 12 44.4 

Strongly Agree 11 40.7 

Total 27 100.0 

 

Q11: Communication with instructor was 

adequate to coordinate the partnership 

 Frequency Percent 

  Strongly Disagree 1 11.1 

Disagree 1 11.1 

Neutral 2 22.2 

Agree 1 11.1 

Strongly Agree 4 44.4 

Total 9 100.0 

 

The disparity in community partner number (n = 27 to n = 9) does not negate the 

data revealing that less than 50% of faculty strongly agree communication with faculty 

was adequate and the discrepancy with suggestions for ensuring adequate service-

learning.  Contrary to the reports of faculty communication being apparently greater in 

the Fall of 2004 and Spring of 2005, it was reported by community partners that more 

strongly agreed with seeing the course syllabus in the Fall 2005 and Spring 2006 

semesters, 55.6% to 25.9%.  Again, statistically insignificant due to the incomparable 

population size but relevant when viewed in comparison with questions regarding 

adequate communication: 
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Q13: Our organization either saw the course 
syllabus or at least understood where we fit in 

the larger picture of the course 

 Frequency Percent 

  Disagree 6 22.2 

Neutral 6 22.2 

Agree 8 29.6 

Strongly Agree 7 25.9 

Total 27 100.0 

 

Q12: Our organization either saw the course 

syllabus or at least understood where we fit in 
the larger picture of the course 

       Frequency Percent 

  Strongly Disagree 1 11.1 

Disagree 1 11.1 

Agree 2 22.2 

Strongly Agree 5 55.6 

Total 9 100.0 

 

 While complete triangulation of data is not entirely possible given the relatively 

low number of community partner responses, 75% of faculty in the Fall 2004 and Spring 

2005 semesters felt that student learning was enhanced as a result of service-learning 

while only 33% of students agreed or strongly agreed.  Asked the same question, 81.4% 

of community partners felt student learning was enhanced: 

Q15: Our organization enhanced the learning 
experience of the students 

 Frequency Percent 

  Neutral 5 18.5 

Agree 10 37.0 

Strongly Agree 12 44.4 

Total 27 100.0 

 

 Of faculty in the Fall of 2005, 100% agreed or strongly agreed that students more 

fully understood course content while 65.6% of students responded they more fully 

understood course content.  One hundred percent of the community partners for the Fall 

2005 and Spring 2006 semesters responded that they felt student learning was enhanced: 
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Q17: Our organization enhanced the learning 

experience of the students 

  Frequency Percent 

  Agree 3 33.3 

Strongly Agree 6 66.7 

Total 9 100.0 

 

  Inherent to sustaining a service-learning program is prolonged involvement by its 

stakeholders.  A willingness to continue teaching service-learning courses for faculty and 

continued involvement by students indicate that a sustainable service-learning program is 

feasible.  It is therefore all the more important that 92% of community partners in the Fall 

of 2004 and Spring of 2005 were satisfied with the outcome of the service-learning and 

100% of community partners in the Fall of 2005 and Spring of 2006 were satisfied:  

Q22: We are satisfied with the outcome of this 
semester’s service-learning project(s) 

 Frequency Percent 

  Neutral 2 7.4 

Agree 15 55.6 

Strongly Agree 10 37.0 

Total 27 100.0 

 

Q18: We are satisfied with the outcome of this 

semester’s service-learning project(s) 

   Frequency Percent 

  Agree 1 11.1 

Strongly Agree 8 88.9 

Total 9 100.0 

 

Now What? 

Two major priorities of the Thayne Center when developing the request for 

proposal for the Learn and Serve grant were to build a sustainable service-learning 

program and to expand the service infrastructure/community partners.  While the obvious 

discrepancies regarding a lack of communication between faculty, students, and 



 31 

community partners can be attributed to the initiation of a service-learning grant-funded 

program, it helps to examine suggestions regarding future direction in the context of these 

goals and suggestions previously outlined by the Corporation for National and 

Community Service.       

Building a sustainable service-learning program 

1. The number of hours devoted to service-learning over an academic year has been 

recommended to be 40.  The majority of service-learning classes participating in 

service-learning set their recommended hours at 15, with the majority of students 

reaching that mark.  Increasing the recommended number of hours to twenty and 

securing an established community partner prior to the service-learning 

experience is recommended.  Several students commented their frustration 

regarding securing their own community partner or being sent into the community 

to attempt to contact a recommended community partner on their own.  Further 

frustration was voiced by students with regard to an unawareness they had 

enrolled in a service-learning funded course.  To remedy this situation it is 

recommended that the course be designated service-learning in the course catalog 

or where visible at time of enrollment.  An alternative would be for the instructor 

to provide a section of the class that is deemed non-service so students can opt-out 

if they so desire.    

2. Most service-learning was seen as an add-on by the students and they felt that it 

subsequently resulted in more „busy time‟.  Many students were not afforded the 

privilege of being a full-time student with no employment responsibility so the 

addition of 15 hours was seen by many to be a burden.  Service-learning, as a 
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form of pedagogy, does not imply that traditional evaluation methods occur while 

students are asked to perform additional work in the community, rather, service-

learning should be treated as an entity unto itself and therefore tied directly to the 

curriculum to provide a practical and pragmatic education through the experience 

rather than traditional pedantic methods.  This also implies that traditional 

methods of evaluation be reconsidered and that reflection journals utilizing 

critical thinking methods serve as the primary evaluation as to the quality of the 

student‟s learning over the course of the semester. 

3. In order for this to be successful, the student and faculty member must have a 

vested interest in the success of the community partner and share responsibility 

for the service-learning experience.  As community partners reported a 

lackadaisical effort on behalf of the student, most faculty members seemed non-

existent with regards to an active role in the project, noting that they were in 

contact with the community partner once during the course of the semester.  The 

distribution of a service-learning handbook to faculty or incorporation of an in-

service for faculty desiring to teach a service-learning designated class could be 

offered to further support the efforts of the Thayne Center. 

Expanding service infrastructure/community partners 

1. While the existence of a service-learning „hub‟ consisting of a variety of 

community partners is worthwhile for experienced faculty engaged in service-

learning as a pedagogy, faculty new to the practice would benefit from 

establishing a close relationship with one community partner.  Many students 

reported that they failed to see the tie between what they were studying 
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academically and how they were providing service as a result of not being 

directed to a single entity and instead being provided a list to choose from.  

Discouraging faculty from sending multiple students to multiple community 

partners with the explanation that coordination of evaluation practices will be less 

taxing should discourage the faculty from doing this. The highest student 

responses with regards to learning as a result of community partner „fit‟ resulted 

from over thirty students and a single community partner. 

2. The engagement of the community partner should not cease after initial faculty 

contact as well.  Repeated service with a community partner allows for 

modification of academic practice to further enhance student learning and the 

community service provided.  This also includes the community partner in the 

design of the service-learning course and evaluation of the service-learning 

course.  By allowing the community partner to share in the evaluation process the 

faculty member validates the learning of the student.  Convening with the 

community partner may also provide an opportunity for the faculty member to 

gleam information regarding the class or teaching methods that would otherwise 

have gone undocumented. 
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