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ABSTRACT

This study investigates service-learning from the community partnespguive,
especially in terms of reciprocity. As a central construct in the the@groice-learning,
reciprocity for community partners is virtually unknown. Little scholgrsxists that
explains or explores the benefits and opportunity costs of service-learning. Oneepirpos
this study is to help higher education become better informed about how communities
contribute to the education of students involved in service-learning and how colleges and
universities can take steps to ensure reciprocity. This qualitative studgoumstsictivist
grounded theory to gain insight into the experiences of community partners witeser
learning at the collegiate level. The study sought to answer the folloesegnch

guestions: What are the community partners’ experiences with higher edueaticr-s



learning? Reciprocity is a definitional characteristic of servieeaiag. Do community

organizations experience reciprocity when they partner with institutidmgloér

education for service-learning? How does higher education service-learninguterit

the community organizations where students do their service-learning? From the

community partner perspective, what do their organizations contribute to studérg-se

learners? All twenty-four participants in the study are community @& for service-

learning associated with Rockhurst University. Individual interviews, Donor Edge

organization profiles, and the Rockhurst University self-study for the Caridegtive

Classification in Community Engagement were utilized for data calleetnd analysis.
Keywords: service-learning, higher education, campus-community partnerships,

reciprocity, mutual gain, community-based organizations, and nonprofit organgati
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

America values and has a history of democratic civic engagement atdhe
grassroots level. The federal government, state and local governmenédiosrdand
nonprofit organizations all recognize the importance of volunteerism and community
engagement to sustain a democracy. The public purpose of higher education in the United
States charges colleges and universities with broad outcomes for theirstudmding
ethics, respect for self and others, and the citizenship skills necessajiverse
democracy (Rudolph, 1962; Newman, 1985). Criticism of higher education has prompted
colleges and universities to be more socially responsive (Boyer, 1988; Bruckhardt,
Holland, Percy, & Zimpher, 2004; Rhoades, 1997). One approach common to colleges and
universities to better connect campus and community in meaningful, mutuallyctenef
ways is service-learningThe commonness of this approach can be seen in the national-
level data on college student community engagement. From numbers alone, service-
learning makes a significant national contribution. According to the Campus Compa
annual survey (2009), the value of service given to communities by their member

institutions totaled $5.7 billion in 2008 (based on value of a volunteer hour set by the

L The hyphen in service-learning is intentional adat a typo or misconstruction of grammar rules. |
signifies an equal focus on service and learninthabone does not modify the other.

1



Independent Sector) and resulted in 282 million hours of service given by studéasts at t
1190 member institutions.

Service-learning is a teaching methodology where through an assignmentsstudent
complete a community-based project that meets real community needs anthtdso re
back to the subject being studied. Service-learning is characterized firpcéygibetween
the community partners and the higher education institution through constructingsproject
that maintain academic rigor and provide the students with valuable real-eamrichig
(Public Law, 1993). Through service-learning, students’ increase their stjomeaf the
academic discipline studied and deepen their understanding of civic respond@hbititje
& Hatcher, 1995). Researchers and faculty have focused extensively on student @utcome

and campus advantages stemming from service-learning.

Statement of the Problem

The ideal of service-learning is that it rebuilds higher education and helps foste
vital, healthy communities. Meaningful, high-quality service-learningtéaches students
to be agents of social change is not accidental. It is valued by the instituttbtisea
community partners—the value is evident through shared resources and strong campus-
community partnerships. When embraced, service-learning becomes much more
transformative for all parties: community-based organizations, faeultystudents. The

emphasis shifts from students serving those less fortunate to students, éalittye

2



university valuing communities as places for learning that bring togetransdi

populations to collaboratively take action. Typically, service-learning isrinedeurced

and lacks visibility and credibility at the institution. Faculty, staff, and stgsdsrhetimes
assume all service is created equal. After all, community organizatioasbesss to

higher education’s most precious resource, students, and plenty of extra harsfsson ta
they can accomplish more. No one sets out to ask more of community partners than they
receive in return. On the other hand, what are the experiences of commuinigyg¥a

How does the service-learning project change all participants, includicgrimaunity
partners? Scholarship abounds detailing the benefits of service-learningtifiotions of
higher education and students, but much less so for the benefits for community partners,
and there is a dearth of scholarship exploring reciprocity as a constructsSuoote's and
practitioners alike are wondering where the service is in servio@iggCruz & Giles,

2000; Stoeker & Tryon, 2009).

Purpose of the Study

In the United States, education is closely tied to the idea of giving back. Many
people volunteer because of what they perceive as value from their educatrdajtthei
or their neighborhood. These motivations are intertwined with the democratic ethic of
volunteerism and the rise of the nonprofit sector. There are many sociat.ghaditid

educational values woven throughout service-learning. At its best, servicexehotin
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produces and reproduces an altruistic social ethic of a durable community montresdt
leads to democratic citizenship. Nonprofits and schools also produce a similagguocial

As colleges seek relevance for the education they offer, and as they try to
reconnect with their mission, the community may be sharing resources withlldges.
Research has justified repeatedly that students benefit from thesstialacdiions (Eyler,
Giles, Stenson, & Gray, 2001), but there is little research that examines thietbehef
community. To question the benefit of the service-learning for those outside tleengcad
is to question the service-learning enterprise. In many ways the skexaioeig enterprise
could be constructed as a modernist, Enlightenment project wherein the haves swoop in
and help those who have not. The founders of the service-learning movement had
something much more liberating in mind, an agenda that connects the purpose of higher
education with the renewal of democracy and civic action (Butin, 2010). As the decades
wear on the reviews are mixed. Two common critiques of service-learmrfdy)astudents
go to college to learn not to serve (Fish, 2008), and (2) higher education’s daki@nce i
community issues costs communities more than it gives them (Stoeker, 2009).

The purpose of this constructivist grounded theory study is to examine how
reciprocity works and the features of reciprocity that shape how commueélesbout
service-learning. Having a better understanding of community partnespgutives of
service-learning in higher education could help colleges and universities promot

reciprocity in partnerships for service-learning. A three-tiepai@ach yielded a
4



comprehensive understanding of the mechanics of reciprocity. Tier onermauaity
conversation forum designed to define what constitutes service-learninghigom t
community perspective and to ask participants to describe how service-learnksg wor
Tier two consists of follow-up interviews with nonprofit staff and Pk-12 staff and
educators. In this tier, | gathered the details specific to organizations arekfieriences,
needs, and hopes for the future. | asked them to describe the direct and indires benefit
they received by engaging in service-learning partnerships. In the thjrdagemments

about the nonprofits are gathered. All of the data was coded and analyzedsAker
findings resulted that illuminate, from the community partners’ perspegctines

colleges and universities can do to encourage reciprocity among partnerssgyifoe-

learning.

Two Scenarios

Many service-learning outcomes hinge on the interaction between the studknts a
the community partner. The following two scenarios will illuminate the diffee
reciprocity makes to service-learning. Scenario A begins with a gropbbsiores at a
Midwestern university sent to cook and serve meals at a soup kitchen. The kitchen is a
busy place and the few staff members are a dedicated bunch, if overworked, who are
committed to obtaining food and sharing it in a way that allows for those in need of it to

retain as much human dignity as possible. The students arrive and do not know what to do:
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they have never before prepared a meal for hundreds of people; they do not know how a
commercial kitchen is run. A burden is placed on the few, busy staff to get the student
trained, help them feel welcome, and ready them to serve. The students process the
situation based only on shock value of interacting with individuals with whom they may
not otherwise have interacted. Everyone muddles through and there is a variation of
experience and outcomes with each person. In this scenario there is verycljitiecrgy

and the community organization is in the position of using resources to help the students
rather than serve their clients.

In Scenario B, the faculty member and service-learning director visit the
community partner to ask about the needs of the organization. The community partner
notes a need for regular Friday night kitchen/service help, and recommendsdéatss
dine at the soup kitchen to observe how it works. The faculty member presents his
intentions to the class for the service-learning project and for how the serglizaaning
are intertwined. In the process of discussing who will serve at which locatcmgrizing
that this location will take a larger commitment than the other locations, one staent
has commercial kitchen experience volunteers to be a group leader and helpwis fel
students at the site. The students’ commitment to the project makes the comunéy p
open up to the students and to teach them a lot about community organizing and food
insecurity. The students begin to ask questions about the United States and hunger. The

students decide to try to make a difference. They advocate with the university
6



administration that students with extra meal plan points at the end of eaclesdraetble

to donate them to a pool where the food service company would buy food in bulk and
make a donation to the community partner twice a year. This becomes arnratltthie
university and a durable partnership for the community organization. The fa@rtpen
gains visibility for the service-learning project and makes it an ongairigophis course.
The community partner can feed even more people a wholesome meal. In Scehar® B t
is a high level of reciprocity between the college student service-learmiggapr and the
community organization. | suggest that the reciprocity is an important part @fehe|
quality of the service-learning experience for the community partner,c¢bkyfanember,

and the students.

Resear ch Questions

This study addresses a mechanical puzzle about beliefs and views; motivations
and social/cultural practices; and actors, actions and relationships in deavitag. The
inquiry examined the following questions:

1. What are the community partners’ experiences with higher educationeservic

learning?

2. Reciprocity is a definitional characteristic of service-learning. Doncomty

organizations experience reciprocity when they partner with institutions of

higher education for service-learning?
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3. How does higher education service-learning contribute to the community
organizations where students do their service-learning?
4. From the community partner perspective, what do their organizations

contribute to student service-learners?

Theoretical Framework

This study used qualitative research methodology. Based on readings of Mason,
Creswell, and other scholars of qualitative research, there remains a neaéyto just
gualitative research in the midst of a world tilted toward quantitative methaisrivi
(2007) notes that qualitative research should be conducted systematically amashgor
This study sought a balance between research that was stratempoallicted while
maintaining flexibility and contextuality—hallmarks of qualitativee@sh. As the
researcher, | did not shy away from what Mason calls “active refleXiwtyich is a
continual process of self-scrutiny pertaining to the researchers’ rdie process thereby
giving the self the same level of scrutiny as the data. Lastly, Mason hategiglitative
research strives to “produce explanations or arguments, rather thamgl&roifer mere
descriptions” (p. 7). From my reading on research methodologies, construcbuistgd
theory, by design, has enough of the active reflexivity and leads to “explahasitires

than “mere descriptions.”



Grounded Theory

The main intent of grounded theory is to develop a theory about a process or
phenomenon—in this case it would be about the experience of community partners in
service-learning and other forms of post-secondary institutions’ commugagement.

In 1967, Barney Glaser and Anselm Strauss initiated grounded theory in sociological
research with the intent of better representing participants under sty 2007).
The main impetus for grounded theory is that theories that emerge fronthesieauld
have as their foundation the data from the field. Glaser and Strauss cameite edich
other and moved apart with Glaser founding Glasserian grounded theory and Sitlauss a
Juliet Corbin moving forward with grounded theory. Constructivist grounded theory,
advocated by Charmaz, positions the research method out of positivism and into
contemporary qualitative methodologies after the postmodern turn in qualits@zeaie.
Additionally, Clarke, and structural analysis, seeks to move grounded theoryeten f
into postmodernism. These branches of the grounded theory family of influence
emphasize subject participation in constructing a theory and interpretiniyatattne
ground up as well as a pragmatic end outcome for the data.

Charmaz’s constructivist grounded theory fits well with my purpose and topic. |
like the idea of connecting with community partners to build a theory for sdeaoging

community partnerships that will be available to both service-learning ®ticg



community-based organizations for best practices and developing policy. Constructi

grounded theory appeals to me because | think the community has not been included

enough in service-learning research. When community organizations are et

resulting information is published back into the higher education voice and theoretical

constructs. Ultimately, beyond the process of my dissertation, | would likieefdheory

that emerges from this study to be given back to the communities that partner wit

education for student learning. | plan to do this by showing that community partner

representatives were involved with the study, that their perspectives weraatded

with rigor and analyzed conscientiously (which the grounded theory discipline guides)

This information will be made available to community-based organizations sthextt

are evidence-based but also accessible and void of the terminology of research.
Another important aspect of grounded theory and the service-learning partnership

research utilizing it is that connecting with the subjects to test the mnialgs important

step in the process. The resultant research is available for the commumiéygisubjects

and their evaluations of it are included in the research process. Additionally,detaus

the transparency of the coding process and the involvement with subjects, grounded theory

research yields highly usable information for informing practice and pdlicis

juncture in better understanding community partner experience, it is vitéhéhatended

audience is able to interpret, evaluate, and use it for their purposes.

There is very little research that actually asks community orgamisagibout their
10



experiences with service-learning. Three of the most influential piecesexdrch utilize
grounded theory as an approach for analyzing qualitative findings (Dorades, &G04,
Holland, 2001; Stoecker & Tryon, 2009). For using grounded theory, the main reason
given is that it provides a method of incorporating community perspective and gpglyin
rigorous, scholarly analysis of the data gathered from multi-staged tjualresearch
designs. A majority of the research on service-learning partnershipsiaiaed at a
more superficial level and focuses on how satisfied community partners arbeiith t
service-learning relationships. As a research method, grounded theory alolessto
move beyond satisfaction surveys toward a deeper exchange between resedrcher
subjects.

Two recent books addressing the state of service-learning prompted thislresearc

Butin’s (2010) most recent book, Service-Learning in Theory and Practice: The &uture

Community Engagement in Higher Educatfmovides a scholarly, critical examination of

the trajectory of service-learning from its beginning to current pecaad
recommendations for the future. Butin raises the issue of the role of the comimunity
service-learning and asks important questions regarding the state of s=avmnoeg from
the academy’s perspective. He discusses the work of Randy Stoeker andyctimes
lack of attention paid to the community partner experience. Butin assertsvice-ser
learning/civic engagement movement has volunteered itself as the “stanaendfbea

revolutionary redefinition of the nature of scholarship and institutional tranafam
11



(Hollander, 2010, p. ix). In doing so the movement places most of its academic energy on
making the case based on evidence of student outcomes to institutionalize service
learning/civic engagement because faculty roles and rewards are mginghand

academic affairs budgets are tight. Accrediting bodies incrdgsigpgnize service-
learning/civic engagement and it has become an unfunded mandate for higher education.
Meanwhile, funding bodies have shifted their focus to K-12 service-learning, madsiynota
the Carnegie Foundation and Learn and Serve America. In this spiral, the coypnmunit
partners who make service-learning/civic engagement experiences passiidg

included in the scholarship. In that regard, their voices are not been preseribimihg

of policies and structures to support community-based experiences for students.

Stoeker and Tryon (2009) undertook a lengthy research project where they worked
with students to interview community partners and then code, analyze, andmitiier
findings using grounded theory. The result is a book, the only one | have found, that
focuses on the community experience of the service-learning movemenButike
Stoeker believes in service-learning and orients his scholarship to appiiegssétts
critical look at service-learning is in the spirit of strengthening thehteg methodology
and bringing campus and community closer together in a spirit of reciprocgcket’s
work is the foundational scholarship of this research. While | cannot replicatiitys
because | do not have a class of students learning qualitative research nethodse it

as a touchstone. Dorado and Giles (2004) have also used grounded theory methods to
12



better understand the experiences of community partners. Their resdzasbdon a

relatively small number of community partner interviews (p. 13). Qualitadisearch and
grounded theory are time-consuming endeavors and so it is difficult to havaldesize

sample population. | reached out to a large enough number of community partners so that

my findings are usable for service-learning practitioner-scholars.

Limitations and Delimitations

All qualitative research methods have a common weakness, that qualitative
researchers typically “position themselves in a study” (Mason, 2007), whidbrimal
process of recognizing the personal values that researchers bringdg.a3te of the
greatest limitations of this study was that the researcher both défenessatity of the
community experience in service-learning and measures the realityddéfolowing the
guidelines for constructivist grounded theory reduced this limitation, but did noveein
Because it is easier for individual bias to influence a qualitative projecatgaantitative
project, | was vigilant about when and to what extent my values impacted the project
were formative (Guba & Lincoln, 2005). In some ways my research is indwstd quite
often shifts during the implementation in order to keep pace with growing undengtandi
of the focus of the research (Mason, 2007).

Another limitation to my study is participant bias and threats to trustweshi |

tried to identify times when | suspected that participants were sayiagthey thought |
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wanted to hear, or may have felt obligated to paint a positive picture of situatibnetba
not completely positive. To minimize this, | emphasized that their parimipet the
study was confidential and that they would not be connected by name or organezation t
findings. Further, in the typed transcripts | randomly assigned each orgamaabde
name that corresponds to the military phonetic alphabet (i.e. Alpha, Bravo, CHarlie
final limitation to the study is that the knowledge produced will not generalizé¢o ot
settings.

Service-learning, generally, is a broad topic that is often researcheslafigecan
be said for its cousins of experiential learning — community-based lgaoommunity
engagement, and civic engagement. When it comes to investigating the learning in
service-learning, educational researchers have made a plethora of ikscdvewever,
when it comes to understanding the experience of community partners, commandies
geographic areas and their role in service-learning, far less re$earbeen completed.
One important delimitation | place on my study is to focus on the communities and not on
the students, faculty, and university. As is seen in the literature review jsheegap in
research on the community as a factor in service-learning, even thougttitigeadehe
service-learning is one of the main pillars of quality. Community organizadi@ensften
unaware what service-learning is and post-secondary institutions are often tagbtepa
help the busy organizational representative effectively prepare foreségaining.

A second delimitation of the study is in focusing on service-learning and niofltrenge
14



of experiences students have in the community while they are students. &mthérse,

the study treats almost synonymously service-learning, community-basaddea
community engagement, and civic engagement (when formalized as a requirésent
form of experiential education, service-learning shares simikitith internships, field
education, practica, and voluntary service. Andrew Furco (1996) places these forms of
education on a continuum. At one end of the continuum are internships and practica
(professional development), with their primary focus on the students' carekptesst.

At the other end are volunteer activities, in which the emphasis is on the civic invotveme
and the services provided to recipients. Furco locates service-learning in the ofitd
continuum, and states that it is unique in its "intention to equally benefit the provider and
the recipient of the service as well as to ensure equal focus on both the sengce bei
provided and the learning that is occurring” (Furco, 1996, p. 5).

The final delimitations to discuss are methodological and procedural. leseéect
gualitative research method because | am interested in the breadth and depthitpmm
partners brought to the study. Going into fairly new territory, the instruragattable for
guantitative study do not focus on service-learning and will need to be signyficantl
adapted. A qualitative study is a solid first step in addressing part odphie gesearch
focused on the community partner perspective in service-learning.

Creswell identified five standard approaches to qualitative researchtiverr

research, phenomenology, grounded theory, ethnography, and case study. | selected
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grounded theory because | want to develop a theory that is usable for comipaseitly-
organizations to prepare for service-learning and for colleges and unigeisitie
understand the community partner perspective and incorporate community comerns i
their service-learning models. For the most part, many colleges and uregeray feel

they are considering community partners in attempts at mutual gain; howeser
knowledge is developed on a case-by-case basis. It would be much more productive to
have research that could support policy regarding campus-community partnémships
learning. Narrative research, phenomenology, ethnography, and case studyedomas s
equally well suited for arriving at a theory that, in further research andcudrst studies,

could be tested by quantitative means.

Assumptions

Several assumptions are foundational to this study. The main assumption is that the
study participants will answer the questions in a forthright manner ratoetdlling me
what they think I, or Rockhurst University, wants to hear. The second assumptiommade i
completing this study is that the questions | ask will generate the datsagct® address
the research questions. The third assumption is that the study participantsandders
service-learning and distinguish between service-learning and generakeotuhiastly,
to enhance the validity of the study, | will triangulate the data through enaaity

conversation, interviews, and analysis of pertinent documents.

16



Definition of Terms

Civic Engagement

Often civic engagement is used interchangeably with community engagement,
however it is a bit different. Civic engagement refers to the ways post-segondar
institutions, their administration, faculty, and students work to make a differetioe i
civic life of communities. According to the American Democracy Projestrttéans not
just gaining the knowledge and skills to make a difference but also to recognzeotme
as part of a larger social fabric and therefore coming to see social psaddesaeryone’s
problems, not just the individual who is suffering. Civic engagement speaks to te@tens
public spirit that has shaped the history and public mission of many colleges and
universities. Similarly, the Coalition for Civic Engagement and Leadershipedeatfi as
“acting upon a heightened sense of responsibility to one’s communities. This ireludes
wide range of activities, including developing civic sensitivity, partiogmain building

civil society, and benefiting the common good” (as cited in Jacoby, 2009).

Community

For purposes of this study, community is both a location, external to the
community college/college/university campus, and the relationships among pedple
organizations.
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Community Engagement

Community engagement describes when universities become involved in the
communities that surround their campuses or are located in the same regiomur@ym
engagement is a broader classification than service-learning and indiales-a

curricular service and outreach programs of the institution.

Community Partners

The organizations that partner with colleges, and universities for purposes of
service-learning. These include nonprofit organizations, medical clinics, &espit

schools, local government, churches, and neighborhood groups/grass roots groups.

Reciprocity

For this research, reciprocity is defined as two or more parties thattogatber
to take collective action toward a common purpose and in the process the parties are
transformed by this collective action in a way that allows for increased tanadirey of a
full variety of life experiences, and over time works to alter rigid sagislems (Henry &

Breyfogle, 2006).
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Service-Learning

There are many definitions of service-learning which adapt this tepchin
methodology to a variety of educational contexts. From its earliest definitioconicept
of reciprocity was attached to service-learning when its thedrégizader noted that
service-learning is “premised on reciprocal learning” (Sigmon, 1979) oOtie most
influential definitions is that of the National and Community Service Trust At998:

Service-learning means a method under which students learn and develop

through thoughtfully organized service that: is conducted in and meets the

needs of a community and is coordinated with an institution of higher
education, and with the community; helps foster civic responsibility; is
integrated into and enhances the academic curriculum of the students
enrolled; and includes structured time for students to reflect on the service

experience.

Signed by President Clinton, the National and Community Service Trust Act sstab

vision for the importance of service-learning as a pedagogy.

Volunteerism

According to Campus Compact, the leading definition of volunteerism comes from

Toole and Toole (1992), which is “People who perform some service or good work of
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their own free will and without pay” (Toole & Toole, as cited in Campus Compact, 2003,
p7). In a higher education setting, this is when students give of their time andftalents
the benefit of others. In a community setting, this is when individuals share rtineiaid

talents for the benefit of the organization and their clients.

Significance

This research on the effect of service-learning on community partners will be
useful for both student affairs and academic affairs in higher education. Asucaynm
colleges, colleges, and universities build and sustain relationships with comivasety
organizations for student learning, understanding the perceptions of communityspartner
will enable the building of more durable, productive partnerships. It should also be
informative for setting policies regarding campus-community partrpxs@iften the
policies surrounding service-learning are based solely on risk managerdéiatodity.
While this is important, strong community partnerships limit risk and liglahid are a
good investment when students are going off-campus for community-based exgserienc

Additionally, this research will be helpful in seeking funding for servicealag.
Many funding organizations, such as the Kellogg Foundation and the Corporation for
National and Community Service, are interested in how service-learniogsaffe
communities. They want to know the positive outcomes for higher education and also

want to see assurance of reciprocity (civic engagement, n.d.). This resegechvpitl
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also have significance for community partners, many of whom do not know how to utilize
service-learning. Small- and medium-sized organizations do not have resoupgaE®to s
and so understanding best practices and lessons learned from their peers wliube hel
Hopefully this research will serve as a basis of workshops that institudarsost for
their community partners about service-learning. Beyond workshops, institutionsief hig
education may consider the community partner perspective when assessingstieiran
which often include community engagement (Holsinger, 2012).

The researchers and scholars of higher education, in addition to serviceslearne
can learn from communities and can also be part of social transformation. Tihef idea
service-learning is that higher education joins communities for learning, itnorgvand

applying the resources of the academy to community-identified needs.

Summary of Findings

The most pertinent findings of this study can be seen in light of the following
areas: how higher education can be better community partners; ways nonprofits and
schools make partnering with higher education both beneficial and effiarehthe
difference reciprocity makes in the partnerships. The ways higher exucati improve
their partnerships with community organizations is mainly through improving their
communication with and feedback to their community partners related to the service-

learning. This communication gap does not fit well with the culture of nonprofit
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organizations or PK-12 schools. Often, higher education insists that nonprofits hecept t
fundamentals of their culture, such as the academic calendar and studemi@nitreir
coursework and athletics over their service-learning (nonprofits do not inlyeseatl
service-learning as part of the students’ coursework). Larger nonprofésatapted to

this gulf in organizational culture, while smaller nonprofits struggle withoite. Being
innovative and valuing reciprocity has the potential to surpass these challémgetudy,

in chapters four and five, delves into these findings in much more detail.

Chapter Summary

In this introductory chapter, | have set up the basics for the study. The problem is
the lack of scholarship that focuses on community partner experiences of sEaunbeg.
The purpose is to add to a growing body of scholarship that brings visibility to the
important role community partners play in service-learning. | hope througfased
visibility, this scholarship helps higher education service-learning prognaditsiaeir
community partnership practices and develop policies that are formed wylocetyi in
mind. Chapter Two contains a literature review that examines the servicedea

movement in more detail, especially as it pertains to community partneresnqei
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

| ntroduction

This second chapter presents a literature review on reciprocity anceseaiging
community partnerships between institutions of higher education and community-based
organizations. While the research questions focus tightly on community paclers
reciprocity, the literature review will take a more comprehensiveoapprto service-
learning. The literature review is organized into several large sectionfirskisection
provides a broad discussion of service-learning generally and includes an overthew of
seminal scholarship that supports the movement. The second section delves into the
literature on reciprocity and mines it for relevant information applicablerticee
learning (this relates to research question number two). The third sectiomesane
research pertaining to student outcomes. This area of service-learnarghase
saturated; the literature review relates to the most highly influenidiest Because the
focus of the study is the community experience of service-learning, antendgriety of
ways students experience the community setting while in college, théuligeraview
focuses fairly specifically on the community experience of sereiaming and does not
attempt to summarize all of the student learning outcomes. The fourth sectioatitioks

connection between faculty experiences of service-learning and theirqgiespen
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reciprocity. The fifth part of the literature review — and the bulk of it —geswon
community partnerships, a less-studied side of service-learning. Due tokiu la
literature focusing directly on the community experience of servareileg, the literature

review will examine research on campus-community partnerships more broadly.

Under standing Service-L earning

America has a value for and history of democratic civic engagement al adoc

grassroots level. As far back as the mid-1800’s Alexis De Tocqueville wroti¢ha
“strength of free nations resides in the local community... Without local ingtigjta

nation may establish a free government, but cannot have the spirit of libegty” (D
Tocqueville, 1835, pp. 55-56). The federal government, state and local governments, and
community-based organizations all recognize the importance of volunteerism and
engagement to sustain our democracy. The public purpose of higher education in the
United States charges institutions of higher education with broad outcomes for their
students including ethics, respect for self and others, and the citizenshipestatsary

for a diverse democracy (Rudolph, 1962; Newman, 1985). Colleges and universities are
often called upon to encourage their students’ explorations of social justiaghhr

curricular programs such as service-learning and co-curricular instrgroups.
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Criticism of higher education has prompted service to be more socially resp@myee, (
1988; Bruckhardt, et al., 2004; Rhoades, 1997). To understand service-learning generally,
it is important to examine how it works from a classroom perspective.

The ideal service-learning project involves faculty, students, and community
working together. Faculty establishes specific learning objectiveeda@tudents, identify
what the students learn that is related to content, that is related to the communit
experience, and that is related to the students’ explorations of their ralesvatuals in
an information-based society. The best practice is to develop the serviiaggaoject
in with the community partners, and at a minimum to inquire what needs the community
has that the college students may help to address. High-quality searicededepends
on two things: faculty interest in teaching and learning through this interactive
community-connected style and community partners involved as collaborators-and c
teachers (Sandy & Holland, 2006). Weak service-learning programs ailierdehall
the above points: community organizations are not consulted and students are left to figure
out for themselves how their community experience connects to the course comtdpt (Sa
& Holland, 2006). All of these things take time for planning, building relationships, and
sustaining relationships. Not all colleges and universities invest this |eteleoin
service-learning. There are only estimates as to the scope of dearnu@g in post-
secondary education and the current estimation is that more than one-half of U.S.

institutions of higher education offer service-learning courses (Petri, 2006 vith
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half of higher education institutions hosting service-learning courses, thet istit
evidence enough that the service-learning movement is established in higlaioeduc
With half of higher education estimated to host service-learning coursésckhef

scholarship focused solely on community partner experiences becomes evetanmge g

Rolein Higher Education Reform Movements

In the 1990s a call began for reform in higher education. Ernest Boyer gatvanize
the reform movement with a philosophical exploration of a vision for higher education

published in Scholarship Reconsidered, New Models for the Role of Scholarship,

Teaching and Learnin@990) and in the Chronicle of Higher Educatit@reating the

New American College” (1994). The reform called for universities to becotter be

connected to public life and to the application of the knowledge they produce. Boyer

(1994) described the “New American College” as:
an institution that celebrates teaching and selectively supports research,
while also taking special pride in its capacity to connect thought to action,
theory to practice. This New American College would organize cross-
disciplinary institutes around pressing social issues. Undergraduates at the
college would participate in field projects, relating ideas to real life.
Classrooms and laboratories would be extended to include health clinics,

youth centers, schools, and government offices. Faculty members would
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build partnerships with practitioners who would, in turn, come to campus as

lecturers and student advisors.

While this call to reform was heard and spread across colleges and universities; se
learning was already establishing itself in the practices of the/ Aaerican College.”

Boyer’s work is one of the major forces arguing for the academy to descend the
ivory tower. While Boyer’s work is 15-20 years old, it is seminal to the growthreitse
learning as a teaching methodology, and to positioning scholarship as something that ca
take place in the community and/or in partnership with community. Additionally, yacult
may also base their scholarship on service-learning and this has led to thieilgyaof
academic assessment and research on the outcomes of service-learning.

The Boyer model has many points of comparison with another of the United
States’ unique contributions to higher education, the land-grant system of €ollege
Established by The Morrill Act of 1862, and then refined over the next fifty oras,ye
the land-grant university addressed social concerns arising from the isdestlution
in the United States. In particular, the industrial revolution created a negafessionals
trained in the science-based fields, such as forestry, agriculture, emgin@nd nursing,
who were prepared to meet the knowledge requirements of an industrial socidand-he
grant system sought to apply knowledge to the contemporary needs of society.itynivers

Community Collaborations for the Twenty-First Century: Outreach Scholawhifofith

and Familiesedited by Richard Lerner and Lou Anna Simon (1998), argues for a
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movement towards an “outreach university” which takes the logical and necstegar
from the land-grant idea and the Boyer model toward colleges and universitesitg
society-serving. Lerner and Simon describe the call to reform as une®rssing
knowledge to improve the life chances of individuals and families residing wusaling
communities. The challenges set forth for universities to become societygseinforce
Boyer’s concept of the New American College. These challenges also drivel tihe
capacity of universities to educate change agents through approaches to t@adhing
learning like service-learning. Whether this is the best role for sdeaceing is debated.
Some scholars are moving toward service-learning 2.0 which would be called civic
engagement. This trend is due to scholars questioning the veracity of serviaaglear
ability to inspire social change (Welch, 2009). Because service-learningtesl by
concerns that faculty who teach it are being activists in their courses anotipgm
liberal agenda, civic engagement is more often organized as co-curmitigdives.
These have greater latitude to produce social changes (Welch, 2009).

The way service-learning is defined and the appealing nature of the concept of
educating generations of people who have the skills to use their knowledgesantbtal
restore community can make us forget that service-learning is not monolithact,lit fs
a revolutionary pedagogy in that it changes the nature of teaching and learning. Two
important works address the revolutionary side of service-learning. Bpeok &nd

Sherry Hoppe’s volume of challenging articles, Service-LearningoiisTheory and
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Issueg2004), examines the history of service-learning, critiques the various tbaloret
models emerging from the history, and relates those to a growing sensethii¢chef

service-learning. Service-Learning in Higher Education: Critgsles and Directions

(2005), edited by Dan Butin, takes a postmodern pedagogical look at service-learning.
Butin takes a cue from Francois Lyotard’s postmodern theory and dismantlgsahe “
narrative” of service-learning. Butin does not argue that service-leasimaj achieving
the goals set out for it as a teaching methodology. Instead, it is impecagixamine the
service-learning narrative. Specifically, what assumptions abouttylantl power are at
play? Who defined the power dynamic? Are there unintended consequences? (Butin,
2005). These are extremely important questions to ask when considering saxnoagl
due to a strong historical inclination to reduce the experience to the havesaiding f
have-nots. Many service-learning scholars and practitioners are adhatdngh-quality
service-learning is mutually beneficial for all parties and that tisemeeal reciprocity
between college/university and community-based partners and their.datitss book
presents new scholarship that examines the transformative power of semviteg that
considers voices of all, social justice, class, ethnicity and geography. iISbipla
presented in each of the chapters demonstrates the benefits of servicetldainsists
on democracy and reciprocity.

One of the chapter’s in Butin's book, “Service-Learning as Crucible: Reffecti

on Immersion, Context, Power and Transformation,” by Lori Pompa, reflects omwher
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experiences teaching a class that is held in a prison composed of college stadents fr

outside the prison (known as outside students) and students who are in prison (known as

inside students). Pompa reflects on the experience, pulls together insighssudemt

experiences and explores how this service-learning project has madeendéfim

everyone'’s lives. Mostly she comes to an important conclusion — that higher education

needs the community and its “tangible and intangible gifts that challengendeage

enhance the world of higher education” (Pompa, 2002, p. 176). When there is not mutual

gain, there is not transformational learning. When there is not transformatamahg,

the service is more like charity and lacks the shared experience that comestftuality.
Service-learning is not an uncontested approach to teaching and learning. For

example, Stanley Fish (2008), in Save the World on Your Own,Tengets a direct

response to two books that in his view politicized the college classroom: Educating

Citizens: Preparing America’s Undergraduates for Lives of MarlGivic

ResponsibilityColby, Ehrlich, Beaumont, & Stephens, 2003), and Educating for

Democracy: Preparing Undergraduates for Responsible Political Engat€olby,

Beaumont, Ehrlich, & Corngold, 2007). For Fish, the academy runs into problems when it
admits into the classrooms the partnering with the community for public good outcomes.
Faculty, according to Fish, can legitimately do two things: “introduce stuttebtslies of
knowledge and traditions of inquiry that had not previously been part of their experience;

and (2) equip those same students with the analytical skills... that will enablesthem t
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move confidently within those traditions and to engage in independent research when the
course is over” (2008, p. 13). When faculty moves from teaching the truth to pedagogies
such as service-learning, they begin teaching the controversies. This thégeademy
to justify the truth it sees and teaches and to be all things to all peopless$ests shat
faculty needs to stick to being good teachers and researchers, and in thgde ways
positively influence students and to make rigorous disciplinary contributions. rAay ti
teaching or research leaves the realm of pure pursuits for truth or knowledgeanieise
politicized, subjecting the academy to political critique. One example ofgabldtiitique
argues that service-learning is not an academically rigorous practidesafis main
intent is to undermine the capitalist enterprise by indoctrinating students dedeind
sacrificing reason for emotion (Egger, 2008). This narrow view of serviceigadoes
not permit student learning from community experiences that require deduesoaire,
inductive reasoning, or reasonable action. Many practitioners and scholarsViod-ser
learning to require and teach important self-reflection skills as wedlisiag questions
about social justice issues that are far from imprudent or warm-feelingexndither
democrat or republican causes.

Butin argues that the service-learning movement can actually becomeestogng
paying attention to the arguments of those who oppose its place in the academy. But
insightfully points out that contrary to Fish’s claims, service-learniegngtifies the

academic pillar of the search for truth because it is a “destabilizingpgg#at
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implodes our grand narratives” and in doing so it promotes a perpetual search for truth
among students (Butin, 2010, p. 68). Truth is not solely or necessarily found in the
classroom or during a lecture. This may be why, aside from student learning esitcom
many colleges and universities invest in supporting service-learningpateao
reconnecting with their civic mission (Holland, 1999, 2000, 2001).

Higher education sees great potential in service-learning, and its pexdgogi
relatives of community engagement, civic engagement, practicum/unpaid hipperri@ne
of the challenges is that teaching methodologies are bound to a semestes #sefar a
student work goes, and then those semesters add up to an overall contribution that faculty
members make through teaching courses with service-learning components. Yet
meaningful service-learning requires that students take part in addressipgoblems,
identified by the communities as such. Those real problems are typicallptk®fientire
systems of networked organizations that are “fluid and chaotic” (CrosbysgoBy 2005,
p. 5). It becomes increasingly important that service-learning progracustyf members,
and colleges and universities, find a way to understand the ongoing, systemic work of
community-based organizations as an important part of the context for the project.
Ultimately, it is this real world context that adds much of the potential to sdeacning,
chaotic though it may be, because we share a common fate (Gilbert, Johnson & Plaut
2009). Some colleges and universities address this through a system of “community

connectors” (McKnight, 2003, p. 13). These important individuals are faculty sg#erds
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who work with a particular community partner they know well and they steward the
institution’s relationship with the community partner in a way that is d=sstd and
promotes academically rigorous service-learning (Gilbert, Johnson, & Plagt, 20
McKnight, 2003, p. 13). This has potential of furthering the intellectual merit and gromis
of service-learning.

Community engagement, and service-learning as a distinctive part of community
engagement, has run its course as a social movement. It is now time for-lsamnogy to
become much more focused and disciplined as an intellectual movement. Part of the
frustrating outcomes experienced by leaders of service-learning oymdhdecade are
shallow institutionalization, exhaustion from being all things to all people ofaalclear
sense of organizational purpose, leaders who are subject to burnout from the implications

of all the challenges brought on by social movements (Butin, 2010).

| nstitutionalization/I nstitutional Outcomes

Not all universities have made a commitment to weaving service-leanng i
curricula in an intentional manner. Even at lead programs where major progcmesit
large funding and student buy-in are the norm, colleges and universities still have not
found ways to assure reciprocity in civic engagement work. Ostrander (20043 @port
the results of five in-depth case studies of civic engagement at five ¥ienguli colleges

and universities. Based on interviews with all constituents—administratouttyfa
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students, community-based partner organization representatives and clientsd€bstr
identified four key findings. The finding that most resonates with the focus dttiuy is
that higher education must innovate in the area of campus-community partnerships to
develop procedures that share power and resources (Ostrander, 2004). This sharing of
power and network capital leads to the best results from an investment in seaviteg.
It could be argued that Ostrander studied low-quality programs, but she did natd@stra
who is faculty at Tufts (which has one of the leading schools dedicated to civic
engagement and democracy) worked with colleagues to identify the leadiorsiiatthe
field. Amidst major program outcomes, large funding and student buy-in, one of the key
findings is that the university needs to find ways to assure reciprocity in nyagement
work. True reciprocity takes time, attention and innovation. Most importantly, it takes
faculty and administrators who understand that connecting service-learning avithi
context of institutional value for community engagement leads to strongkensiearning
outcomes for social change. Aside from student learning outcomes, many<salege
universities invest in supporting service-learning as a route to reconnedtinip&r civic
mission.

An important reason for connecting campus and community through student
learning and curriculum is to develop degree programs that are highly usefatifor
respected by the regions where institutions are situated. This becomesinhfuortiegree

programs that educate professionals who will, eventually, become leaders in the
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communities and areas of practice (for example, education, nursing, medicindryjentis
and law). Techniques like service-learning then become points of entry to theuntiesn
where graduates will work. A best practice for higher education is when common-ground
training of students occurs that brings together multiple dimensions of acatkgrees
to better understand persistent challenges in communities and better puapareefders
to not only inherit the challenges but develop innovative, sustainable solutions, or at least
helpful ones (Willis, Marcdante, & Schum, 2000). Service-learning has been found to be
especially beneficial for education students. While field experience aaelstteaching
provide valuable practice in the craft of teaching, service-learning futlps teachers
understand that education is an endeavor of partnerships, even elementary education.
Service-learning helps education students become “[prepared] for a new trsndtsat
whey they may enter the school as a teacher someday that they will be thinkingttdo i
community can be their partners” (McKenna, 2000, p. 98).

The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching developed the
Community Engagement Elective Classification, which is a voluntary fitadgin for
which institutions of higher education may apply. The application requires irstgud
undertake a rigorous self-study process that focuses on the ways commgaggraant —
including service-learning — and campus-community partnerships are gagtfabtic of
the college or university. In a reflection essay about the data colladteel first round of

elective classifications, Driscoll noted that two areas proved chaltpfmim majority of
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successful applicants: “assessing the community’s need for and perceptioms
institution’s engagement and developing substantive roles for the communitgtingre

the institution’s plans for that engagement” (Driscoll, 2008, p. 41). For many of the most
committed colleges and universities, there is still road to be travell&éaditding

meaningful partnerships characterized by reciprocity.

From an institutional point of view, the debate continues over the existence of a
civic engagement and service-learning movement that is vital to the middiggher
education. The promise of public work in the academy is positioned as a way of
transforming students, higher education, and eventually even society (Lang3etie&
2003). All of this exploration risks losing credibility without meaningful inclusion of
community partner voice. Burkhardt and Pasque reviewed a book directed at
administrators as a how-to manual for service-learning and civic engagemesthguai i
2003. The reviews note that the focus on roles and structures within the higher education
sector risks being stymied unless administrators pay attention to the erstsrim
which higher education exists and the “relationship between higher education and the
society it serves” (Burkhardt & Pasque, 2005). Throughout the entire book, notes the
reviewers, the community voice is near silent. Even when having the best intéotions
the community and for dismantling grand narratives, higher education has not taken the

step of building reciprocal relationships with community-based people and orgamszati
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Under standing Reciprocity Aslt Connectsto Service-L earning

Reciprocity is a central, important construct of service-learning. Thatlite on
service-learning stresses the importance of reciprocity betwgkarleducation and
community for students to have the type of transformational learning experecessary
to be inspired (and perhaps feel empowered) to take action toward social change. Given
the strong participation by colleges and universities across the countrgedeasining
has become a force for social change. While it does not automaticallypesttzat
students will become agents of social change, the research shows that stedenised
by their experiences in community settings, value opportunities for leammihg a
experience in community settings, and are changed through the process of working
together (Jacoby, 1996). In service-learning, reciprocal learning is funddnisetvice-
learning is a philosophy of reciprocity which implies a concerted etiortdve from
charity to justice” (Jacoby, 1996, p. 13). Colleges and universities are often called upon t
encourage their students’ explorations of social justice through service-leaBtuagents
identify social justice learning when courses expose them to information about
experiences dealing with systematic oppression and provide them opportunitydfd gui
narrative reflection (Mayhew & Fernandez, 2007). It is impossible to t¢éadargs in a
reciprocal learning environment if the learning projects themselves acamied out in

the same spirit of reciprocity with community partners.
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Reciprocity is a problematic construct for three reasons: there is a lack of
consensus of which elements define reciprocity; there are differeneesebadisciplines
about how reciprocity plays out in human behavior; and the history of contracts beginning
with the Romans and continuing right up to contemporary juridical practice, has
reinterpreted the ideology of reciprocity (Terradas, 2002). Delving igtd hestory and
how contracts have shaped society’s notion of reciprocity, there are obligatriingexd
to reciprocity that go beyond the actions of the contract to include “strongernsdsiad
outstanding human qualities. Also, the nature of these qualities is to create enduring
personal bonds instead of discrete matters of contract” (Terradas, 2002, p. 36). Rgciproc
is more than a measurable exchange: it is an elusive but utilitarian cfavsamething
beyond a contract. Something that is durable, trustworthy, and valuable.

Scholarship on service-learning tends to present a much more structured picture of
this method of teaching and learning than in practice it actually has. Theyecist aeal
of chaos and unpredictability in service-learning, as in many real-wqpktiences. Part
of the reason it may hold so much promise is because, like reciprocity, it is. trody
the perspective of a practitioner scholar, service-learning is individoaisti has an
appeal for many faculty members that cannot fully be described in a waydbigorates
all of the individual experiences into one blanket theory. Many of the social jlesgmns
and social change service-learning seeks to inspire are related to publidgsoles;

When it comes to reciprocity, public policy theory identifies this chaos and
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unpredictability as fertile ground for addressing the complex, urgent prsiiéeed by

our society. Those problems are, like service-learning and reciprocity,|lyiedefined

and require responses that are not singular, positivistic, or easily definedhbutrat

networked, fluid, and chaotic (Gilbert, Johnson, & Plaut, 2009; Crosby & Bryson, 2005).
For the purposes of this study, the definition of reciprocity is based on the

scholarship of Henry and Breyfogle (2006). In a traditional view of recigrdarb or

more parties “come together to contribute their respective resourcesaasommonly

defined interests” (p. 27). Henry and Breyfogle’s alternative approachipoaety

begins with “the position of collective activity and emphasizes systenalyte@nary

change over time. From an enriched view, goals for a program... include notions of how

the people involved ...[are] changed over time” (p. 32). The traditional view of

reciprocity is complicit in maintaining the status quo of the servers anémedsand

does not account for any change in all the participants of service-learjegts — not

just the students, not just the community partners, and not just the clients of the

community partners. Henry and Breyfogle’s reciprocity theory allowscgelearning to

transform the unequal relationships between the servers and the served, “albowing f

greater individual understanding of various life experiences as well estiateof rigid

social systems over time” (p. 34). This reciprocity theory is built on the community

partner scholarship of Enos and Morton (2003) and the critique of Boyte (2003) who
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suggests action instead of service is more descriptive of what transpinestélit, this
reciprocity theory is built on Dewey’s various theories of duality (Memd Breyfogle,
2006).

In addition to Henry and Breyfogle, there are other approaches to recipréaty. T
most well-known foundation for reciprocity is the Golden Rule as popular among school
children and predating that, the Bible’s wisdom telling its readers to “do unte ather
you would have them do unto you” (Plickert, Cote, & Wellman, 2007). In western culture,
reciprocity is considered a universal norm (Plickert et al., 2007), but in pradtcaare
variable and complex. From a quantitative study focusing on reciprocal exdrangg
people in terms of emotional support, minor services, and major services, researchers
charted a model for how reciprocity among people works. Through modeling and path
analysis, the researchers demonstrated that in practice, recipgoabgt important and
common when exchanging resources that feed social capital and help cope withmquotidia
matters. Interestingly, they note that in the case of major servicdsas expenditures of
large amounts of time and money, that there is seldom reciprocity (Plickey2€07).

This may be because one side gives something so out of proportion to what is possible for
the other side to contribute that any efforts to give back are completelyradoveed.

Reciprocity may be more than a universal norm for western cultures. Evolytionar
biologists also study reciprocity. Interestingly, biologists clggsi€iprocity as part of

cooperation and discuss it as a direct benefit that is socially enforced, atbrrgward,
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punishment and policing (West, Griffin, & Gardner, 2006). Reciprocity, in evolutionary
biology, is important to survival and motivates social behavior. In considering service
learning, the classification of social behaviors fall into two areas: thasdave

beneficial consequences and those that are costly. Behaviors that areddd¢ndhe actor
and the recipient can be considered as either mutual benefit or reciprocsira{iNest,
Griffin, & Gardner, 2006). As far as understanding service-learning anmaeity,

applying this scientific examination of human behavior suggests that the consedaences
actor and recipient are by definition positive. Benefits increase throughratiopewhich

is primarily characterized by reciprocity and altruism. Additiondhe scientific research
pertaining to human behavior ascribes to strong reciprocity a definition thhatresa
propensity to regard others for cooperative behavior as well as a predilectamctiors
those who violate the norms of mutual benefit (West, Griffin, & Gardner, 2006). In the
science of human behavior, reciprocity is not free of judgment, and in a sdase itot

exist outside of making a judgment about an action or behavior and identifying wést gi
that action or behavior value enough to be a benefit. Chances are high that all cosstitue
of service-learning think about reciprocity and it probably influences to whertte- or

even whether—partnerships in service-learning are sustained.

41



Through an economic lens, reciprocity also encompasses retribution. Recirocity
defined as a behavior acted in response to either a kindness or an unkindness (Falk &
Fischbacher, 2006). A major part of reciprocity is “how people evaluate the ksnolinas
action” (Falk & Fischbacher, 2006, p. 294) and the evaluation hinges on the consequences
of the behavior or action as well as the underlying intentions. This can be seeous var
behavior games, such as public good games, where subjects bid how many tokens they
want to give to public good in different scenarios. While the best response is todoid zer
tokens, most subjects have a tendency to bid more tokens based on value judgments of the
contributions of others in the scenario (Falk & Fischbacher, 2006). As a societyistae
strong tendency to reward kind actions and to punish unkind actions, whether or not the
individual players can afford the rewards or the punishments.

Collaboration and reciprocity are not interchangeable concepts. A fundamentally
important aspect of considering reciprocity is invitation: for reciprooitgxist, there must
be an invitation for the behavior or action. Without the invitation, service-learningyor a
sort of service activity, can easily become “paternalistic impositiénsfiman, 1998, p.

29). When that happens, the service-learning is no longer mutually beneficial. In
considering research participants and the benefits derived from being & subjec
research study, Powell and Takayoshi examined ethics in relationships supposedly
characterized by reciprocity (2003). It is common in research, includingrchse

conducted by faculty at institutions of higher education, to construct situations that
42



primarily benefit the research project and are not reciprocal. This happemsh&he
participant role is limited to what that participant can give the study and nobeshefits
the participants can receive from the study, other than monetary benefit. Ifioorder
participants to truly benefit and for studies to be reciprocal, researchdroreegand the
ways they think of participants and benefits to include a relationship outside ¢he stri
focus of the study (Powell & Takayoshi, 2003). In many fields, scholars areimgvine
traditional roles of the researcher and researched to be much more re¢kirscal

1999). The implication this holds for scholars is “if we want authentic reciproeggarch
participants should be allowed to construct roles for themselves and us in the sawee way
construct roles for them. Further, we should be willing to adopt the roles createdafio
least some of the time” (Powell & Takayoshi, 2003, p. 398). While these scholars are
analyzing the research relationship, their findings have merit when congidervice-
learning, another relationship between higher education and individuals outside of the
academy. In a service-learning relationship characterized by high defreegrocity,

the college or university would not establish all the parameters and would extend othe
benefits to the community partners beyond the established protocol of the seaxnaegle
project. Often, community partners have reasons beyond the service-lgamety for
entering into the relationship or maintaining the relationship with a particoillage or

university.

43



In social sciences more generally, a common operational definition of retiproc
has two types of values or benefits: utilitarian value of the good, service jar soc
outcome, and symbolic or communicative value (Molm, Schaefer, & Collett, 2007). The
aspect of reciprocity that carries symbolic value is the one that festaed capital in
relationships (Molm, Schaefer, & Collett, 2007) or network capital among imtiydatd
groups of people (Plickert, Cote, & Wellman, 2007). Reciprocity provides a symbolic
benefit in two ways: it minimizes the risk or uncertainty in the reciprocdlasage by
demonstrating reliability or trustworthiness; it expresses acknowledgor appreciation
for benefits received and/or proves mutual proclivity to further invest in the pdimers
(Molm, Schaefer, & Collett, 2007). When making exchanges, it is the utilitarian value of
the benefits that govern whether two entities enter into the exchange and it iddimg bui
of trust and regard between the partners that is greatly influenced by regigviain,
Schaefer, & Collett, 2007). In considering the behavior of service or voluntedrenm s
a definite necessity for a democratic society that individuals patgdip@ommunity and
give of their time and talents. But the capital that an individual, group, network, or
community gains from service is meted out by the utilitarian and symbdliesseerived
from reciprocity. Without reciprocity the service is more like charity ankislahared
experience and transformation (Pompa, 2002). An intrinsic element in recipascity,
described by the science and social science theories and applied to samicglés the

practical purpose of connection between campus and community. Campus and community
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do share a common fate. “There is great value in trying to build this deeper sense of
connection, ... We all face the dangers and costs of social problems and we share the
responsibility for creating and changing the conditions that allow those poblem

persist” (Gilbert, Johnson, & Plaut, 2009, p. 37). Inarguably, higher education is part of
the public good and holds a stake in building a better, more just future. The issue perhaps
is whether higher education wants to be involved in the actual building, one brick at a
time, of this shared future, or whether a college or university would prefer to shape the
future through teaching students about truth and excelling at research.

When service-learning at an institution is not fully supported, that lessens the
likelihood or even possibility of reciprocity in service-learning. One mdjalienge with
building service-learning programs in higher education that foster recipeta@nships
among faculty, students, and community partners is that these types of relpions
require time, space, and funding — all of which are at a premium. The colleges and
universities with the strongest service-learning programs have sévuaga in common.
First, they have at a minimum one, full-time, professional director of seearathg
(Strong, 2009). It is the role of this director to connect with the various constitaents
support the building of relationships. Additionally, strong programs house serviogxpa
in a centralized office and pay for it with institutional funding (Strong, 2009). ddnstes
a commitment to the program and is an important part of symbolic reciprocity @sad cu

community partners that other resources and collaborations are possiblend eeatice-
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learning in the provost’s office, or similar executive academic lelgbers important to
assure that institutional best-practices are put in place (KenworthgnURRetri, & Taylor,
2006). These practices legitimize service-learning for faculty, edlyaenportant for
faculty committed to community engaged scholarship often in the face of hhging t
scholarship unrecognized by institutional policies governing tenure and promotion
(Strong, 2009; Bringle & Hatcher, 2002). Reciprocity is a two-way strtastas
important for faculty to have visibility and recognition for their commitmersetrvice-

learning as it is for community partners.

Student Outcomes

While the institutions as a whole and executive leadership remain unevenly
convinced and perhaps even a bit skeptical about the service-learning movemeszlt the fi
has been answering this skepticism with increasingly rigorous researchimpéu of
service-learning on student learning and student college experiencexs (Eids,

Stenson, & Gray, 2001). The case has been building and will be explored in this section.

Social Change

Service-learning has had a role to play in many universities connecting the
capacity for the production of knowledge with the needs of local communities. Jéaret Ey

and Dwight Giles, in their book, Where’s the Learning in Service-Leafii®g9),
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provided a scholarly landmark which synthesizes several prominent, nationas $tohie
the 1990’s and ushered in many best practices for the field. In their influemtiaésis of
service-learning research, Eyler and Giles recognized servitedgas a response to
higher education reform critics’ concerns regarding the disconnectenfrtbgsacademy.
They also identified the importance of the application of knowledge to communiggiss
and the reciprocal application of experience to learning through reflectiorudgeceany
service-learning programs, begun as the work of dedicated faculty menithetiseiv
community partners and enthusiastic students, predated the scholarship and did not have
the benefit of best-practices, these programs have struggled to and have natawer be
fully institutionalized (Eyler & Giles, 1999).

While many faculty members and directors of service-learning hold sbeiage
as the ultimate goal for service-learning, this goal is not alwaysdievith the same
priority by elite members of communities and/or administration. The reasdndaos that
inevitably some interest or need is advanced over another. The service-learning
practitioner seeks environments where students have the opportunity for transfaamat
learning — where students move beyond charity to asking fundamental questions and
feeling empowered to take steps toward social change, hopefully long-tden &Ey
Giles, 1999). About 33% of service-learning participants claim to have a new peespec
on social issues based on the project. These students shift their understandingcasthe lo

of social problems and become more committed to the importance of social unstitiee
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need to become personally involved with political structures (Eyler & Giles, 19/@3}
significantly, the students who had the strongest transformational experéscavere in
programs that were longer-term and where the concept of “social traasforhwas
“explicitly part of the curriculum” (Eyler & Giles, 1999). From this levehagh-quality
service-learning, students come to realize that they can — and often do — cordribete t
communities (McKenna, 2000). This sense of giving back leads to an increaseceawaren
of self in society and often to an enhanced social ethic (McKenna, 2000). Educating,
empowering and inspiring students to become agents of social change takeatdeliber
action and vision from faculty as well as from the colleges and universities tiniesr

teach.

Service-learning in education programs can be a poignant way to empower
students towards social change action. Taylor and Trepanier-Street (2008} ticwo/
Jumpstart participants gain civic and multicultural knowledge through a serarogaig
model. Jumpstart is a mentoring and reading program that prepares and supports work
study students in reading to young children already behind in pre-litékeci. study
students spend 10 hours per week at a Head Start center and an additional two to four
hours per week in planning time. Jumpstart strengthens students’ communication and
leadership skills and gives them the opportunity to connect with complex community
issues. The quantitative study found a statistically significant inciaagudents’ self-

reported understanding of civic issues and feeling more able to addressuthee Most
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importantly, students believed they could make a difference in their comesufitiis

study found that service-learning as a main program component does lead to students
feeling better equipped to be agents of social change (Taylor & Tref&ireet; 2007).
Spiezio, Baker and Boland (2005) examine the impact of service-learning on students
attitudes toward civic engagement at four colleges and universities. Thdistiglthat
service-learning can change students’ attitudes towards engagedstitz Additionally,
because the study involved students in 39 courses across the academic decatiahe
spectrum, it also found service-learning a promising and feasible es¢eirpgach
academic discipline (p. 274). The recommendations from the study encouragescatiége
universities to build service-learning into general education systematcatiss the
disciplines for greatest impact to civic education/civic engagement (p. 285)ldBssaing
service-learning systematically universities are best able torprepalents to be the

change communities need and contribute to a strong and promising future.

Multicultural Competence

Many studies have concluded that service-learning is valuable for cailetpnts
because it prompts participants to re-examine stereotypes and increaseéoler others
(Eyler & Giles, 1999). This happens in part from students experiencing a growing
awareness of social structures and contemplating the social issues e albshe

service-learning site (Enfield & Collins, 2008; Marullo, 1998; Jones & Hill, 200kersy
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Giles, 1999). If the service-learning project is set up with respect foisdivand with the
goals of enhancing students’ multicultural education it can be quite effecthen W

project is characterized by reciprocity, the students have a structure ésgvatat they
encounter in the community setting that encourages them to question steresthlpese
tolerance, and perhaps enhance their own multicultural education. The difference
reciprocity can make in student outcomes is when the students are responsived¢dghe ne
of the community organization and consider the perspectives of those marginalized by
society (Boyle-Baise, 2002). Beyond simply enhancing education, serviogitgaan
provide students the opportunity to build multicultural skill “such as increased capaciti
for empathy, patience, attachment, trust, and respect” (Enfield & Collins, 2008, p. 102).
When service-learning is set up intentionally it is possible to avoid reendatinlynamic

of the privileged to serve those less fortunate.

Self-efficacy/Communication Skills Outcomes

Service-learning can and often does have a powerful and emotional impact on
students, especially self-efficacy, interpersonal skills, commuaicakills, increased
understanding of diversity, and a commitment to future civic engagement (AS#ax &
1998; Astin, Sax, Avalos, 1999; Eylers & Giles, 1999; Gray, Ondaatje, Flicker,
Gershwind, & Goldman, 1999). In the traditional conceptualization of service-lgarnin

reflection is the process of connecting experience and learning, whiehnsath route
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leading to the above outcomes (Billig & Waterman, 2003). Reflection is important to
inspiring students to become agents of social change. How reflection leads to
transformational learning is demonstrated through Kiely’s (2005) longituciasal study

that examines how students participating in a service-learning progpemesced
transformational learning. The particular service-learning experfecased on study of

and a culminating service trip to Nicaragua. Typically, reflection is doatethe way

students process and apply knowledge in service-learning. Kiely presenth anorec
complex picture. Kiely’s research identifies five categories of toamational learning

that relate to students as global citizens: contextual border crossing, dsona
personalizing, processing, and connecting (pp. 14-15). These categories form a series of

holistic learning processes that are unique to service-learning.

Academic Outcomes

At some universities, transformative pedagogies such as service-leaming
supported and interwoven into curricula. When this happens, service-learning becomes
much more powerful for all parties: community-based organizations, facutgtadents.
The emphasis shifts from students serving those less fortunate to students, dadulte
university valuing communities as places for learning that bring togetrexsdi
populations to collaboratively address needs. Service-learning can also ehleance t

educational experience for students by creating a seamless educationraent to
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connect what they learn with the challenge of a real community issue.rivinsrenent

leads to better academic performance, stronger relationships with pedifs§(Winney,

2006) and faculty (Astin & Sax, 1998), and increased participation in campus life (Keup,
2005-2006). Years of data demonstrate service-learning promotes deep learning and
personal development among both first-year students and seniors (Gonyea, Kuh, Cruce,
Shoup, & Kinzie, 2008).

In addition to student formation and societal outcomes, service-learning is often
the pedagogy of choice for character education. Educational researcheranéisBax
(1998) stressed the positive correlation between amount of organized student participati
in service to the community and students’ intent to pursue community service after
graduation. Small-scale (under 10 hours) projects do not lead to the same laiagecha
building results as longer-term service-learning projects (Reed 208#4).

Beyond personal development, service-learning enhances connections to academi
goals. Reed et al. (1999) embarked on the service-learning research project in an
Abnormal Psychology course with the goal of increasing mastery of coamsent,
improving social responsibility, and helping the community. They found that students
involved with service-learning had higher scores on exams and higher scores gn surve
measures of learning level, ability to apply theories in practice, persaebdpment, and
motivation than their non-service-learning peers. Similarly, McKenna and Ri228)

also found that students identified service-learning as reinforcing courspto(@2%)
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and agreed that service-learning was a significant contributor to taeimg (90%).
Multiple other scholarly studies show similar student outcomes.

From an overview of the student outcomes from service-learning, it becoraes cle
that the faculty have a significant role to play in quality service-legthiat lives up to its
potential. Often, even when a college or university has invested in servicexgesupport

offices, the faculty facilitates reciprocity as part of student legrnin

Faculty and Service-L earning

In higher education, especially when it comes to retention of students, it is the
faculty who have significant opportunities to engage students in relevant learning
experiences that affect how the students feel about their education and the(fiseloes
2006/2007). Service-learning is a “highly personalized curriculum” with direct ibe foaf
the relationship among faculty and students (McKay & Estrella, 2008, p. 359). Indhe are
of integrating academic and social outcomes for students, service-learamgriportant
pedagogy — one that is proven of particular benefit to first-generation collegetstude

While the college or university may value community engagement, it is the
individual faculty member who incorporates service-learning into his or here¢slurs
Typically this decision is voluntary and is left to faculty personal preteresther than
having designated courses that are service-learning, by design, and byl¢hiei the

degree program (Bulot & Johnson, 2006). When service-learning is disconnectdtk it is
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role of the center for service-learning to promote cross-disciplinachitepand learning
communities for faculties. The resource of having such as a center reducppdhenity
costs for faculty and allows them to focus more on teaching and learning. Wathout
center, faculty must invest significant amounts of time in building relatipastith
community partners, differentiating service-learning from volunteerirgyfinding

activities for the students that meet real community needs and are ctdatdd to the
learning objectives of the class (Bulot & Johnson, 2006). Faculty find theiegreat
rewards are a teaching experience where students are much more engalgei awd t
satisfaction from the community partnership, which often extends the facultpeng’
networks (Bulot & Johnson, 2006). The time invested and the rewards are not recognized
by the college or university in promotion and tenure or extra supports, such as #egradua
teaching assistant.

Among higher education faculty, service-learning participation trends show that
women and faculty of color are more likely to connect their teaching, scholansthip, a
service to community engagement (Astin & Vogelgesang, 2006, Antonio, Astiegs Cr
2000; Baez, 2000). Some research documents that “for ethnic minority faculty members i
particular, there are perceived obligations to one’s ethnic/racial comrh(&styn &
Vogelgesang, 2006, p. 97). Because of the lack of institutional reward for servitagea
or community engagement, this is potentially distracting from projectsréhat@e

consistently rewarded in the professoriate (Turner, 2002).
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Of the faculty who do teach service-learning courses, they peruse this pedagog
because of the student learning outcomes as well as the increased classrgamemniya
of students (Gelmon, Holland, & Shinnamon, 1998; Driscoll, Holland, Gelmon &
Kerrigan, 1996). Other faculty believe that higher education should teach sticdeats
responsible citizens (Campus Compact, 2009). Faculty who teach service-leaunses
view teaching as their major role (Hammond, 1994) and they teach servicedeauhof
an interest in curricular innovation and a goal of promoting student learningléBring
Hatcher, & Games, 1997).

Given the influential role of faculty when it comes to service-learning and
community engagement, a 2006 HERI study found that while 81% of faculty believe that
institutions of higher education are obligated to partner with the local commainity t
address pressing needs, only 31% stated that their colleges make this viorikya pr
(Astin & Vogelgesang, 2006). Additionally, among faculty, 42% collaborate lvdal
communities for research and teaching (Astin & Vogelgesang, 2006). Faeuthear
culture bearers of their institutions and their perceptions of priorities|bhasmbeir
actions matter.

The previous section provides a broad overview of student outcomes from service-
learning. Where much is known about students and the teaching and learning aspects of

service-learning, the community partner experience is less chartedeXihsection
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explores the perspectives of nonprofits, schools, pre-schools, and local governnients tha

host college student service-learners.

Community Partner Experiences

Nonprofits, schools, and local governments, the common partners in service-
learning, have been hit hard by the downturn in the economy. They have very little
unallocated resources to give to service-learning, especially when it tosta# time as
they have had waves of personnel reduction (Salamon, 2002). A slowly growing body of
work is assembling that seeks to understand the community partners exgdanence
service-learning. Yet there remains a dearth of actual community voloe iegearch on
campus-community partnerships for service-learning, particularly reggtta
community partner experience of service-learning and especially thetbefhaskrvice-
learning to community partners (Bushouse, 2005; Burkhardt & Pasque 2005; Miron &
Moely, 2006; Basinger & Bartholomew, 2006; Tyron, Stoeker, Martin, Seblonka,
Hilgendorf, & Nellis, 2008; Dorado & Giles, 2004). The extant literature onceervi
learning suggests that the overall value of service-learning to commaniters is
generally assumed as long as the project itself is designed asih{f@r & Bartholomew,
2006). If community partners are not providing input as to the benefits they retave, i

impossible for higher education to know the value of service-learning to comraunitie
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This task becomes even more challenging when the benefit does not derivieefrom t
service but from the relationship more generally.

Campus community partnerships are seen as satisfying when the pantoeirsepe
the outcomes as being proportionate to their investment. Two prolific and influential
scholars of service-learning and civic engagement, Bringle and Hatoh@pared the
study of campus-community partnerships to romantic relationships between jeaple.
analysis of initiating relationships, they noted that it is important to haeaaroission to
provide a foundation for the partnership. Compatibility and effective communication a
also essential components of strong campus-community partnerships for kEarnagg.
Other lessons that can be learned from relationship scholarship include thenfpllbw
relationships progress in a non-linear fashion; 2) outcomes must exceed minimal
expectations for success; 3) relationships are seen as satisfyingwipamthers perceive
the outcomes as being proportionate to what they each put in to the relationship. All of
these gleanings speak to the importance of reciprocity in building and maigtaini
partnerships with community-based organizations (Bringle & Hatcher, 2002).

Like romantic relationships, campus community partnerships have the potential to
be important, significant, and even transformative to the parties involved. The folliswing
a description of what relationships could mean when campus and community engage:

These partnerships are relevant to a variety of issues confronting higher

education. They extend far beyond local relationships; they force us to
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think about the overall purpose of higher education. There are many hotly

contested issues in higher education in the United States and

internationally, ranging from affirmative action to the significantcteoure

to the exploitation of employees and the increasingly corporate nature of

higher education to the content of curriculum. The study of higher

education/community partnerships adds an important dimension to the

debates around these topics. The issues impacting affirmative action,

tenure, and curriculum are tied to the broader relationship between

academia and society — higher education’s relative accessibility and

relevance to a majority of Americans. (Maurasse, 2002, p. 2)
The reason why community partner perspectives are not studied may be political.
Maurrasse is the leading scholar on campus-community partnerships and it da&s not t
long for him to note that there are tensions between the academy and societyns tensi
not just around what students learn and how they learn it, but around the way higher
education does business both internally and externally. To truly have reciprocal
partnerships between campus and community would mean building relevant partnerships,
prioritizing and respecting them, supporting faculty who seek them out, and reeggniz
in the case of service-learning, the community as co-teacher of students.

One area where campus-community partnerships are working is between highe

education and K-12 education. In Partnerships for Service-Learning: Impacts on
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Communities and Student8009), Kelshaw, Lazarus, Minier and Associates make the

case for the success of this type of educational collaboration. In nindudiss,Saculty
members scrutinize their partnerships and the role college students cangqupporting

both in-school and out-of-school educational programming. While the cases all support the
importance of reciprocity, these studies still look at community work from tlspgeive

of higher education and identify the work higher education needs to do in helping K-12
schools during this time of public school crisis and reform. Even in areas ohizsbg
success, the community voice is near silent. It may be not out of disregardhbutica

to the strict pace of the academic calendar or even the temporal naturerofféissor-

student relationship. Higher education may need to focus on sustainability in partnerships
for service-learning.

In understanding the process and degrees of community partnerships for service-
learning, Enos and Morton (Jacoby, 2003) were the first to advance a framewoddfocus
on how campus-community partnerships develop. They assert that the depth and
complexity of a relationship develops over time and that most partnerships are
transactional in nature: one-time events and short-term student placemenmigh#@/he
partnerships become characterized by joint creation of work and knowledge, then the
relationship becomes transformational. By the nature of the partnership ngectianal
stage has an exchange-based and utilitarian focus. In their discussion ofifiagéalisag

partnerships, Enos and Morton have much more knowledge of the university perspective
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and discuss difficulties associated with the tenure and promotion system, tigepes

pure research, and the unavoidable limitations of the academic calendar. Whilettbé hea
their research argues for taking risks and building enduring and significant
campus/community partnerships, the perspective of community partners in tleissproc
remains unknown.

Jones (2003) provides a set of best-practices for forming service-learning
partnerships and notes the “need for a more explicit framework for the retgpotizat
anchor service-learning activities” (p. 154). Faculty and staff in higheragion settings
must overcome barriers to partner with organizations who are skeptical reghaling t
institution’s motivation. In putting any of the sets of principles for good paHipsr$o
work, it is important to note that relationships are seldom as tidy as a lishcpfas
suggest. The pitfalls to which faculty and staff must take note are: poweanidgnéit,
communication, and acknowledging expertise—of the community partner, that ise not t
faculty member (Jones, 2003).

The ultimate challenge of service-learning for community partneveésher its
benefits are significant enough to invest scarce resources in the studentlpanjact
(Bushouse, 2005). Resource allocation is difficult in the present economy for nonprofit
organizations and there are significant opportunity costs associated with-$eavceg.
Bushouse, building off the work of Enos and Morton by exploring the experiences of

community-based partners, found that many community organizations were disincline
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toward progressive movement through the stages of partnerships. Most of the community
partners leaned toward transactional partnerships. They also preferradreogsewhere
their outcomes were favorable in a cost-benefit analysis. The main concéunl
recommendation of Bushouse’s research is that higher education finds ways ésalecre
the economic costs for community partners in service-learning. Commurtitgfzamay
value most the utilitarian benefits or reciprocity either because theyoaestamgible or
because they have received other resources in other areas that make ugrémeeliff

The greatest challenges for community partner organizations were dedhng wi
students’ class schedules, the short-term commitments, and finding time &iudents
so that they could serve effectively. Community partners also identifiedkeig better
communication systems would be helpful (Vernon & Ward, 1999). Building deep
partnerships works to overcome these challenges so that broad participatiorassun e
from semester to semester (Schmidt & Robby, 2002). Overall, however, moss studie
show that community partners viewed service-learning positively, espeglatly it came
to their regard for the college or university (Schmidt & Robby, 2002; Vernon & Ward,
1999).

Dorado and Giles performed a grounded theory study to better understand 27
community partnerships in the New England area. These partnerships ard¢ abapgr
one college or university’s service-learning. A common service-leatrangaction

(almost one third of the partnerships studied) followed this formula: the studentstdo wha
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the organization needs, such as serving soup, and their learning is derived fractingtera
with clients/people with whom they would not normally interact. The communitggrart
in this case have many sources of volunteers and the college or university is jist one
those sources. There is very little expectation riding on this tentativetyaetnership,
and it may remain tentative throughout its duration. On the opposite end, just over one-
third of the partnerships could be described as being on a committed path of engagement.
These partnerships are both young and more established, so the designation is not
necessarily linear. It has more to do with a sense of connection between tha ofiise
organization and the service-learning project as well as the repressntatie of working
with students (Dorado & Giles, 2004). Certainly not all relationships withreadter
organizations need to be on a committed path. The transactional partnership still produces
results. What needs to be considered in that instance is whether the student w®rk mee
real needs for the organization.

Miron and Moely (2006) note a slight increase in studying community partner
experiences, yet this increase is still scant compared with the pletlreseafch on
student learning outcomes and service-learning program models. They also rdtesl tha
community partner experience scholarship failed to report on the reliabilityidityaf
measures and their participant sizes were so small as to inhibit geatgligyizMiron and
Moely interviewed 40 representatives of community partner organizations thaeba

involved with service-learning at their university. During the process of theimtethe
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participants also completed a quantitative survey. This mixed-methods apyieided
several interesting findings about community partners, notably: length of inverém
service-learning programs was a contributing factor in the amount and fregqpiency
contributions to program planning and implementation. Also the more students at a
particular site the higher regard the community organization repraseritatl for the
university. In the community partner experience duration of partnership and therrmimbe
students involved matters.

One way of understanding the community partner experience is to compéke it w
theories of giving that enlighten the nonprofit sector about why people donate vibluntar
Basinger and Bartholomew (2006) hypothesize that community partner reptess
who become involved with service-learning do so out of a desire to “give valuable
learning experiences to the student as much as the desire to receive sometllung of v
from the student” (p.16). This article begins to tackle the mechanics of retygroough
this dual understanding that community organizations want to give to students—they are
after all, in the business of helping people. Through a reciprocity frame nithisgfimakes
sense. Social norms reinforce the inclination to give, as well as a seasisfatson in
supporting those in need of resources or those with whom the giver empathizes (Batson e
al., as cited in Basinger & Bartholomew, 2006). The results showed that a few
organizations partner for service-learning because they need the hdip majority were

motivated by a desire to help students learn (mean = 4.54 on a 5.0 point scale), to foster a
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positive relationship with the university (mean = 3.74 on a 5.0 point scale), because
service-learning participation is part of their mission (mean = 3.86 on a 5.0 [@ie)t sc
and to cultivate future volunteers (mean = 3.80 on a 5.0 scale) (Basinger & &authgl
2006). The community partners participate in service-learning to contributeléathiag
and to help grow a civically engaged group of future volunteers.

Basinger and Bartholomew’s findings are corroborated in Worrall's 200¥. stud
Community partners see themselves not as the recipients of the servicedut as
educators. For the twelve community partner organizations in Worrall's qualisaudy,
they valued the opportunity to be part of and commit to student education. Because of this
value, the benefits of partnering with the university for student learning iginsethe
challenges. One area where community partners give much more tharcteg e
shorter-term service-learning where students come a time or two and the communi
makes the same arrangements as other who serve much longer. Communitytangsniza
sometimes lack a liaison who knows higher education who can broker arrangements
beyond a volunteer coordinator, who may or may not have a penchant for working with
colleges and their students.

Common space is an important aspect of reciprocity. Evans and Boyte refer to thi
as “free space” and note that it is important for participatory, egatifaigublic good
work. Such space is located between the private space of individuals and the public space

of large institutions (Evans & Boyte, 1992). In many ways, community centers or othe
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open and friendly nonprofits where people gather for education, support, or other services
are the perfect spaces to incubate the networks and reciprocity needdxhtk epon the
urgent problems of contemporary society. One of the new models of campus-community
partnerships, that is quickly becoming a best practice, came out of Otterbeigeoll
Center for Community Engagement. Their model calls for “community connectbcs” w
are faculty site-liaisons with the responsibility of teaching seit@aming courses and
knowing a particular partner organization quite well. Typically the sereaating
courses are taught at that organization and the community connector stewanoksitOtt
College’s collaborations and relationships with the community partner (Gillodémson,
& Plaut, 2009). These types of innovations serve well higher education and the nonprofit
sector.

The literature represents an additional challenge faced by commurtitgnsathe
problem of short-term service-learning. The small- and medium-sized orgaimsza
which often make great service-learning partners and can have the most tésgain, a
assume the most risk in service-learning partnerships. According to Ttyan(2008),
many smaller organizations view service-learning as an “unhelpful imk&(p. 16). This
group of scholars used a project approach and grounded theory methods to engage
community stakeholders in “identifying issues, diagnosing those issues, develaing
prescriptions for them, implementing the prescription, and then evaluating th&'impa

(Stoeker, 2005, as cited in Tryon et al., 2008, p. 14). The coding process allowed the group
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to qualitatively assess for inter-rater reliability using grounded ytepfounded by
Glaser and Strauss. The primary challenges of short-term serviogpeenter around
time, supervision, difficulties in finding direct service for a short duration, groje
management within a short amount of time, and issues with the academic calendar
Because service-learning is often required within the confines of a course, tinei@dym
partners have an additional challenge of motivating students and dealingsistamt
students. The research brings to bear real issues about direct service foursttians of
time and the impact that has on clients, such as low-income homeless childrenkwho lac
stability and are hurt when they become connected and the students then disappear at
end of their requirement. The findings focus on how and why organizations continue to
participate in service-learning with the conclusion that community parteensientoring
students as an extension of their organizational missions. Other organizati@ssed @
fear that by saying no to short-term/semester-based projects thaptriseing invited to
be part of an offer of help that would truly be beneficial (Tryon et al., 2008).
Service-learning’s emphasis on reciprocity is the main distinguisaotgrffrom
higher education’s tendency to view the community as a laboratory for studeni$y Fac
members develop more effective, efficient, and sustainable initiatives idyeenter the
partnership with a view that the community site is a place where teachiigesand
learning contribute to community-defined needs equally as much as studeimgjea

(Cushman, 2002). Ultimately, striving for reciprocity leads to sustainalié@ginger and
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Bartholomew state “studies assessing the impact of service-learastgymfurther to
understand the reciprocal nature of the ‘service’ in service-learning” (2006, p. 15)

In the afterword of their book, The Unheard Voices: Community Organizations

and Service-Learningtoecker and Tryon (2009) discuss the reactions to their research on

community partner perspectives. It is welcomed by representatives@mmmunity

partner organizations and by a few scholar practitioners of service-ledfnomg higher

education and from the civic engagement movement leaders, it is admonished. Stoecker
and Tryon describe how individuals leave their presentations and send letters/emails
denying that service-learning could ever do any harm. These critics paatistaction

surveys which provide evidence of “grateful” (p. 188) community-based organizations

The research of community partner perspectives on service-learningpisvags

affirming. But if higher education is going to truly pursue being a good citizén a

neighbor, sometimes the question must be asked and the truthful response must be heeded.
This is the important role of assessment in any endeavor.

The main purpose of assessment in service-learning is to measure for the
collaborating partners the return on their investment. This helps justify tinersip and
ultimately to sustain it. The challenge of assessment is that each consixpects
something different from the partnership. With the level of complexity of sele@aing
partnerships, it is little wonder that assessment of service-leammimges is limited

typically to some form of documentation of the number of hours students give in service
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and/or writing reflection journals. Often assessment is not part of a sk¥aroeng
project and so faculty has little way of knowing if the collaboration was eféecthe
Portland State University model of assessment brings together a fourspart tthat
includes measuring goals (what do we want to know about the project?); vajraiés
will we look for in the project?); indicators (what are we going to measwar®)method
(how we will measure it?). Using this comprehensive model and startinglaghmning
of the project will assure buy-in from all sides of the service-learnirtggyahip
(Holland, 2001). However thorough the method is, one of the overlooked problems
remains ensuring the community partners have an equal voice in assesghwrittao
great a time burden.

There are different styles of service-learning partnerships. Tles siypst often
characterized by a high degree of reciprocity are a combination of hietamtis
egalitarian (Kecskes, 2006). The hierarchist style is rule-bound and organitational
cohesive and the egalitarian style characterizes collective decsidns influenced by a
high degree of reciprocity. A hybrid is recommended because the structbee of
hierarchist style is a stable foundation for egalitarian operational(&igtskes, 2006).
For true reciprocity in a partnership it is important to understand culturaytaedrbe
able to be intentional in organizational structure and decision-making stylethek way

of looking at this is through the negotiated order metaphor which explains how individuals
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enmeshed in group relations change as they make adjustments over time totthe way
group functions (Fine, 1984).

Part of the challenge with developing partnerships for service-learningehat a
characterized by high degrees of reciprocity lies in the perception thatisaand
community are separate entities that have clear and distinct boundariesng/fesl|
campus and community partners see themselves as ...brought together by individual
relationships and mutual interest in a particular collaborative project, thestimset in
each other will be somewhat limited” (Gilbert, Johnson, & Plaut, 2009, p. 35). This
implies that there is a real, durable opportunity for urban-serving univeesiies
community colleges to build true reciprocity in their service-learningnams for the
simple reason that a significant portion of their students and graduatesideatseof the
region, and did not relocate to the region with the single purpose of attending collgge. It i
uncertain whether this is enough to blur the divide between campus and community, even
though alumni are often employed at the community partner organizations andgwvorki
with the students. When alumni meet students through service-learning, it may be onl
circumstantial and may not influence reciprocity. The reason being is thabty is
not accidental. It is the part of a jointly created perspective on the issseies lsoth
parties collectively decided to address (Enos & Morton, 2003). Higher education has a
leadership role to play in helping organizations figure out how to connect to areascollege

and universities in mutually beneficial ways. Mutual gain/reciprocitijgsmost desirable
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end goal for campus-community partnerships because it incentivizes thegtaptioer

both sides, strengthening the likelihood of sustainability (Maurrasse, 2001). When

reciprocity is the goal it is important for partnerships to incorporateksheetd balances

so that either party’s interests are not overlooked, particularly the istefake

community partner(s). To that end, higher education should work with communities to

help them learn how to partner with to institutions of higher education (Maurrasse, 2002)
To date there has yet to emerge a fair and accurate assessment toostwmmgea

progress of campus-community partnerships. While often social responsibaitytéesn

into institutional missions, most institutions of higher education do not perfornmoenyf s

social accountability audit. However, higher education is also coming to bettestander

the cost of not investing in strong partnerships with the communities they serve

(Maurrasse, 2002). Higher education needs to take another look at the structures it has

place for service-learning to assure that this revolutionary pedagogytisrpsto live

up to its potential. It may even be time to reassess how service-learnigitsret] in

higher education (Butin, 2010). This reassessment would result in having community

studies departments for students and for faculty to pursue service-learnindnightbest

quality (Butin, 2010). The literature demonstrates that service-learasthl potential to

accomplish much for students, colleges/universities, and society as a whole eH@gev

service-learning has progressed over the decades, its welcome may bg teamvith

community partners unless some changes in modus operandi are made. This research
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project aims to provide evidence and direction from the community partners’ parspecti

pertinent to the longevity of service-learning.

Chapter Summary

In this chapter | examined the literature relating to service-legroampus-
community partnerships, and reciprocity. The literature review was oeghimto several
large sections. The first section provided a broad discussion of service-learnileghe
second section delved into the literature on reciprocity. The third sectionredathe
research pertaining to student outcomes. The fourth section looked at the connection
between faculty experiences of service-learning and their perspemtivesiprocity. The
fifth part of the literature review focused on this less-studied side of sdeacing,
community partnerships. The intent of surveying the findings of other scholargviprrel
to this topic was to build a foundation of knowledge pertaining to reciprocity in servic
learning from the community partners perspective. The next chapter exghlere

methodology | used in this study.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

I ntroduction

Reciprocal Exchange was designed to help address a gap in the literature and
scholarly research on service-learning. To best answer my researchrgjdgtiought a
gualitative mode of inquiry most appropriate. My research questions addresaéfddtse
of service-learning on community partners, focusing on the concept of retygretveen
campus and community. Constructivist grounded theory was the most appropriate type of
gualitative research to identify and understand how reciprocity works irtededarning
between campus and community, and from that understanding, to suggest strategies
institutions of higher education can use to be better community partners. Thig chapte
focuses on the specifics of my research design and provides a discussioarchrese
design, sampling, data collection, validity, bias, and data analysis process.

This study addressed beliefs and views; motivations and social/culturatgsacti
and actors, actions and relationships in service-learning. Service-learaingaching
methodology where through an assignment students complete a community-baseéd projec
that meets real community needs and also relates back to the subjectumtedy $he
ideal of service-learning is that it rebuilds higher education and helps fdsiehealthy
communities. In its ideal conception, service-learning would be chawsttdry

reciprocity between the community partners and the higher educatidatiostthrough
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constructing projects that maintain academic rigor and provide the studdntaiuable
real-world learning (Public Law, 1993). Researchers and faculty havestbentensively

on student outcomes and campus advantages stemming from service-learning. Because
the ideal of service-learning is that higher education joins communities forgas of

learning, innovation, and applying the resources of the academy to communitiiadenti
needs, understanding reciprocity is important to understanding how to reach thiShdea
inquiry examined the following questions:

1. What are the community partners’ experiences with higher educationeservic
learning?

2. Reciprocity is a definitional characteristic of service-learning. @uaraunity
organizations experience reciprocity when they partner with institutions of
higher education for service-learning?

3. How does higher education service-learning contribute to the community
organizations where students do their service-learning?

4. From the community partner perspective, what do their organizations
contribute to student service-learners?

Through a better understanding of the experiences of the community partners in

service-learning and through learning from their perspectives onaeitypin service-

learning, higher education should enhance campus-community partnershipsallbe g
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this research was to identify ways higher education could improve upon praatices f
building and sustaining partnerships with community-based organizations and schools for
service-learning. An additional goal of this research was to identify keegtqas for

community-based organizations and schools in partnering with higher education.

Rationale for Qualitative Research

Based on readings of Mason, Creswell, and other scholars of qualitativelhesear
there remains a need to justify qualitative research in the midst of a wedictdvard
guantitative methods. Mason (2007) notes that qualitative research should be conducted
systematically and rigorously. This study sought a balance betwesamaleshat is
strategically conducted while maintaining flexibility and contextyathallmarks of
gualitative research. As the researcher, | did not shy away from what Maksofactive
reflexivity” which is a continual process of self-scrutiny pertainingheresearchers’ role
in the process thereby giving the self the same level of scrutiny astéhé astly, Mason
notes that qualitative research strives to “produce explanations or argurainisthran
claiming to offer mere descriptions” (p. 7). Constructivist grounded theory, byndésis
enough of the active reflexivity and leads to “explanations” rather than “mere

descriptions.”
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Increasingly, grounded theory is being used in education, even though it has its
roots in sociology. Grounded theory is a strategy of inquiry wherein scholars develop
conceptual frameworks or theories through a process of inductive analysssgtainded
in the experiences of the participants/subjects. The strengths of grounded thebay &
favors analysis, fresh categories, and is systematically focuseltidinal grounded
theory comes from positivism because that was the predominant epistemology when
grounded theory was initiated in the 1960s. Because my own epistemological azssimpti
align much more with postmodernism, it is important to me to look to one of the more
contemporary takes on grounded theory. Additionally, service-learning challaeges t
Enlightenment projects of human reason and progress, and so it is necessary for
congruence of topic to also connect with a method after the postmodern turn in the
historical timeline of qualitative research (this is covered in furtherl thelaw).

Constructivism is a perspective in the social sciences (as opposed to camsitructi
education practice) based on the assumption that individuals, including researchers
construct the realities in which they participate. It recognizes #rermultiple realities
and begins with a particular experience, in this case service-learning karttbas
members construct that experience. The role of the researcher is thisrpeéenomenon
to the best of his or her ability with the purpose of understanding it from multiple points of

view and to identify the web of connections and constraints in operation within the
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phenomenon. Researchers who operate within constructivism acknowledge that their
research is itself a construction (Charmaz, 2006, p. 187). Constructivist grounded theory
adds the contemporary recognition of the existence of multiple realities afodtiseof
people as actors and constructors of their lives to the grounded theory framework.
Charmaz (2006) notes that grounded theory methods provide researchers and
practitioner scholars a framework to help start the research, continue to bedravadive
engaged with the project, and to complete the scholarship in a way that is both rigorous,
analytical, and innovative. Charmaz advocates that grounded theory “fostearjg]\sme
data in fresh ways and exploring your ideas about the data through earlicamadiytg”
(2006, p. 2). Because service-learning generally is an oft-researched topic;heamps pe
even a saturated topic, my research utilized a new approach that is not foauseitly/pr
on student learning but on community-campus partnerships that extend resources from
higher education to the benefit of external constituencies. In this way, congtuc
grounded theory was an appropriate design.
Several influential texts present constructivist grounded theory as an aaigropr
approach for qualitative research design. There are a variety of qualies@arch
traditions that are best positioned for specific research goals. Mason (@6@mMmmends
identifying the theoretical framework for one’s research aftexfabreview of one’s

ontological position — that a researcher’s focus must be solidly connectéére the
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researcher “stands” in the world: “what is the nature of the phenomena, or eottities
social ‘reality’, that | wish to investigate?” (Mason, 2007, p. 14). Following #iis s
examination, a researcher takes stock of different ontological propertjes@ivations,
representations, social constructions, experiences, institutions) \@stéeviesearcher’s
epistemological position and the intellectual puzzle of interest. Cresappi®ach takes
a slightly different tack by examining philosophical assumptions and the itnhsdor
practice. Creswell focuses on four worldviews that shape qualitativegksear
postpositivism, constructivism, advocacy/participatory, and pragmatism (2007, p. 19).
Finally, Denzin and Lincoln (2005) provide a thorough overview of the history of
gualitative research and a lengthy discussion of the various paradigms andtpespec
including areas of contention. It is the chapter by Charmaz (2005) that mosteefiuay
consideration of grounded theory after the post-modern turn.

Charmaz is one of the leading scholars of grounded theory and has worked
diligently to bring it into the twenty-first century, noting its applicapitd the social
sciences due to its fit with social justice inquiry, “furthering equitatggidution of
resources, fairness, and eradication of oppression” (Feagin, 1999 as cited in Charmaz
2005, p. 507). What is most appealing about grounded theory is that it refers to how
scholars inquire as well as the results of their inquiry (Creswell, 2007; Mason, 2007,

Charmaz, 2005). Grounded theory quite literally begins on the ground floor of the area of
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study and builds from there through successive levels of data collection, graaigsis
conceptual development. The movement of a grounded theory goes from specific to
abstract, so that the result is a theory born of praxis that can then be applied more
generally in other instances while retaining its dual focus of sociatgustguiry and
pragmatism. “Thus, we can use the processual emphasis in grounded theoryz® analy
relationships between human agency and social structure that pose theametical
practical concerns in social justice studies” (p. 508). In other words, thetgualmgain
for the participants and the researchers — a fitting framework fadg sh reciprocity.

An additional appeal of constructivist grounded theory for this study was that it
located participants’ subjective experiences within a larger strugthreh) led to
illuminating the structures and increasing the participants’ and resesinchderstanding
of how the structures worked (Charmaz, 2005). Because this study was a mechanical
puzzle (Mason, 2007), the second generation of grounded theory was particularly apt due
to the way it connected social structures with enacted processes that mareateaeal
through actions. Grounded theorists offered insight into how justice or injustice has
developed, changed, or persisted, and pragmatic ideas as to how a particular gcbup coul
progress from injustice to justice.

The founding scholars of grounded theory, Glaser and Strauss, were cutting edge

because they offered systematic strategies for how qualitativealeseald lead to
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theory as well as useful guidelines for acting on a need, issue, or problem. Sikegre
the over-arching opinion of the day that qualitative methods were impressianigtic
lacked a systematic approach necessary to generate theory (Charmaz, 2006).

The main benefit for taking a grounded theory approach with this study was the way it
provided a systematic framework for the researcher to connect with thesitarad gain

an unique understanding of it. According to Charmaz:

Through our methods, we first aim to see this world as our research

participants do — from the inside. Although we cannot claim to replicate

their views, we can try to enter their settings and situations to the extent

possible. Seeing research participants’ lives from the inside often gives a

researcher otherwise unobtainable views. You might learn that what

outsiders assume about the world you study may be limited, imprecise,

mistaken, or egregiously wrong. (2006, p.14)

When researchers use grounded theory appropriately, it has the advantage of
guickening the speed of clarifying the focus of data analysis and inteigmetdéthout
sacrificing the detail that enriches grounded theories (Charmaz, 2006, p. 15).

| selected Charmaz’ version of grounded theory over the traditional one because it
was more open to the post-modern turn. Through their ontological stance, reseasthers se

to understand the lived experience of people through learning about shared experience and
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what that shared experience means to those who share it (Creswell, 2007, p. 17). For me,
this necessitated openness to many different understandings of reality tishtegred by

social, political, cultural, economic, ethnic, and gender values; crysththzs time”

(Guba & Lincoln, 2005, p. 195). | believe there are multiple realities and that we do not
ever come to know one provable reality. | have come to know my reality in terms of a
dialectic that shaped me as | shaped it. Put more directly, | make ndywiaké the

world makes me.

The Researchers Role

With a qualitative research method, the researcher does not use standardized
instruments or manipulate large datasets. The researcher is partedgech process and
in a sense serves as the tool for data collection. As a qualitative reselareaened out to
participants, talked with them about their experiences, was as sensitngsdsepto their
narratives and discourse, and then interpreted what they told me as analgsicall
possible. According to grounded theory methodology, sensitivity is the extent to which a
researcher understands and interprets the perspective of the participamhis: \Wwoods,
the insight, experience, and analytical abilities the researcher brirgsguation under
investigation (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). To this study | brought my own bias, education,

point of view, and situational knowledge.
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The biases | bring to this research effort center on my experienceease-
learning director at two different universities: University of Missdansas City and
Rockhurst University. | have worked as a service-learning director fegreleears and
am aware of the costs of service-learning to community organizations. |Oii&e
wondered why some organizations continued to agree to provide learning expenences f
students. Perhaps like me they have bought into the service-learning ideaké teit
all students should have at least one high-quality service-learning exqeeri@lso
believe that higher education has a duty to connect with community organizations and to

help build strong communities.

Ethical I ssues

As a researcher | have an obligation to respect the rights, needs, valuesjrasd des
of the informants of my study. | articulated the research objectives both yexbdlin
writing and made certain all participants knew about them upfront. All geatits
provided their written consent to be part of the study as well as to be recordedigsaig
audio recording devices. | submitted a protocol to the University of MissousasaCity
Social Science Institutional Review Board. As the project progreskegt &ll
participants informed of the steps. Additionally, each individual participant hadsattce

verbatim transcriptions of our interview and my written interpretations gowitse The
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identity of all informants was kept confidential and | worked with them on choice

regarding their anonymity, their data, and how I reported it.

Reliability and Validity

The meaning of validity in qualitative study is tricky because its rootmare
guantitative study and logical positivism where a researcher uses quantiiathods for
the purposes of testing hypotheses and measuring relationships betweeas/@biabkin
& Lincoln, 1998). In quantitative approaches, validity seeks to determine whether the
measurements are accurate and whether they measure what they aegl ittenedasure
(Golafshani, 2003). While validity had its start in quantitative research, nfadass
agree it should be considered in qualitative research as well (Golafshani, 2083, Pat
2001; Clont, 1992; Seale, 1999); however, some identify a “quantitative bias in the
concept rigor” (Davies & Dodd, 2002, p. 281). One approach to consideration of validity
is to consider the following as the essential criteria for quality quabtadisearch:
credibility, neutrality, conformability, consistency, dependability, and ealpiiity (Guba
& Lincoln, 2005).

Throughout the study, | took steps to build in checks and balances to maintain
acceptable standards of scientific inquiry. Leading research theeastamend the

following strategies to increase the credibility of qualitative retearolonged
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engagement, persistent observation, triangulation, peer debriefing, negagvanalysis,
auditing, and member-checking (Padgett, 1998; Lincoln, 1995). | focused on triargulat
peer debriefing, auditing, and member-checking to increase rigor in my study.
Triangulation involves collecting data from multiple sources. In my study |
collected data from the community conversation, interviews, and documentsusats
member-checking as | transcribed data and began the process of codings lof teeer
review, | recruited a graduate student to cross-check my coding faodézragreement.
This was done to make sure that my colleague agreed that | applied the codistgmtiyns
and that the coding | applied related to the meaning of the text (applicabdity a
neutrality). | conducted checks to assure that there was not a drift in how | wgxdied
the codes. | did this by comparing data with the codes through the process of writing
memos about how | coded each transcript. Finally, Renee Michael, PhD, a professor of
psychology at Rockhurst University, served as external auditor and reviewentiney
research project. Starting with the research questions, she reviewed alfilgfsthcoding,
and memos. Dr. Michael provided an objective assessment similar to a fiscat audit
(Cresswell, 2009, p.192). Dr. Michael was the faculty advisor of service-leatning a
Rockhurst University. She has a unique understanding of knowing service-learning,
having relationships with community partners, and insight into the workings of Rockhurst.

Additionally, she is a recognized scholar of service-learning and as a prafess
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psychology she also has extensive knowledge of research methodology, including
grounded theory. Dr. Michael was in a good position to rigorously review this study and
assure that proper method was followed and that the series of codes were applie
consistently. After a lengthy review process, Dr. Michael agreed thatutig was
conducted accurately, consistently, and with an appropriate degree of professional
The next step of validation to minimize errors was to check all transcripts of the
interviews and the community conversations to make sure they did not have errors
stemming from the transcription and coding process. After the open coding, d eeile
participant a printout of the transcripts and the code. | included a one-questiohdbrm t
asked participants to indicate whether they agreed with the transcripidind and
provided them a space to comment. | asked the participants to return the forah, isigne
self-addressed stamped envelope. It was my hope that thorough documentation and thick
descriptions would increase the chances that this study may be replicatether a

region.
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Design of the Study

Setting

As a site for the proposed project, | selected Rockhurst University — a Jesuit
college in urban Kansas City, Missouri. The vision and mission of the university
exemplify the principles of service-learning and reciprocity. As postedeowebsite, the
mission is: “Rockhurst University exists to transform lives by creatieging
community centered on excellence in undergraduate liberal education and graduate
education. Rockhurst is Catholic and Jesuit, involved in the life and growth of thacity a
region, and committed to the service of the contemporary world.” The vision is:
“Rockhurst University will be nationally recognized for transforming lived forming
leaders in the Jesuit tradition. Inspired by the example of St. Ignatius olfal_tyis
Catholic university community seeks to make God’s good world better through tgarnin
leadership, service, and the pursuit of justice.”

Rockhurst University has the longest-standing service learning offibe mregion
(established in 1994) and as a Jesuit university is well known for its service. Rockhurs
University has been on the honor roll for community service and recently retleese
Carnegie Community Engagement Elective Classification. Accordingito the

classification self-study, Rockhurst University contributes the foliguio the
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community: $137k in annual donated meeting space serving 10,231 people; 822 work-
study hours given to organizations like local charter schools and youth centers; and over
25,000 per year of documented student service hours invested in community service and
service learning projects (Rockhurst University, 2010). Rockhurst Universitpebuti
offers 47 service-learning courses in an academic year, taught by 2y,fesqulesenting
13.5% of faculty. Just under 1000 students participate in service-learning each year,
representing 30% of the student body (Rockhurst University, 2010). Given this
institutional support for service-learning and openness to building community phitiser
based out of a sense of mutual respect, Rockhurst University was a wonderful sight to
learn about how reciprocity works in service-learning.

| first approached the director of the Center for Service Learning, Julga¥,eand
with her buy-in presented the opportunity to the Vice President for AcademicsAdfal
Enrollment Management (then Bill Haefele, PhD). Dr. Haefele viewe@shasproject
with mutual gain wherein | would have access to another university and its communit
partners and Rockhurst University would have information needed pertaining ¢éeehe |
of reciprocity they have established with their community partners. AtlRosks
request, | met with the faculty who teach service-learning courses and gamanput in
the study as well as their permission to contact the community partners waeti tiviy

collaborate currently or in the recent past.
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| submitted the details of my study on the prescribed research applicatiotoform
the University of Missouri-Kansas City Social Science Institution&id®eBoard along
with a consent form and my community conversation and interview protocols. After
review, the IRB decided my research was exempt from full review bettaurssented
either no known or minimal risks for the participants. Because my study was baked on t
community partners of a different university, | completed and submitted my pcpose
study on Rockhurst University’s prescribed IRB application form, along withirttiegs
of the University of Missouri-Kansas City’s IRB that my research wamex The
Rockhurst University IRB similarly found my study exempt from full reveavd | was
ready to begin. An additional detail to note, | had already passed the webrhased t
program in human research subject protection required by UMKC and offered by the

Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative.

Participants and Sampling Techniques

The participants of the study were individuals who work for organizations that
partner with Rockhurst University for purposes of service-learning. The ntaint was to
reach out to a representative group of participants from a variety of orgamsz@ichools,
health-related nonprofits, issue-focused nonprofits, local governments, andlambre

organizations); and from a variety of positions within those organizations (classroom
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teacher, volunteer director, executive director, social worker). | used nraxuariation
sampling, which involves setting criteria for the participants and thertisglec
participants that are as different as possible based on the criterivé;r2607, p. 126).
This allowed my research to be based on a wide variety of experiences. ilonatdit
maximum variation, | used snowball/chain sampling which identified additional
participants using social/professional networking with the goal of gainfiemy additional
participants who were “information rich” (Creswell, 2007, p. 127). The criteria tHat w
inform my selection of participants will be: type of organization, orgamzaltirole, level
of education, and racial/ethnic and gender diversity. All of the participardedée have
experience with working with college students as volunteers in their organgat

| worked with the director of the Center for Service Learning and the direfctor
the Rockhurst University Community Center to develop a process of identifying pbtenti
participants. My first reach out was to the faculty who teach servicaitgacourses and |
asked them to recommend potential participants. The two department directorsidCSL a
RUCC, also forwarded a list of potential participants. This process iddr@i@ossible
participants. | examined a list of community partners from the director GW&C to
add to my pool five additional potential participants who would offer a broader
perspective and context. From this list of 41 potential participants, | reached adohto e

potential participant by email. | also sent follow up emails and called paltpatticipants
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to gather a participant group of 24 who were representative of different areascd,se
different levels of position, different levels of education, and as much gender and
racial/ethnic diversity as possible. The participants were invited toipatedn a
community conversation as well as an interview. At the community conversatien, ni
participants attended. Most participants preferred to take part in individuaiemtsrand
21 participants were interviewed, five who had also participated in a community
conversation.

With qualitative research, there is not a minimum required number to participate i
the study. In the grounded theory methodology, a researcher gathers informatiotaand da
until the topic becomes saturated. This judgment is made by the researaxiQrbas
longer hearing new stories from the participants (Charmz, 2006). | continued & bit pas
saturation on the topic generally because | was also trying to understanelttid lof

community partner experience across types of organizations.

Grounded Theory Approach

The strategy of inquiry | used for this qualitative study was the groundeg theor
approach. The main intent of grounded theory is to develop a theory about a process or
phenomenon — in this case it would be about reciprocity as experienced by community

partners in service-learning. The main impetus for grounded theory was thatsttieatrie
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emerge from research should have as their foundation the data from the fiedd.aBths
Strauss came to criticize each other and moved apart with Glaser fo@Gidgsgrian
grounded theory and Strauss and Juliet Corbin moving forward with grounded theory
(Creswell, 2007). Constructivist grounded theory, advocated by Charmaz, positions the
research method out of positivism and into contemporary qualitative methodologres aft
the postmodern turn in qualitative research. This branch of the grounded theoryofamily
influence emphasizes subject participation in constructing a theory andetiteyutata

from the ground up as well as a pragmatic end outcome for the data.

Charmaz’s constructivist grounded theory fit well with my purpose and topic. |
liked the idea of connecting with community partners to build a theory for seedoafg
community partnerships that would be available to both service-learning offides a
community-based organizations for best practices and developing policy. Constructi
grounded theory appeals to me because | think the community has not been included
enough in service-learning research. When community organizations have beendonsulte
the resulting information has been published back into the higher education voice and
theoretical constructs. Ultimately, beyond the process of my dissertatvon)d like for
the theory that emerges from this study to be given back to the communities titnext par
with education for student learning. | plan to do this by showing that community partner

representatives were involved with the study, that their perspectives weraeatded
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with rigor and analyzed conscientiously (which the grounded theory discipline guides)
This information would be made available to community-based organizations ithitxts
are evidence-based but also accessible and void of the specific terminologiysof hi

education research.

Data Collection

In this study, | gathered and analyzed data in a number of different ways and at a
number of different points. | obtained a uniqgue Gmail account for the purposes of
communication and tracking related to the proposed study. All correspondence was
initiated with the Gmail account to assure that correspondence for the staidy wa

maintained separate from my personal and work email accounts.

Community Conversation

The first step was to recruit participants for a community conversation. Seon aft
receiveing study approval from the UMKC Social Science Institutionale®eBoard and
Rockhurst’s Institutional Review Board, | began recruitment. My initial plas to have a
large community conversation for 30 participants at the Rockhurst Community Genter,
neutral and convenient location. Despite my best efforts at recruiting, only nine

participants responded to the invitations and participated in the community comwversati
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Due to the small turnout, three questions were asked at each round and two rotations were
held with the final questions discussed in a full group format. Also due to the small

turnout, | recruited only two volunteer table facilitators and trained them AN ohiel

Café method of community partnerships and on this study. The facilitatorsddliw

protocol for the community conversation that provided an overview of the introduction,
table questions, and rotation instructions. Each table facilitator was trainedooding
highlighted issues on chart paper.

At the beginning of the event, | provided an overview of campus-community
partnerships to the group assembled to set the context. | then facilitatecharaom
conversation using the World Café approach. Participants selected théaaliéerested
them and engaged in a conversation there for ten minutes. The table éacht&ated the
ideas and helped manage the time. After ten minutes, | asked participamisatcécond
table. We did this for two rounds and discussed the remaining questions as a larger group.
The purpose of the community conversations was to gather a large amount of data on a
series of questions in an amount of time that would not require too much sacrificadérom
participants. While the turnout was low at the first event, which prompted me to host a
second event, the community conversation process provided the participants time to
network, share their thoughts with each other, and have an open forum for expregsing the

opinions.
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The second step was to analyze the initial data and provide a summary to each
participant. | coded the community conversation data, using the methods for coding
gualitative data as described by Charmaz (2006) and by Saldana (2009). As part of this
initial analysis, | wrote a series of initial memos on telling codes #ped develop ideas.
Participants were mailed hard copies of the coding and invited to review the coding for
accuracy and comment on it. A return self-addressed, stamped envelope was poovided f

their convenience.

| nterviews

The next data collection point was with follow-up interviews with 21 community
partners. To maximize convenience, | scheduled these across a two-month pergpd durin
fall 2011, with each interview set to last approximately thirty minutes, but nsdstlan
hour because community partners wanted to give me a tour in addition to the interview. |
traveled to the community partner — either at work or at a place convenikat to t
community partner. The interviews were semi-structured and | used a smartgoeliot
record the interview. After the interview, | transcribed the interview and peddaityped
transcript. | also wrote memos during the data-gathering portion of the propagedist

the memos | noted my own observations of the interviews, the community conversation,
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and other associated elements. After each interview, | sent a hanatiréid you note
to each participant to acknowledge and appreciate his or her investment in the study.

It was difficult to find a good number of participants who were representative of
the diversity and breadth of Kansas City’s nonprofit sector who were also paiftners
Rockhurst University’'s service-learning. In a few cases | stopped by ndnprof
organizations to introduce myself and leave a one-page information sheet about the study.
| hoped that the face-to-face contact would help build trust. Twice in that pradessed
out that the participant had time for the interview, and so it was fortuitous théhityha
materials with me and could do the interview. This in-person contact seemea nisky t
but as | reflected on it, volunteer coordinators work with large numbers of bgéey
and are some of the busiest people | have ever met. This technique helped me stand out
from the large numbers of contacts they make by phone and email.

The purpose of the interviews as well as the community conversation was to learn
from the participants about what is happening in such a way that | could help oorrect
resist a researchers’ tendency to let preconceived notions about commungyspantd
their perspective overshadow the study. According to constructivist grounded theory
protocol, “Interviewers use in-depth interviewing to explore, not to interrog@teirmaz,
2006). | prepared an interview protocol or guide with open-ended questions that | took

with me to provide structure to the interview. However, following the intention of
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exploration rather than interrogation, | tried to keep the interviews as iafamd
conversational as possible. Having the protocol helped me truly concentrate oaathat e
participant was saying, rather than busying my mind formulating the nexiauest
(Charmaz, 2006).

As stated above, at each interview | used an interview protocol for asking
guestions and recording the answers. The protocol contained a heading, standardized
instructions to be read at the beginning of each interview, the questions, and probes for
each question. The protocol ended with a final statement of thanks and appreciatbn, whi
specifically acknowledged the individual being interviewed (Creswell, 2009). Baeh f
to-face interview was recorded as an audio file as well as a writteusfihg a Livescribe
smart pen. This aided in producing a transcript of the interview.

The final data recording was through a research journal | updatedaadter e
interview with observations and notes pertaining to my consistency as interaed/the
consistency of the interview format. | also noted where there were sighiftarruptions

or other sensitivities that | would need to remember during the coding process.

Documents

In addition to community conversations and interviews, there are multiple

documents that provide a rich source of information about the organizations as well as
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about Rockhurst University. | used the GuideStar DonorEdge profiles for edmh of t
organizations to obtain the following information: mission/vision, date founded, budget
size, major issue area, number of personnel, significant partnerships, and number of
volunteers. | also scanned each profile for mentions of key words in CEO statements
related to reciprocity and/or higher education. The GuideStar DonorEdge system is
“technology and knowledge platform that enables community foundations to encourage
increased charitable giving and to promote awareness of local needs and issuesto donor
and the community” (GuideStar, 2012). The Greater Kansas City Community Foundation
uses DonorEdge as a data collection tool and manages and keeps up-to-date an online
nonprofit profile that demonstrates effectiveness in the four major areas crpsygr
management, governance, and financials. Nonprofits submit information contained in the
DonorEdge profiles as well as financial information. The Greater K&isa€ommunity
Foundation staff reviews and verifies the information (Greater Kansa€@mmunity
Foundation, n.d.). Utilizing this already-gathered and verified information prbede
trustworthy source of descriptive data about the organizations | interviewed

An additional document | used for the study is Rockhurst University’s 2010
Carnegie Elective Classification for Community Engagement 2010 Documentation
Reporting Form. This is the standard form that all institutions use who &iagtee

Carnegie Foundation’s prestigious elective classification. Rockhurst Unyapplied in
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2010 and was awarded in 2011 the Carnegie Elective Classification for Community
Engagement. As the DonorEdge data provided a standard, classified frameworkrfgr codi
descriptive information about the community partner organization, the Carnegie
Documentation Reporting Form provides a standardized framework for undergtandin
Rockhurst University’'s community engagement and service-learning in light of
established national benchmarks. Similarly, all of the information reported on the
documentation form was verified by the staff at the Carnegie Foundation, nita&ing
trustworthy source of information.

After | transcribed and imported all of the documents into the data management
system, | verified information as needed by telephone or email with eatdigaantt. |
tried to create a collaborative atmosphere with the participants. | askezhin with the
participants at various steps along the way with short, professional evhaiisain
motivation with this was to further respect the investment they made in mgtdigje
participating and by sharing their thoughts with me. Research takes athen@sipecially
when the researcher is a practitioner scholar and works full-time. Witfiaslt to enlist
all of the participants in the study and | did not want to risk having them give up on the

project due to feeling out of the communication loop.
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Summary of Data Collection

To summarize the data collection portion of this study, I collected data in three
areas. First, a community conversation brought together community pantaers
facilitated, organized discussion about reciprocity and service-learniaqiokls from
this community conversation became the first set of data. Second, | conductedin-dept
interviews with community partners. Throughout this process | kept a reseamnchljof
field notes and observations as a process of being self-reflective and workaaigite
bias. The third area of data collection was obtaining documents about the nonprofits and

about Rockhurst University’s service-learning.

Data Analysis

Grounded theory has many steps for data analysis, which represents an “ongoing
process involving continual reflection about the data, asking analytic questidns, a
writing memos throughout the study” (Creswell, 2009, p. 1Bd)a analysis began when
| began data collection. First, the data was organized and prepared for anddidis
included digitizing and transcribing interviews. In grounded theory researchpther
gualitative research, “coding means the categorizing segments ofittata short name

that simultaneously summarizes and accounts for each piece of data” (ZH200& p.
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43). | began by open coding the data, which was a process of examining all of,the tex
documents, and notes gathered to identify the prominent categories of informatioe. A
open coding stage, | strove to be absolutely certain that the evidence supportsteach of t
identified categories. To do this, | used the constant comparative approadhde the
universe of collected data to a small group of categories that were most rébetent
topic being investigated by the study (Creswell, 2007, p. 160). The open category that
appeared most frequently in the data was then identified as the central phenomenon. Thi
process reinforced that the research was grounded in the experienceaamxplessed
by the participants. Once this selection was made, the researcherd étutime data
collection to determine how the categories related to the central phenomenonaZha
uses a metaphor to explain the relationship between coding and theoreticaliomntegrat
Through coding, | generated the bones of my analysis; through theoretigedtiote |
assembled the bones into a skeleton (Charmaz, 2006).

The table below presents a list of the codes, arranged alphabetically. Toveonse
space on the page, the list is arranged in four columns and reads down the column. There

IS no relationship across rows.
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Table 1

List of Open Codes, Arranged Alphabetically by Column

Open Codes

Advice Collective human  How colleges could Socio/cultural aspect
elements/actors be better partners

Authentic College students How community  Solutions/best

community partner involved practices

perceptions

Authentic experience Communication

How faculty/staff areSustainability
involved

Background check Community Implicated silent Symbolic
engagement actors
Benefits of service- Community partner Importance of Training of

learning for youth  as instructor

communication community partners
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Open Codes

Best practices

Community partnerdmportance of

also have a purpose

reciprocity

Training of students

Better preparation of Community partners
students by college definition of service-

learning

Institutional
resources provided
as outreach to
community

Transformative for
college students

Both parties
planning and acting
together toward
common goal

Community partners

evaluate students

Institutionalization
of s-l at university

Transformative for
our clients

Building community

Community partnersLegalities and

needs

liability

Transformative for
our organization

Building
relationships

Connection to
academics

Length of time given

Trust

Career Description of what Move from charity to University and
students learn justice community
connections
Catholic, Jesuit Description what Mutual gain University
mission college students do leadership

as service learners or

volunteers

Challenges

Discourse -
reciprocity

New ideas, develop
out of partnerships

University learning
from experiences in
the community

Change unequal
relationships

between servers and

the served

Diversity

Portal / one contact
person

Veiled structure of
the ivory tower
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Open Codes

Changes at
organization

Evidence of
designing good
experiences for
students

Privilege

Voice for poverty

Changes in students

Evidence of joint Service-

creation of work and

knowledge

VS observation

What partners would

learning/volunteering change

Characteristics of

Faculty

Service good for

What volunteers

partnerships college students -  save org
benefits
Characteristics of ~ Grooming next Sl connection to Work with

reciprocity generation career path communities on how
to partner with
higher ed for
service-learning
Clients Helps knock down Sl meets needs of

ivory tower

organization
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Seventy-five codes were used during the open-coding process. The second round of
coding in grounded theory is called axial coding (Creswell, 2007) and relatesstep
where the researcher reviews the database to understand how the codingesarglain
the central phenomenon. Creswell notes that axial coding reveals the follogangal’
conditions that influence the central phenomenon, the strategies for addressing t
phenomenon, the context and intervening conditions that shape the strategies, and the
consequences of undertaking the strategies” (p.161).

Once | obtained all of the coding, | developed a theoretical model of the process.
The final step in analysis was to generate hypotheses that connected thé researc
categories with the theoretical model, called selective coding. The tipailnsanalysis
was a matrix that | used as an analytical aid to support my visualization ekth&nt
framework across the widest possible range of conditions that stiddddatk to the
phenomenon under study, in this case, reciprocity in service-learning campusimityn
partnerships (Creswell, 2007).

There are a number of qualitative data analysis programs availabley Btuahy |
used ATLAS.ti for data organization and management, assigning open codes, ang creat
memos. ATLAS.ti is a qualitative data management system developed in 1989 at the
Technical University of Berlin, and relased commercially in 1993. Ansalau&t, one of

the founders of grounded theory, wrote the software manual for ATLAS.ti. The company
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ATLAS.ti GmbH has been operational for almost 30 years and their software is nHew
seventh version, although version 6 was used for this study because version 7 was not yet
available at the beginning of the study. The qualitative data management aistesal

for a variety of documents and formats to be imported to its virtual workbench and file
cabinet. From there, each transcript, PDF file, or report was organized ingdhasat

object explorer and coded. Table 1, above, shows the 75 open codes assigned during the
first round of coding. Also, during the coding, portions of the primary documents were
marked as quotations. The software allows for the quotations to be sorted and organized
by code, and memos to be attached to the quotations. Using the code management system
of the software, all of the quotations and memos were then analyzed to determime whic
codes appeared most frequently, and which codes were equivalent, but worded gifferentl
To determine the axial codes, the second stage of coding in grounded theory, the codes
were analyzed in such a way that connections were built between the codesnkue gexa

all of the codes related to reciprocity were analyzed and connectionsoneegifamong

31 of the open codes listed in table one with the emerging axial code. A dominant group of
codes within reciprocity was importance of reciprocity to community pestriwhich was

coded 40 times in the interviews and connected to 20 other codes. Following this same
process, the codes that had the greatest density (were used most) becarabdbdesmsxi

The axial codes that were the most grounded, or had the greatest number of connections to
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other codes, became the selective codes. In this manner, the selectivercardes érom

the very beginning open codes. ATLAST.ti's families option and search features

supported the development of axial codes, and the in-depth analysis of passages identified
as representative of concepts from the data that had features in common I{C266We
Working with a qualitative data management system reduced the chances of maman e

and opportunities for bias.

Table 2

Analytical Mapping of Research Questions, Themes, and Categories

Research Questions 1. What are the community partners’ experiences with higher
education service-learning?

2. Reciprocity is a definitional characteristic of service-
learning. Do community organizations experience
reciprocity when they partner with institutions of higher
education for service-learning?

3. How does higher education service-learning contribute to
the community organizations where students do their
service-learning?

4. From the community partner perspective, what do their
organizations contribute to student service-learners?

Selective Codes 1. Discourse of service-learning from community partner
experiences

Importance of reciprocity to community partners
3. Service-learning outcomes/challenges

continues
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4. Community partner contribution of transformative learning
for college students

5. The connection between perception of reciprocity and
institutionalization of service-learning

6. Dismantling the ivory tower/jointly creating knowledge

Axial Codes Reciprocity Institutionalization ~ Students

Service-learning Characteristics of ~ Student Learning
partnerships service-learning
partnerships

Challenges Solutions/Best Academics
Practices
Service-learning Forming Careers
outcomes Relationships
Social Justice Faculty Diversity
Open Codes Based on community conversation and interviews

Chapter Summary

Reciprocal Exchange was designed to help address a gap in the literature and
scholarly research on service-learning pertaining to community partrpgsences of

reciprocity in higher education service-learning. Chapter three dktheresearch
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method of this study, beginning with a rationale for qualitative inquiry and a disousf
the researcher’s role, ethical issues, reliability and validity. Thet bftlne chapter three
was its discussion of study design and grounded theory method and then the presentation

of data collection and data analysis. The next chapter will present the findithgssoaidy.
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CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS

I ntroduction

As a central construct in the theory of service-learning, reciprocity fomcomnty
partners is virtually unknown. The purpose of this constructivist grounded theory study
was to examine how reciprocity works and identify the features of reciptbeitshape
how communities feel about service-learning. Having a better understanding of
community partners’ perspectives of service-learning in higher educatiahloeipl
colleges and universities promote reciprocity in partnerships for seraigrg. A three-
tiered approach yielded a comprehensive understanding of the mechanics ofitgcipro
This study connected with twenty-three participants who are all sdedoang
community partners associated with Rockhurst University. Tier one wasrawoty
conversation forum designed to define what constitutes service-learninghigom t
community perspective and to ask participants to describe how service-leaonksg w
Tier two consisted of follow-up interviews with nonprofit staff and PK-12 educators.
Through these interviews, details were gathered specific to organizaitubtisedr
experiences, needs, and hopes for the future. In tier three, documents about the nonprofits

and about Rockhurst University’s service-learning program were gathereeviawlad.
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All of the data was coded and analyzed using constructivist grounded theory meglgodolo
A series of findings resulted that illuminate, from the community partperspectives,
what colleges and universities can do to encourage reciprocity among partnierships
service-learning. There were four research questions explored througtutlyis

1. What are the community partners’ experiences with higher educationeservic
learning?

2. Reciprocity is a definitional characteristic of service-learning. Doncomty
organizations experience reciprocity when they partner with institutions of
higher education for service-learning?

3. How does higher education service-learning contribute to the community
organizations where students do their service-learning?

4. From the community partner perspective, what do their organizations

contribute to student service-learners?

Chapter Organization

This chapter presents an overview of the study findings. The beginning of the
chapter provides descriptive data of the participants, the types of nonprofit atgasz
represented in this study, and how the general areas of focus connect with Rockhurs

University’s degree programs and graduates. The next section exploseslaanalysis

109



across the different types of data to establish that they are comparabileird lsection
summarizes the results of the community conversation. The fourth section hgghhght
individual interview through the construct of reciprocity. The fifth section @xasrthe

collected data by research question. The sixth and final section examinesthg each

of the selective codes, which are the main findings of the study. Throughout ther chapt

are significant quotes from student participants, also referred to as amisrand

community partners. When these quotes are 40 words or less, they are italicized. When the
guotes are greater than 40 words, they are formatted as block quotes. This method was
recommended by the graduate studies office to help the reader separate thamoiug

the researcher, the literature, and the primary sources.

A Preludeto the Findings

| reached out to representatives of community organizations — nonprofits and
schools — to listen to their perspectives of reciprocity in service-learnivas especially
curious about whether service-learning achieves the reciprocity thatingidefclaims is
essential for a high-quality student experience. During one of thenfiestviews, a
community partner discussed what it feels like when colleges and uniwedsitiet have

fully institutionalized, funded service-learning programs.
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| think if colleges were going to be really intentional about service-learning, the

faculty and program facilitators would be involved with the project on the

community end.... There's so little involvement on the part of the people who want
the kids to do this that I'm not sure they really need anything from us. They don't

come to see the benefits. They're not hands-on watching their students intéract w

the other students.

This astute community partner identified the central problem with reciproci
between campus and community in partnerships for service-learning. Colhelges a
universities often depict dismantling the ivory tower as faculty and studsditsgsdown
the outside walls of the tower and participating in the community. Recipraifys two
ways; dismantling the ivory tower requires that the round stone walls come doWwat, or t
large windows are cut in the tower that enable community members to sedhseside
institution in ways that are transparent and meaningful. The questions thatanosieef
community partners had to do with how service-learning works at the cdl\wgeader
about what is in it for the students? Is this work at our organization counting toward
something special for the studenfsfother community partner remarketican’t
imagine why students actually do this. It seems unequal to me from the standpoint of we
need them more than they needRislated to this mystery is the reflection process.

Community partners are not always privy to the reflection process — they do nabbear
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class discussions, they do not read reflection statements; they do not everrihecessa
know in what ways the community-based experience matters in the acakg@iEnce.
There seems to be a breakdown of communication that is endemic of two very different
cultures coming together in a common intersection: student learning. Fromansyas a
service-learning director, | knew that there is a perception that no one isthasia
volunteer coordinator at a nonprofit or a high school teacher. Faculty members and
service-learning staff do not want to overburden community partners with an abemmdan
text and paperwork. This communication breakdown was not due to lack of caring, at least
as far as this group of community partners expressed. But it also may hg aaddverse
relationship on campus-community partnerships and service-learning quiig\sttidy
provided a forum to explore from the community partners perspective the pedment i

of reciprocity in service-learning.

Descriptive Data

| gathered and analyzed data from three tiers of the study: community
conversation, interviews, and gathered documents. | then used grounded theory method to
examine how reciprocity in service-learning works from the communitygart
perspective. The purpose of gathering additional documents was to place the data from

this study in a context to determine how it fits with the broader narrativensaseCity
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communities and Rockhurst University. Additional data incorporated included DonorEdge
profiles obtained from the Greater Kansas City Community Foundation anenwoytt
representatives from the community organizations, the 2010 Application for the
Community Engagement Carnegie Elective Classification written bytRioskUniversity
faculty and administration, and results from a prior Rockhurst University cortymuni

partner service-learning feedback survey.

Community Partner Organizations

A primary consideration when examining data for this study was the array of
participating community partner organization and whether it was reasdmably when
compared with the Kansas City region and the academic offerings of Rockhurst
University. The director of the Rockhurst University Center for Serveaaring
identified 41 community partner organizations to be invited to participate in the study.
From the invitations, 24 participants representing 18 organizations enrolled indie st
Each organization was assigned a code name based on the military phonetic alghabet (e
alpha, bravo, charlie, ...) in order to keep the organizations distinct and to maintain
confidentiality. Steps were taken to assure that the military alphabetdidmet track
back to the same letter of the alphabet as the name of the organization or the name of the

study participant. To determine that a representative sample of orgamszadirticipated
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in the study, data about each organization was obtained from the Greater Knsas C
Community Foundation’s database, Donor Edge. The Donor Edge Profile organization
type classification is based on tRational Taxonomy of Exempt Entities (NTEE)
classification system (Andersson & Renz, 2009). NTEE was initiated in the 1980s a
method of researching nonprofits and providing quality information for public policysffort
the nonprofit sector, and society writ large (National Center for Charitédtistss, 2009).
The NTEE system classifies organizations into ten broad categoriesatiod Environment
and Animals; Health; Human Services; Arts, Culture, and Humanities; Mgrabership
Benefit; Public Social Benefit; International Foreign Affairsjigien Related; and a catch-all
category for organizations that do not fit in to one of the main claswinsatNational Center
for Charitable Statistics, 2009)able 3, below, details the organizations participating in
this study and how they compare across the NTEE categories. Of the ten begadest
six are viable options for service-learning: Mutual Membership Benatfigriational
Foreign Affairs, and Religion Related, and the catch-all category essebnducive to
service-learning. This study focused primarily on five categoriggrdstingly, the areas
where Rockhurst University did not have service-learning partnersips measvahere
Rockhurst also had fewer or smaller degree programs: Arts, Culture, and Huspnaniie
International, Foreign Affairs. That considered, the study encompassed fineesik t

probable categories of nonprofits, which was reasonably broad.
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Table 3

Comparison Between Study Organizations, Nonprofit Sector, and Rockhurst Degrees

Total Percent Percentof Total# Percentof %

# of Study KC region Study Study Degrees
Study (2009) Participant Participant Conferred
Organization Type Orgs
Education 5 28% 15% 8 33.3% 19%
Environment and 2 11% 2% 2 8.3% 6%
Animals
Health 4 22% 10% 5 21% 34%
Human Services 6 34% 25% 8 33.3% 9%
Arts, Culture, and 0 0% 8% 0 0% 2%
Humanities
Mutual Membership 0 0% >1% 0 0% NA
Benefit
Public Social Benefit 1 5% 20% 1 4.1% >1%
International, Foreign 0 0% 1% 0 0% >1%
Affairs
Religion Related 0 0% 6% 0 0% >1%
Unknown, 0 0% 13% 0% 30%
Unclassified/
Classification does not
match NTEE
Totals 18 5.00% 100% 24 100% 100%
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Table 3 also compares a percentage of representation of organizations inythe stud
with percentage of organizations in the Kansas City region within each magooat
Education and health are both over-represented, but they comprise a large portion of
Rockhurst students and academic programs. Based on the National Center for Education
Statistics IPEDS Data Center data on degrees conferred by CIP code in 2010, ockhur
graduated 803 students at Bachelor’'s, Master’'s and Doctor’s professiaaeplevels
and the top categories were health (34%), business (29%), and education (19%). On the
other hand, only 2% of graduates received degrees in the Arts, Culture, and Humanities
categories. Rockhurst University has a strong management degresaypragd students
studying business do participate in service-learning. However, Rockhurst Utgisers
service-learning program focuses on non-profit organizations as communitgrpaand
not businesses. Business was not overrepresented in this study becauseftiegy afie
entities. Looking at NTEE classifications of nonprofit organizations in themethis
study focused on areas that were not most representative of the numbers of namprofits
the region: Human Services (26%) was the largest sector of nonprofits in Kaysas C
with Public Social Benefit second largest (18.3%), and Education third largest (b4%). |
the study, Human Services is largest (33%), Education is second (28%) and Héatth is
(22%). Because service-learning was set up as an educational teacladatogty in the

study, this difference in how representative the organizations were of theskGihsa
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nonprofit community was noted in the study but additional partners were not recruited

because the sample so closely represented Rockhurst University’s acaffenrigs.

Study Participants

According to the 2010 Census, the population of Kansas City, Missouri, is
459,787. The racial and ethnic breakdown is: 30% African American, 3% Asian, 10%
Latino, and 59% White. The study participants were not as ethnically/yatinadirse as
the Kansas City community at large: 8.3% African American; 4.2% Asian; 4a2itol
83.3% White. As a group, the study participants were mostly female, 83.3%., but this was
also representative of the nonprofit sector. To understand how representative the study
participants were of the region, at the time of enrolling in the study, theyimeted to
share demographic information, but they could also opt not to share demographic data. All
participants completed the enrollment form and shared demographic data. Tisutear

one of the limitations of the study, which is lack of diversity.
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Table 4

Demographic Information of Study Participants

Organization
Type
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fejo

Public, Social
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Education 2

Environment

Health

1

Human
Services

6
2
4
7

mmmm

O a N~

Totals 2
8.3%

1
4.2%

1
4.2%

20
83.3%

0
0%

0
0%

0
0%

24

20
83.3%

16.7%

24
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As a topic of discussion, diversity was brought up by all of the people of color
during the interview and one White woman who described herself in terms of being
committed to social justice. The study participants had a strong educatiokgidaand
with 87.5% having a college degree. This is much higher than the 2010 Census data
showed for Kansas City, Missouri. For population 25 years and over, 29.9% had attained a
bachelor’s degree or higher. The educational background of study particifgaats m
closely reflected Rockhurst University’s educational attainment thawofitize
surrounding region, where in 2010, Rockhurst employed 458 people (full and part time)
and 359 (78%) of the positions were for occupational activities that typiegilyred a
college degree. It is possible that the clerical, skilled crafts, and Jeraiogenance staff
also had bachelor’s degrees, even though, typically, that was not a requiremengfor thos
occupations. The study participants and the community partner organizations hawve mor
common with Rockhurst University than with the surrounding region. This could be one
reason why the study participants expressed overwhelming satisfactomosiing

Rockhurst University students for service-learning experiences.
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Table 5

Educational Background of Study Participants

Organization Type High School Bachelor’'s Master's Degree &  Total
Diploma/Some Degree Above
College
Public, Social Benefit 1 1
Education 4 4 8
Environment 2 2
Health 2 1 2 5
Human Services 1 4 3 8
Totals 3 11 10 24

Summary of Descriptive Data

The descriptive data presented the variety and breadth of the community partner
organizations participating in the study as compared with overviews of Rockhurst
University. The data show that the community partner organizations, the inforwhémes
study, and Rockhurst University have several areas of commonality. Théoatéhat in
many ways the participating organizations are representative of nonprafies

metropolitan area with the exception that the community partner organizattwers, w
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examined by type, aligned more with Rockhurst University’s degree prodinamsvith

the concentrations of types of Kansas City metropolitan area nonprofits.

Triangulation by Visual Frequent Word Analysis

The next section begins the data analysis with a comparison across the da&s sour
to demonstrate triangulation. In qualitative study, “triangulation isitneltaneous
display of multiple, refracted realities. Each of the metaphors ‘works’ ttecrea
simultaneity rather than the sequential or linear” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005, plas
section looks across the different sources of data to see where externdlmatates the
collected data. The purpose of establishing how the narrative of the dataeddlfeough
this study intersects with other data is to provide context and an enhanced undeystandi
of the study within a broader narrative of Rockhurst University and of Greatealk
City.

As described in detail in Chapter Three, three families of data were added to the
gualitative data management software, ATLAS.ti:

1) Transcripts of the interviews and community conversation with

Rockhurst University community partners
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2) DonorEdge profiles of each community partner gathered to establish
basic information about each community partner such as topic of focus,
organization size, and age.

3) Two reports from Rockhurst University focusing on community
partnerships — a community partnership evaluation and the Carnegie
Foundation Elective Classification report written by Rockhurst
University.

ATLAS.ti has a feature that counts words used across primary documents. Through visua
analysis, if the word use frequency across the three types of documerdad &nmiar

graphed lines, then the connection of the three different families of documentzednal

would be supported. Across the 43 primary documents, 9,137 words were used. This data
was exported to Excel and functional words such as articles, conjunctions, pronouns were
removed. The number of times the top 30 words were used was graphed with four lines:
one line for each data family member and one line for the total of all words. a&is w

done to see if the words used by the community partner organizations to desaribe thei
organization, the words used by Rockhurst University to describe their community
engagement, and the words used in the community conversation and the interviews made
similar lines. This graph became an important tool in analyzing the dataskdta

surfaced important points of departure in the ways key concepts were discussed.
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Figure 1, below, shows the lines formed by plotting the number of times the top 30
words were used with one line for each general type of data and one line for thehttal. T
lines formed after plotting the top 30 frequently occurring words across thesdifféata
types form the same general shape. When the words are sorted alphabeticéiéy a
number of uses across families and total are plotted on a graph, the lines rise and fall i
basically the same patter. There are two places where the patterargent. First,
because the DonorEdge profiles are not documents about forming partnerships with highe
education, the discourse specific to higher education does not occur with the same
frequency. This results in a flat blue line between challenges and comrnamighere
the other documents’ narratives discuss “college/university” much more. Theaother
where the line representing the text from the DonorEdge profiles differegamding
“learning” and “students,” which again can be explained by nonprofits havingedyvaifi
missions, while at the core, colleges and universities are places of ¢earthirstudents.
Having two outside sources which discuss the same general topics — use the same words
heightens the credibility of the qualitative data gathered for this stualgol affirms that
the central question of understanding community partner experiences in-$eawseg is

significant for both Rockhurst University and the community partners.
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Figure 1.

Comparison of 30 Most-Used Words Across Data Types
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Community Conversation

| ntroduction

A community conversation was held regarding community partner organizations’
beliefs about reciprocity in service-learning. This subsection summedhegroceedings
of the community conversation held at the Rockhurst University Community Cester. A
an added context for the community conversation, the discussion was not necessarily
evaluative of Rockhurst University’s community efforts. Most of the commypaitiners
present revealed through the conversation that they opened up their organizatimgéo col
students from at least three, if not more, institutions of higher education. The ¢ual of
conversation was to understand their experiences with reciprocity — for exavhgat it

means and how or when it is experienced.

What is service-learning from your per spective as a community partner?

The typical definitions of service-learning provide a description of whatptirass
through an academic lens and describe what happens on the learning side of service-
learning. To understand the community partners’ experiences of recipgroséyvice-
learning, the participants at the community conversation added the followingpttescr
to the standard definition of service-learning:

e Learning through real life situations while providing service

e Teaching the next generation to give back to their communities.
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e When college students are placed in situations that are new to them and
challenge their worldviews
e Students who have a purpose at the organization and do real work
e Service-learners are not observers — they are participants!
e Service-learning is learning through experiences not only those of the students,
but also the experiences of others.
The community partners put their perspective in the academically-focused
definition by describing learning as taking place through the servicerdgagrperience
or work, as well as the interactions with others the students may have met in their

community-based learning.

What Reciprocity Meansto Community Organizations

For the community partners, there were at least two ways of approaching
reciprocity. When it comes to reciprocity, the community partners wanteaotv among
whom for the reciprocity — the institution and the organization or the faculty, studedts
community partner representatives involved? This question was a great bexin
understanding reciprocity. For the organization it meant balance, mutuality daetraf
the planning, and projects that meet real needs. Reciprocity was not when the cgmmunit
partner organizations come up with something for the college students to do tisat meet
only the needs of the higher education institution. One community partner asked whether

service-learning needs to be equal. It is important to note that a couplerafiadyn
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partners shared that it took a while to learn to work with Rockhurst students and Rockhurst
University service-learning. When asked to explain more about this, the community
partner described the challenges of communicating with the college staddritse time-
consuming process of scheduling them for their service-learning. A schodlgeaseer
noted that the students could be a distraction and sometimes due to the distractsn less
had to be taught again. Both community partners quickly added ihabmpletely worth
it. The community partners wanted to be certain their discussion of challengeshevee
in the spirit of continuous improvement and understanding their experiences with-service
learning, not as a critique of Rockhurst University or the students. The followieg bul
points summarize the elements of reciprocity that the community coneerpatiicipants
offered in the course of discussion:

e With reciprocity, something is established that keeps going, year after year

e Reciprocity is the golden rule: it's about maintaining friendship.

e RU and HPA are as far apart as you can get and be on the same street;

reciprocity decreases challenges.
e Reciprocity has aided in innovation... new programs, new ideas, develop out of

partnerships.
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Reciprocity in the Context of Service-Learning

The community partners discussed two distinct aspects of service-leanging
reciprocity. First, community partners expressed appreciation of Rockbnivarsity’s
faculty workshops, which provided orientation and support for how to design and teach a
service-learning course. The community conversation participants did¢hsse
importance of universities investing time and energy to prepare facultyaihfbst
service-learning as part of being a good community partner. For the zatans,
reciprocity was not just that students showed up and volunteered, but that faculty members
were tuned in to service-learning and had woven service-learning into theesours
meaningful ways. In the words of one community partAeservice-learning partnership
that has reciprocity helps bridge opportunities for learning both ways. It is important to
let relationships grow for mutual benefit and not have a prescribed agenda. When colleges
look for community need, that is reciprocitjne participants stated that it mattered to
them whether or not the university leadership valued what they did as part of service-
learning.As a community partner | have faith in giving the process opportunity to find
mutual benefit for university and organization. As part of this process, | want to know that
university leadership values the projecbe participants connected the position of
service-learning projects within the university context with recipyauid described it as

being part of discovering what was important to both the university and the community.
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There were a couple questions or comments about what students gain from service-
learning beyond community service holMet certain what students get — we need them
more than they need us — on the other side, kids learn hard skills/real world application
To this another community partner responddtky are there to learn as much as we need
their help/energy/ideasAnother observation related to this discussion is that it is often the
younger students who do the ice-breaking in the service-learning relgpidresiaiuse at

first the Rockhurst students are uncomfortable.

What Colleges and Universities Can Do Better

The community partners listed the following common challenges to service-
learning: complying with the semester schedule, student communicatiombeney
that college students are not grown-ups, transportation, uneven commitment among groups
of students, and finding faculty members with whom to connect for the partnership. Their
suggestions for ways colleges and universities could mitigate thesengesllrelated to
logistics and processes. The community partners felt it was a worthwhilémavggor
universities to have some sort of portal or front door for community organizations to
connect with the multiple and varied resources offered, specifically séeaiceng. The
University of Missouri-Kansas City’s former Center for the City wisred as an ideal
model from the community partner perspective because they could connect with the
university without an inefficient journey through the myriad departments, cemdrs, a

programs of institutions of higher education. On a practical note, several community
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partners emphasized insisting on products and deadlines enhanced the outcomes for
service-learning. All of the participants liked the idea of giving feedbackestudents’
performance at the organization and did not feel that would be too much for univesities t

ask.

An Important Endeavor

The participants believed service-learning was an important endeavasédca
has the potential to be transformative for each of the groups of people involved. Service-

learning has the potential to be transformative for college students because:

Students get out of themselves; they come to do service and end up
changed/getting more than they thought they gave.

e College students now come with a different mindset — they already know about

service-learning because they did it in high school.

e Service-learning helped college students when they were in high school and

they see it as part of life/giving back now that they are in college.

e Itis harder to not pay attention to someone who has a name and a face.

The last comment one of the participants made was a direct reference tanayende
to overlook those who are marginalized or disenfranchised. The community partoers als
reflected on what their clients may get out of service-learning. Tlidalsame an
important part of reciprocity for most of the community partners presenic&éearning

has the potential to be transformative for our clients because:
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¢ Nice to have males come for kids who may not have male role models.
e College students bring our students one step closer to college.
¢ It helps our students to see college students struggle with hard concepts in the
classroom.
e Good experience for our clients to remember or look back on.
e Clients do not always think they are worth someone’s attention — service-
learning is important because it helps change that feeling.
At the end of the community conversation, the participants networked among themselves.
Their voices sounded happy and energetic as they departed the Rockhurst University

Community Center and ended their workdays.

Summary of Community Conversation

The community conversation set the stage for the interviews by looking bedadly
the issues the interviews would explore in more depth. The opportunity for community
partners to discuss among themselves their experiences with sermgegead with

reciprocity provided additional insight to how the concepts are related.
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Interview Summaries

| ntroduction

The following subsection presents summaries of each of the interviews conducted
for this study. Most of the interviews were conducted with one study participaryeert t
had two study participants who worked at the same organization in the interview. The
interviews themselves were given random code names that correspond withténg mi
phonetic alphabet (e.g. Alpha, Bravo, Charlie). This section provides a contextlioofe

the study participant’s experience with service-learning and perspeantieeiprocity.

Interview #1: Alpha

The Alpha organization participated only in the interview and not in the community
conversation. The interview was conducted in a conference room at the organiziitian w
director-level, full-time professional employee. The conference roosrsteadard for offices but
spread out across the table were materials pertinent to the organizatiswamiditThe first part
of the interview was spent reviewing the study: consent forms; confidgnizald the process of
transcript, coding, review, and the opportunity for corrections of either trphscioding.

During the second part of the interview the participant gave a thorough overview of the
organization and how it functions around volunteers. The informant shared a couple of highly
relevant details: first that she had participated in the organization’sapragng when she was a

teen and it had made a lasting impact on her life. The second thing shared wzes tiaak s
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enjoyed a lengthy career in the business world and had recently eeechbg choice to the
organization because it had made such a durable, positive impréssipassionate about it

because | know the impact and what a difference it can make. Having gone through [name of org
removed] | totally changed my thought process.

After being debriefed on the organization, | began asking the scripted questiens
participant discussed volunteers and the organization’s thoughts on the role of volinteers.
volunteers want to give back to the community and this is planting the seed with the students to
tell the importance of volunteering. Our volunteers do this because they care, not becagse they
paid. At Alpha, the majority of their volunteers are from the corporate sector bebaydeatie
partnerships with local business®dth us being a nonprofit, | like to say that we depend on the
kindness of strangersWhen it comes to college students, last year 99 of the 500+ volunteers
were college students from Avila University, Midamerica Nazaremedusity, Northwest
Missouri State University, and Rockhurst University. As volunteers,

college students learned student characteristics, classroom management,

different learning styles because of the schools that they're assigi&eydearn

how to adjust and analyze their thinking process while teaching in an actual

classroom, you know prior to student teaching. They get exposed to more diverse

students as far as patterns of learning.

From this informant’s perspective, having college students as voluntédphatis important to

the children the organization serves.
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To me, when a college student volunteers -- whether they are future teachers or
someone who just wants to give back to the community -- it really shows the kids
that there's someone out there who cares. It shows them that they can dream and
continue their education. Not just their high school, but right on through college.
This study informant builds a relationship directly with the faculty membretat so
much with the college students. It is a savvy approach to building sustainabbmshigts:
| work directly with the professor and the professor feeds it down. [For exadmple
at Avila they average 20 to 25 kids a semester. It would be difficult if | had to wor
with 25 individuals. But | just work directly with the teachers and they filter it
down. So it's not difficult at all.
During the interview, the informant recommended working with one contact at the
college/university and one contact at the school (in her case) and then to conamegickirly
and openly.
| work with one contact. And then | work individually with each teacher that |
placed my volunteer with ahead of time. | let them know that | am assigning a
college student to their classroom and | get their okay.... | do not place a college
student in the class with a teacher who does not know they're coming. Because at
the end of the day, | do not want surprises.
Connecting directly with the faculty member heightens the reciprocity ®ctdmmunity partner
and because of that, she takes the extra step of finding college-student frierettyeplscfor the

service-learners.
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Alpha coordinates volunteers (including college students) as classroom volulhteess a
the Kansas City region. One additional piece of advice the informant shared whemgwatki
college students pertained to the geographic location of the service-learning.

Also it's good to tell your service-learning students that the school is lonaed

distressed area. But once they get there it's fine. There's a parkihgie's

lighting, there's a security guard. You may see some abandoned houses, some

foreclosed houses, it's not the best neighborhood but the school itself is fine. Their

security, the principal and teachers are wonderful and the kids are awesome.

I nterview #2: Bravo

The Bravo interview took place at a high school, after school, in a chemistry lab.
The informant and | sat on chemistry stools across a lab table from each othemw@&ies
students about and typical school background noise, but it was a pleasant environment for
the interview. | opened the interview by asking for a description of the collegenst
service-learners and what they learn. The community partner describaththaof the
college students doing service-learning in her classroom come fianyarivileged
backgroundand are accomplished. She gave the statistic that none of the college students
had earned less than a 30 on their ACT. What the college students come to leathes that
high school students at the struggling inner-city public school are smatrt:

They come to see our kids come from a culture where they haven't been able to

learn in such a way as to excel on the ACT. To me, you can't sit around here too
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long without realizing that there's a lot of rhetoric that goes on in politicsehly

isn't related to the issues. Maybe 80 to 85% of our kids are on free and reduced cost

lunch but maybe 80 to 85% of those families are full-time working and they still

can't afford life and food and shelter.

During the interview the informant described powerful learning opportunities tha
reach far beyond boosting retention of chemistry basics. By opening heoctasthis
community partner is teaching the college students meaningful life lesdahe. game
time, when considering reciprocity, the high school teacher admitted thaatbere
challenges to the service-learning arrangement, mostly due to a lackmhpgland
coordination on the part of the college. Overall, though, she has figured out how to make
the situation work to her advantage and have positive outcomes. Her insight on rigciproci
from the interview was to be flexible and for the community partner to see past
inconveniences to capitalize on the advantages of having college students tutdring hig
school students in a difficult subject. One way to heighten reciprocity, from the
perspective of this community partner, would be to havelvement on the part of the
people who want the kids to do this. That way, they could really see the beteditser
factor in building a sustainable partnership characterized by high degreeipafaiec
would beto gettogether with their students and our students through some kind of forum
to ask questions... Maybe take a couple hours and just put them all together and discuss
the tutoring programTaking these sorts of steps toward investing in a long-term service-

learning partnership would strengthen the sense of reciprocity adrossstltuencies.
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I nterview #3: Charlie

The interview at Charlie organization took place in the morning in a shared work
room, but there were no constraints on the conversation with only one other person there
sitting across the room. This organization is fairly new but already hasng stnd
growing volunteer force consisting of people who engage in clean-up projects on
weekends and past students who return. What Charlie organization needs most is more
tutors and mentors for the high school students, which the informant viewed as & great fi
for college student service-learners. At the time of the interview, appateiyn83% of
the volunteer force were college student service-learners. While collepntst made
wonderful role models, the community partner wanted them to stay longer than the 10-
hour required commitmentong-lasting relationships really make a differentbis was
attributed to the feeling the community partner had that it takes time fotdrosiid, and
trust was, in her estimation, a primary ingredient in reciprocity.

In reflecting on the clients the Charlie organization serves, the inforipalke s
about how much the high school students need the college student service-lAgaiers:
it's all about relationships and with this partnership they have a relationship with
forward-thinking college students. They need this relationship because that is where their
mindset is supposed to be. We drill college into them all day What the high school

students gain most, from the perspective of the informant, were communicatioarstills
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self-efficacy:l think our students see themselves more as college-bound. It helps
strengthen their self-will
The community partner at Charlie organization welcomed gaining access to
service-learning student reflection papers or other writing to share im#vesletter, with
their sponsors, and with their students and persohreluld help with the temporariness
of the relationship to know that the students gained a lot from the experiermeing
that the college students benefited from the opportunity was an important part of
reciprocity for the community partner at Charlie organization. Another impgorta
connection between reciprocity and service-learning was the idea of howtice-se
learning partnership has changed the organization.
When the Rockhurst students first started tutoring here they came aftek Jd¢teo
teachers didn’t want college students tutoring when the high school students were
in detention. The staff would press back to me by saying we don’'t need any tutors,
our students are being disciplined when they’re in detention. | wondered, why
aren’t they using this time so that they could become better students? But now
there’s been a complete 180 and they not only allow them to come at that time but
they embrace it.
For this community partner, reciprocity in service-learning takes time td, launl
both sides. It takes time for the organization to open up to the opportunity of the college
student service-learners. It also takes time for the college to begirrédeddback with

the organization.
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I nterview #4: Delta

The interview at Delta organization took place during a busy afternoon. The
informant was juggling many activities and attempting to also partecipahe interview.
Delta is a large family support center with early learning, school-agead health
services. Within the Kansas City community and beyond it is highly regardedijagd e
tremendous levels of volunteer support, including college student service-learning. In
2011, Delta had 4,000 volunteers and estimates that in the school-age programs, 40% of
the volunteers are college students, a vast majority participating in skxaioeng. In
their early childhood program, 25% of the volunteers are college students and heérly al
them are participating in service-learning. Because the informant halieatien
background, she has effectively orchestrated formal service-learningnsarps with
faculty at many of the area colleges and universities. These partnershipsdrave be
beneficial for student learning because of the opportunity to learn from people wiai are
in the classroom or on the campus.
Understand that not only do these kids have a lot of challenges but the challenges
that affect their education can stem from challenges in the fanslanteye-
opening experience to get up close to some of the things that these children are
experiencing and understanding some of the things on their plate. It puts a face to

poverty.
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An important element that heightens the community partners’ experiences of
reciprocity in service-learning is to have an over-arching goal for thegbré§nowing
what the organization needs to gain and how the project relates to the orgaisizati
mission and vision are good places to start in developing an over-arching goal.
My philosophy as a volunteer coordinator is that we are providing opportunities to
help teach people about the mission of our organization. We’re seeing what our
needs are and how can we utilize volunteers to meet those needs. We do have an
obligation to teach people about our mission. Everyone on our staff recognizes
that.... We are a voice for people living in poverty - we really hope that college
students take what they learn and apply it. This is an issue not just in Kansas City
but everywhere.
From the informant’s position, colleges and universities could increase their end of
the partnership by helping their students arrive at the community organizatigrtoea
make a commitment, instead of showing up to fulfill an obligation. The informant noted
that she does not engage a volunteer unless there is real need. Thedefdtehink that
universities should send us folks just because they need to do 30 hours. If it doesn't work
both ways it's not the best use of our tiBeilding relationships with college students was
essential to service-learning characterized by high degrees obtipmhe college
students need to see behind the scenes and understand how the organization works as part
of feeling comfortable enough to persevere through any challenges thenowanter.

The college students also need to understand how valuable their time is for the
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organization and the best way to do this is to show them by finding things that are

intentional and meaningful for them to do.

I nterview #5: Echo?

The study participant at the Echo organization worked with a large number of
volunteers each year, around 600, with about 250 of the volunteers being college student
service-learners. Echo partnered with several local colleges and uregdmitdirect
interactions with their organizations clients. The main concern pertdmmegiprocity for
this study participant was how to best follow up with the college students and thank them.
This organization wanted a longer-term relationship with the service-ledahzer only
one semester, due to the relationships that were built and the lessons learnetioThe Ec
organization also worked to empower the college students who completed semwitcelea
projects there by giving them their own locker, name badge, and connecting theomevit
area. These steps were taken with the thought that the more empowered the college

students were, the more help they would be for the organization.

% Due to a job change, this informant could not be reached to approve the transcript of the
interview. Even though the informant gave verbal approval for including direct qootes i
this dissertation at the time of interview, this summary is only a summary asdatoe

include quotes.

141



| nterview #6: Foxtrot

The study participant for the Foxtrot organization met me in his office for the
interview. It was cold outside, but the building used an old boiler for heat that was
steaming so strongly the window unit air conditioner was also running. The rwiséh
climate control and from the people in the hallways seeped in around the edges of our
conversation, which began with an overview of college student service-leartig at
organization.

Foxtrot works with three colleges, but Rockhurst is their longest partnership for
service-learning. Through tutoring high school students, the Rockhurst stgdetisee
the world through a different lens, that of an urban, African American teen, completely
focused on preparing for colleg8eeing the world through that lens dispels the
assumptions and stereotypes that the Rockhurst students may have had about inner city
youth. These high school students take Advanced Placement courses, have a winning
athletic team, and despite 85% of the student body qualifying for free or reduded lunc
100% of the seniors are accepted to college. Besides service-learnikiguiRoc
University has other partnerships with Foxtrot, mostly because of its cllatrotuses
on high school as a place of learning, not teaching.

The study participant valued the presence of college student servicedearne

As adults in the school, all the time, we are telling the students “you need to go to

college.” | don’'t know that they pay attention to us or really hear our message.
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When a college student takes the time to talk with one of our students and tell us
how the classes are and what college is like, well then, our students want to go to
college.
The typical challenges with background checks and communication were discussed. Then
the study participant made a suggestion that would take reciprocity betaraposand
community to another levelt would be wonderful if college professors would do some
vertical teaming with our high school teachers. We really want that level of collaboration
so we can know where the colleges think the incoming freshmen shotikdshis.the type
of wish that comes from trust with the community partner. As principal, the infbrma
knew that the school was fighting an uphill battle to meet Adequate Yearly &sagnen
most students arrive as high school freshman at least two years behincdgeaddd
expressed awareness that there was still much work to be done and that higher education is
a source of assistance. As far as reciprocity goes, the informahfeseli like we get more
than we give. It is nice to have ongoing relationships and it would be awesome if we could

give as much as we get from the area universities.

I nterviews #7 & #8: Golf

| met with two study participants representing the Golf organization. The two
participants each held different positions in the organization and were atrdifiéaees in
their careers. One was an older adult who had already retired from toeatenporld and

was working at the nonprofit as a way of giving back. The other was signijiganthger
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and had a social work background. They were comfortable participating in the interview
together and bounced ideas off one another in such a way as demonstrated a strong
working relationship. The interview was held at time when the organization was not busy
and in a location where we were uninterrupted. The informants from the Golf orgamizati
were candid, direct, and because college students were a small portion ablth@eer
population, their lower stakes only increased their candor. A lengthy and deep
conversation ensued regarding the foundation of service-learning and the complex
relationship all of the partners in a service-learning relationship have widmnotieer.

The nature of the importance of reciprocity in these relationships was alses#d.

While the Golf organization had partnered with Rockhurst University for service-
learning, most of their volunteers came from church groups and from the surrounding
neighborhood. While the organization does not have many college student service-
learners, that does not mean they do not have plenty to offer, especially when itacomes t
humility, understanding poverty, and believing that they can make a diffefémee
organization expressed an interest in connecting more with college studentsebetthe
energy and new ideas they could bring. The older informant had a longer-term view of
grooming the next generation of donors:

| always look at these college students as potential donors down the road. They

need to understand there's a whole other life on Troost than there is at 51st or 55th

Streets. The students are going to get jobs and they will be successful lindbe
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They may decide to give back. And when they decide they want to give back, |

want them to think of [org name removed].

The younger informant had experience with service-learning when he masgea
his master’s degree. Based on that, he made the recommendation that faaplty set
situations where college students spend about 4 hours per week at the host organization
throughout the semester. This would enable service-learning students to become fully
invested in the organization:

| really encourage people to be present when they're serving — this isn't just

shoveling food at people. In the educational setting | had with my Masters we

would do direct work and service and then have a conversation in a class. You
have to put in some time observing yourself to see the difference.

Both informants discussed the promise of service-learning, when it works. They
felt that it had the potential to break down barriers between people, but also had concerns
that if not enough time was spent at the organization the barriers could be reinforced, on
both sides — college student and client. For the Golf organization, reciprociy mest
of all putting in the time on both sides to learn and build the type of relationshipakihat t

down barriers.

Interview #9: Hypo

The informant at this organization participated in the interview and signed the

consent forms. The informant also authorized direct quotes. The partnership with
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Rockhurst University has been long-standing and was described as being intpdhant
organization. However, the most recent service-learning project had challeagasthe
time of writing the dissertation were still being resolved. A summary ofrttesview has

been omitted to maintain confidentiality.

I nterview #10: India

The organization with the code name of India is a division within a larger
organization and has one staff person. This type of one-issue organization is a common
community partner in service-learning because faculty whose researcedtgerith the
issue often establish a long-term relationship with these entities.gtbannterview, the
sole staff person described a partnership for service-learning that hasdeoodr the
years to address challenges, and has been operating fairly smoothly. About 900 volunteers
work on the issue, the vast majority of the volunteers are high school and college student
service-learners. The informant participant described the servicedgarartnerships she
has built as partnership coalition, and Rockhurst University is actually part of that
coalition. We draw on volunteer leaders who are all biologists or naturalists really high
up in their fields The informant also noted thi@abckhurst is very good at making us feel
we are partners. There are some universities where we feel like the teabysit the day.

One of the interesting parts of the service-learning relationships thatteaveed
from this coalition is the amount of education the volunteers gain in the course ioigsrief

and reflection discussions with the goatedlly turning on the next generatioAlso
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typical of service-learning partner organizations, this informant had a longeormtran

higher education typically allows with the academic year and so ntanisgnd contracts

that run on three or five year cycles. Service-learning has often been dissribecades

work and the results sometimes occur after the end of the semester ortevarcallege

career. In many ways, community partners discuss the long term seasiogg

outcomes with a great deal of investment. Perhaps due to the close involvement of faculty

members, the community partner feels a sense of reciprocity for hertedf staff, for the

organization, as well as for the faculty, students, and the area citizens.
We do the restoration by involving people. The students certainly help us with our
clients-- the clients being the citizens of Kansas City and the land manadegs of t
local governments. Right now there are at least three separate sitesultanot
be at the restoration level that they are currently were it not for college
students....These places have been pulled into parks master plans and have become
seriously protected. And so from the perspective of land managers, they are now
what they call programmable, which means they are usable by citizens.d/Ne als
have faculty who go out and do actual studies on the land now that the land is
biologically diverse. We often get the results of those studies. We may or may not
be able to use that information but it's good to have.
While the community partner generally felt a sense of reciprocity finem t

partnership with Rockhurst University, in particular, there have still been duatierges.

The large work days require significant preparation for a staff of ores &ter working
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with faculty members and the Center for Service Learning to arrangesfoegistration

of the college students, there are still students who just show up, don’t show up, or are not

prepared.
For [college students], things like signing up may feel arbitrary, but foisuseity
important to know how many people and to know if we'll have a shift covered.
Another example is when we are out lobbing down trees on a workday nobody
should be wearing sandals and shorts. That is given to them in the directions. But if
it is a nice day there will be sandals and shorts out there. | have had to turn some
students away.... It is rather frustrating because they're not going to @4t the
experience when they're out there in little tiny shorts and flip-flops. ®&rere
safety issues involved -- not only with the scratches and poison ivy that they may
get at the time.
What would make the greatest difference for this community partner, in terms of

reciprocity, is if colleges and universities could have individuals on staff viebehof

authority who are skilled at communicating with and motivating college ssid&iné

surmises it may relate back to the position of the service-learning oramédly within

the university.

I nterview #11; Juliet

The interview with the volunteer coordinator of a larger, one-issue organization,

took place in a small conference room in a tucked away part of the offices. dimeant
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at the organization with code name Juliet coordinated approximately 2200 volunteers in
2011 but due to program downsizing in 2012 the overall volunteer force is expected to
drop to 1500. Of the thousands of volunteers, roughly 30% to 50% are college students.
Due to data systems, it was not possible to isolate the number of college senvicegle
students from the overall numbers of college students. This organization ran a
sophisticated volunteer support program, which included special guidelines for-service
learning which pre-dated the informant. College student service-learnersaheed

because of their energy and enthusiasou know how it is when you're young-- it's just
that you're invincible and you can take on the problems of the world and solve them all.
And so | think that they bring some added energy.

According to this informant, from her experience with hundreds of college students
the top thing colleges and universities could do to increase the mutual gairpayaiegi
community organizations get from service-learning is communicate betteboth the
community partner and the students. Having a central contact, or portal, for tige colle
would be helpful for community organizations who have needs but do not know how to

connect with faculty members.

I nterview #12: Kilo

The interview for the organization with code name Kilo took place in an office in
the middle of a very large organization, perhaps the largest and oldest organmtten i

study. As large as the organization was, they did not have the largest number of
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volunteersWe have about 635 volunteers between the ages of 14 and 90; 25% of our
volunteers are college studentsis particular community partner has worked with
Rockhurst University students for approximately twenty years, so the suimere-dates
the popularity of service-learning and Rockhurst’s Center for Serviceihgairhe
organization has a lot to offer students through being organized. The volunteer departme
is an important part of the organization and could be described in higher education
terminology as being institutionalized. Each volunteer must go through a leteythyps
process but in return each volunteer gets specific feedback from the spexafiwhere he
or she volunteered. The same goes for service-learning. As the director of the voluntee
department, the informant noted that:
It is important to have integrity, be clear in instructions, follow-through, ask for
feedback, and be appreciative...People want to be part of a successful team. And
you have to portray that success - you can't fake it. It needs to be there.
Similar to other informants, this community partner discussed her focus on lenger-t
perspective for outcomes, beyond the constraints of the academic calendar.
We are hoping what they see here and the process they observed will make a
difference for them. When they have achieved their goals, we hope they will be
reflective of our process here and what they got out of it. Maybe even want to
come back to us and serve our patients. That is our three-way win that we hope

will develop. We have a little tracking mechanism to see who was a youth
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volunteer, adult volunteer, geriatric volunteer. You have to understand in this day

and age that the average college student will have 11 careers.

Investing in college students over this long of a term, and having the patience to
track engagement over decades for the three-way win shows evidence in having a
relationship with reciprocity with local colleges and universities, paaiuRockhurst.
While there is a connection between reciprocity and institutionalizatiomotse
learning/buy-in of college students as volunteers, for this community pdréareris also a

long-term investment not dissimilar to hopes of alumni offices on college campuses

I nterview #13: Lima

| met the volunteer coordinator of the organization given the code name Lima on a
Saturday on the fourth floor of the facility. The residents were having a chergbesand
singing. Although initially | was skeptical it would work, we sat off to tlike sind
managed to progress through the interview without interruption. As with the other
interviews, | began by asking about the overall volunteer force and how the college
student service-learners fit within the volunteers. College students arsgtrezation’s
largest group of volunteers, about 75%, with churches filing in the gap. Students come
from as far away as University of Missouri-Columbia and Kansas Statersibyve work
with and learn from their unique group of residents describedasy, grouchy,
noncompliant, fussy, and the best group of people in Kansas-@iy the perspective of

the study participant, college students add a different set of eyes and oftethnogise
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unseen by the staff. The residents enjoy the youth and vitality and typicatiypge the
students.
For us, college students not only compliment but they extend the mission of our
organization. Our mission is to get our residents a better quality of life once they
come through our doors. The students who come to visit with our residents are real
people who lead different lives and add a spark to the day. Many students become
friends with the residents and maintain their relationship beyond the semester.
As a service-learning site, this community partner expressed beingdland
offering students a variety of hours for visiting with their residents, egdfjyeevening and
weekends. Besides a thorough orientation and overview of behavior protocol, the
organization welcomes the college students to come and go during visiting hours. This

easy-going nature pays off with students who end up building longer-term relationships

| nterviews #14: November

The organization given the code name of November has the largest volunteer force
of any of the organizations participating in this study with 60,000 volunteer vishs ea
year. Even though the organization could not sift out how many actual volunteers ¢here ar
at the organization, having that level of volunteer engagement imprésseplace the
volunteers with employeedovember statedye would need to hire 79 full-time
employees, which would cost over $2 millibhe organization has a goal to increase the

number of volunteers by 5% each, except for service-learning and other edudatezh re
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sources of volunteers because they already compose a significant portion of theexslunte
The November organization also has service-learning curricula at a numbéereindif
educational levels that the organization provides for K-12 education that is letldgec
students.

The college students who complete service-learning projects tend to dohesearc
and curriculum projects for the organization. College students also help withdeadgr
projects that require heavy lifting and attention to detail. When it comes ¢éxpleeence
of reciprocity, this community partner noted that college students who aréasasgdeath
a service-learning course tend to follow through more than those doing commuridg ser
or volunteering. What colleges and universities could do most is to invest is¢hate-
learning internally by having professional staff and some sort of method pondpel
community organizations connect with faculty who are interested in teachirgesauth
service-learning components.

| would say for us it would be inviting community partners out for an afternoon

get-together or training session that tells about the opportunities theirecolleg

students have and how they can impact the community. Just kind of an institute or
consortium of community partners talking about how they can come together and
partner together. And that way | can call upon that person at the college to say,

“Oh my gosh, | have this tremendous fit for a class or a faculty membeesirite

To me this type of activity suggests that partnership is really important.
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As with most of the individuals interviewed for this study, they want to know thatservi
learning and the partnership in which their organization is investing mattéuss ¢oltege

or university.

| nterview #15:; Oscar

| met with the executive director of a small organization that wasressipe code
name of Oscar. We met in a small conference room, overlooking the street that is known
as the racial dividing line in Kansas City, Troost Avenue. It is also one of the longest
streets in town and a number of the community partners for service-learningpémve
addresses on this street. Rockhurst University also borders Troost on the wiggtesh e
its campus. This organization partners selectively with colleges and unegefsit
specific service-learning as needs and opportunities arise. This infosraahighly-
regarded community leader and is well-connected throughout the city. While\heese
learning experience is limited, her connection with local universitiesesngixe. That
being, students are fortunate to connect with this organization for service-learning
Last semester it was [name removed] who invited me to talk to a group of faculty
interested in working with outside groups for service-learning projectskiedo
with a local and state government class. We talked about all of the things that
converge on Kansas City. | worked with three or four students and we came up
with a survey for board members. I'm trying to figure out what is it that keeps

board members at the table, that keeps them writing checks, that is so campell

154



to them that they will bring others into membership. The students surveyed my

board over the phone and asked them what they value about our organization, what

they don’t value, and what we could be doing that we are not doing.

In this example, a group of Rockhurst students completed a project that had a

product as its end goal. This was also a strategy for designing seavicgwgeprojects
with reciprocity in mind that was discussed at the community conversation. Adtijtiona
this community partner, with a broader perspective on reciprocity, felsiimportant to
get college students from the campuses to be a more constant presence in thgpnsen-ca
communitiesThere are things that are going on in the corridor where it could be really
good to have a presence of Rockhurst and UMKC studéftitsn it comes to reciprocity,
this community partner discussed how Rockhurst’s presence along the Troost ezasdor
important. The image of the corridor is much enhanced by Rockhurst making the kind of
investment it has in its campus. That shows a real commitment to this part of town and
makes Kansas City that much stronger. Additionally, and with another take omcégipr
this community leader has had the experience of lending her voice in support of
Rockhurst. When asked what about the university makes her willing to advocaterfor thei
master plan with city officials, she said:

It is Rockhurst University’s sincere desire to not just be in the community, but to

be part of the community that makes me willing to lend my capital with theocity t

their cause. Usually the leadership understands how important it is to be part of t
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community. Their ability to recognize what even a little one-staff-perdare afan

do for them builds credibility.

Interview #16: Quebec

The informant for the organization with the code name Quebec was once a service-
learning coordinator and her perspective on service-learning and recipvasigynique.
She had an understanding of what elements lead to the types of student outcomes that
makes service-learning a high-impact practice in higher education. Wisii@formant
was a development director and not a volunteer coordinator, she was tuned in to the
service-learning partnerships at Quebec. The previous year, just over 700erslunte
shared their time and talents with the organization. These volunteers raraggdfrom 20
to 65 and completed a variety of activities. The college student experi¢iloiss a
organization left them with a lot of material to consider.
The take away from my perspective, working with college students, is it humbles
them. I think that is a good quality because it means they are learning something
from another perspective, another culture. We can talk about reflection — when
they reflect on it, | hope, that is the stuff they are taking back.
Even someone experienced with service-learning from the university perspect
experiences challenges when working with college students. Often timgsatlenges

stem from the service-learning being a requirement.
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Sometimes they run out of time. They are signed up to come for 5 hours and they

work three hours and get bored and leave. Sometimes it is just that they are not

interested. Not everybody wants to do everything. Sometimes some of them feel
like it is forced on them. It is what the university requires. In some waygaad
because it forces them to do something out of their comfort levels. Often they
come out of the experience probably learning more— they are doing something with

a great deal of reluctance.

This community partner, probably due to her inside knowledge of service-lgarnin
brought up that one of the things that keeps her from feeling the arrangement has
reciprocity is that she never knows about the student experiences.

We tell them about our organization. We take pictures and put them on facebook to

recognize them, recognize the university. | send thank you emails andsicture

Where the struggle with reciprocity turns up is that | never hear anytaaig b

Giving us their feedback never happens.... So what we get, we press for: we

cajole, we try hard to listen in and observe. Our observation of what we think they

are thinking comes from our end. Not from their end. It would make a difference
and lead to us make changes.... And if they have follow up questions about the
shelter, I don’t know what they are.
The impression this informant gave was that the colleges take the seaparéuaity and
keep the outcomes to themselves. At this point in the interviews, it was becoming clea

that universities do not offer enough community partner development and recognition.
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Especially given that higher education has become student focused and the student

learning outcomes take place off-campus.

Interviews#17 & #18: Sierra

Two staff members from the organization with code name Sierra partitipate
together in this interview. The interview took place in the afternoon, following a tour of
the facility and a general overview of the day-to-day work of the orgamzathese two
study participants were thoughtful and thorough in their answers and werelgursamng
service-learning students as classroom volunteers in an inclusive eblthooli program.
About 90% of the volunteers at this organization are college student servicarde&uth
informants agreed that the college students enhance the work that the tdachéhe
classroomThere are so many adults in the classroom already because of our low ratio
that sometimes volunteers say how can | be of benefit? So they really do enhance and
allow the kids one-on-one attentiofhe organization appreciates the college student
volunteers because they support their mission and their vision.

They also support our vision which is to become a model community of

professional families and volunteers who are dedicated to the education of children

with special needs. They can become excited by what we’re doing and so it helps
them to learn and to grow.
One of the student participants reflected on the opportunity service-learnirgy offe

compared with her education.
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| remember when | was in school and took special education. | don't think the

professors had been out of the university to see the real deal for a long time....

They can see what the therapists and teachers are doing with the childrdn. | th

it's very eye-opening for the students and their ability to learn to see apzis

in special education.

As with any early learning center, the screening process for voluntestensive
and consists of criminal history checks as well as a two-part tuberc@ssihe
community partner expressed an interest in university support for the screenggsproc
because it is costly and could deter some students. This community partner toyaniza
was also open to developing relationships with faculty that incorporate sezaro@l

and research.

Interviews#19 & #20: Tango

Two different people from the organization known as Tango participated in the
study. One had a position in upper-level administration and the other was the volunteer
coordinator. The interviews were held separately but back to back. The firgiewwter
with the person in administration, focused primarily on the service-learningeparip
with Rockhurst University. From his perspective, the strong connection with thlgyfac
member led to a focus on Piaget and Erickson in the child development class, which he
felt helped prepare the college students to get the most learning out of thieg-se

learning experiences.
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In the shelter we have seen new and improved recognition of shapes by younger
children; we’ve seen improved direct dexterity. We have seen the studesits ass
some of our high school girls with writing papers and actually it's a mentoring
kind of relationship. It's a relationship that’s a positive relationship that thése
don’t have.
Having a solid relationship with the faculty member teaching the seeaceaihg
course increased the sense of reciprocity he felt from the partnership.Haalenabled
this informant to take on a mentoring role with the college students.
We've gotten pretty hard in the orientation this time. We're challenging tbem
think about themselves and their roles, to think about their futures, and maybe we
can connect them with other situations. We introduced the concept of applied
behavioral analysis to a couple of them and pointed out the schools where they
could pursue graduate education.
One of the primary benefits of service-learning is the opportunity for collegerds to
explore areas where they may want to work or disciplines they may want tarstudy
graduate school. This type of relationship happened mostly because the faculty membe
was involvedIn the beginning we didn’t have that alignment and that was a mistake. The
students weren’t connected. For us service experience has to be successfallferat
win-win for the students and the organizatitmreflecting on reciprocity, the informant
brought up for a third time a mentoring role with the college students. Additionally, he

talked about how the organization has changed from the service-learning groject.
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ongoing change is that folks get very uncomfortable about having outsiders in their areas.
They are learning to understand the importance of service-learning, the opportunity for
service-learning and the relationships that it brings
The second interview with personnel at Tango took place in the volunteer
coordinator’s office, just inside the front door of the main building. The volunteer
coordinator was energetic and told many stories about volunteers and the children at the
organization. The general volunteer force ranges in age from 14 to 95, with over 1,000
volunteers total. She was uncertain what percentage were college studanpapag in
service-learning. One of the main things the volunteer coordinator worked toirmniste
college students was that the staff and teachers of the organization #neilikestructors
when they are on-site.
They need to learn what to do if a fight breaks out and to learn our system. College
students are surprised at seeing the board full of papers that have goodigrades
school you take your work home and you get what you get. Sometimes the parents
know and sometimes they don’t know. Kids here don’'t have that kind of input and
so when they make a good grade it is something that we need to reinforce. | try not
to tell the teams too many horror stories, but they’ll see it.
The second informant’s main insight when it comes to reciprocity was thegeslhnd
universities need to have a grade or some other requirement that keeps studeatsdnoti

to get through the screening process so that they can participate aslsamviees at the
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organization. She mentioned that when a grade was not involved that the students tended

to not fulfill the requirements.

I nterview #21: Victor

This interview was held over lunch at a busy restaurant within walking distance of
the organization. The informant requested getting out of the office to talk about her
experiences with her first service-learning partnership with Rockhuarsetsity. The
experiences consisted mainly of lessons learned but they are important to hewigaiy,
the community organization, with the code name of Victor, felt that the projech wa
perfect match between their organization and the academic subject n@tteasons
unknown to the informant, the organization contact member, who no longer works there,
and the faculty member of the class did not communicate or build rapport. She had asked
to help with communication and to serve as a go-to person on the project in its early
stages, but that never happened. The informant stressed that she did not believe the
outcomes of the project were necessarily anyone’s fault, but also $tatedre to be
involved with something like that again working with the person who is directly involved
would be crucial The challenges with communicating with college students surfaced
during the interview.

And maybe that's where we’re trying to come along with social meliigeabit

more. We're looking into a Facebook page to say let's communicate this way. It
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would be really exciting if we could do something like that and maybe if other sites
have tried something like that we could really learn from it.
As far as her perspective on reciprocity, she felt that it is impddabbth sides
to have realistic expectations of the project, especially during the shgikyiogs of
partnerships.
Sometimes both sides wanted the project to be so much more than what it is.
How do you deal with that and how do you make it something that someone still is
going to come and do and learn something? Setting realistic expectatiang.is
It's hard because we don’t know how the semester is going to go for a lot of
reasons. And it's also hard because we don’t know how our work is good to go for
a lot of reasons.
From the informant’s perspective, the other issues that need to be addressed among
campus and community partnership builders pertain to communication, supervision of the
service-learning students, and agreeing on a timeframe.
Because rather than telling someone what to do you would hope that they would go
out and look around and learn to see what needs to be done and do it themselves.
So I think in an ideal situation it would be more about saying this is your
community how can you make it better? How can you help that person that
students become excited about it and really want to make it community?
For this informant, to feel successful in service-learning and to have a secgwacity,

the most important factor is to have a college student who takes something hesarrshe |
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in class and applies it in a community setting in such a way that it is a nekbrstiee
individual. Additionally,it's important that Rockhurst not just leave community partners
hanging there even though we all get busy. I think being proactive and talking to the
community partners and checking in is really importdine informant ended the
interview on a positive note. Even though initially the project did not work out, she is

ready to partner with Rockhurst University again, and apply what she has ezedrie

Interview Section Summary

The above section presented a summary of each interview with a community. Jdréne
summaries were written to present the context of the interview and to highligiantmeunity
partners’ experiences with service-learning and thoughts pertainingpooty. The greatest
commonality across all of the interviews was that service-learrspgcelly when it works well,
is worthwhile. Nearly all of the community partners discussed how much their zagans
needed college student service-learners, and identified Rockhurst Univerisgyiag
outstanding students who make contributions through their service-learning and als® nfiost
part, learn significant life lessons from their service-learning. The aafsomns that work with
children, in particular, discussed service-learning from a standpoint of imelp$ulespecially
when it comes to the relationships built among children and college student. Many of the
community partners emphasized that service-learning is not a silver thdtat,is important for
the community partners to be flexible, see past the inconveniences, and to capitallzs the

students could bring to the organization. Another trend discussed across all of thewster
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connected to what higher education refers to as institutionalization, or thenwelysh service-
learning is structured and supported at the college or university. Many comipantitgrs
thought having a central portal or front door for community organizations in gerara w
facilitate stronger partnerships. Other community partners thought intbconwemunications,
including feedback after the project, were important. Community partners alsiotinete
important role of faculty members in service-learning and stressed thatdééed to be involved
in and visible with the project. The next section will begin a deeper analysisddttherganized

by research question.

Data Discussion by Research Question

This examines the data by research question and also highlights the emegding a
and selective codes, which will be discussed in the next section. There is aooee-to
mapping of each research question with a selective code; however, there seéettive
codes that emerged unpredicted by the research questions. Table six, below phozgent
the research questions and selective codes match up for purposes of theagahesial
The research questions were determined at the onset of the study and used asftine basis
forming the study, especially the community conversation and interview protdbels
selective codes are the axial codes that had the greatest number of conrett®esdes

that appeared most frequently throughout the study.
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Table 6

Comparison of Research Questions and Selective Codes

Research Questions Selective Codes

What are the community partners’ experiences withiscourse of service-learning from
higher education service-learning? community partner experiences

Do community organizations experience reciprocitjlPortance of reciprocity to community
when they partner with institutions of higher partners
education for service-learning?

How does higher education service-learning
contribute to the community organizations where Service-learning outcomes/challenges
students do their service-learning?

From the community partner perspective, what d
their organizations contribute to student service-
learners?

0Community partner contribution of
transformative learning for college students

Connection between perception of
reciprocity and institutionalization of service-
learning

Dismantling the ivory tower/jointly creating
knowledge
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Resear ch Question One

This subsection examines the study results for research question one: Wihat are t
community partners’ experiences with higher education service-learnotg 2tz
community conversation and the portions of the interviews addressed this research
guestion. This subsection will examine community partner responses to questiottsefrom
community conversation pertaining to their perspective and experiences witeser
learning (e.g. what is service-learning from your perspective asmanity partner?

Why does your organization host college students in the service-learniegt@ynt

Defining elements of service-learning from the community persgecti

At the community conversation, participants representing Rockhurst University
community partners discussed service-learning from their perspective, inggivith
what distinguishes service-learning from other types of teaching anchigarhie typical
definitions of service-learning provide a description of what transpires through an
academic lens and describe what happens on the learning side of service:l&arning
begin the discussion of reciprocity in service-learning, the community pathwarght the
traditional definition, which focuses on service-learning as an assignmenttstude
complete in the community, should be more descriptive of the actions and outcomes of the
service-learning. For community partners to understand service-lgaitnivould be

helpful to have a way of discussing it that includes statements suelarasng through
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real life situations while providing servicer, teaching the next generation to give back to
their communitiesThe community conversation participants noted a common, primary
motivation for hosting service-learning, which was as a strategy to providedualivi
attention to the people the organization serves, their clients. A pragmatic group, the
community conversation participants also noted that connecting with a college or
university is an easy place to access groups of volunteers, while at the same tim
grooming the next generation of community leaders. The participants expressed a
connection between educational attainment, community leadership, and success. By
spending time with Rockhurst students, the participants from community schools hoped
their students would begin to see themselves as “college material.” Anattreation

for participating in service-learning was a belief in providing real dvexiperience to

college students.

Importance of service-learning from the community partner perspective

Community conversation participants discussed why they thought servinggar
is an important endeavor for higher education and Kansas City communitiesherom t
community partner perspective, service-learning is important becanwedpstknock down
the ivory tower Participants identified four reasons service-learning could be potentially
transformative for college students:

1) The college students get out of themselves — they come to do service and end up

changed, many get more from the service than they think they gave.
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2) Many students come to college, especially a Jesuit university, anticifyaging
will be involved in some form of community-based learning due to its prevalence
at the secondary level.
3) It is beneficial for the college students to connect with people from different
backgrounds and broaden their horizons. This is important for the future, when the
college students are community leaders. The community partners pointed out:
service-learning grooms the next generation of leaders [for their workjideeds
harder to not pay attention to people with a name and a face.
4) Service-learning is an authentic experience.
These four elements were completely corroborated through the interviews with
community partners. Of the 21 interviews, 19 discussed service-learning as aamnport
educational endeavor because it helps future community leaders come to undecséhnd s
justice issues pervasive in our society at a deeper, more authentic level thegadimg
about them in class.
As evidenced through interviews, the element of authentic experience as part of
service-learning was significant for the community partners. Imttgidual interviews,
they expressed how important it is for learners to have authentic experismuaes @t
their education.
[Young people often] have no understanding of the value of being a contributing
member to society or getting a job or taking care of themselves, let along othe

It's not there. There are so many young people - even ones in college - who have
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no idea.... College students having this type of service-learning experience is
important and will make a difference.
Another community partner expresdaslish my kids had had service-learning when they
went to college. | think they would have had fewer false starts on their careerfahs.
career connection is as important an aspect of authentic experienceaatothef
service for many of the community partndt's. wonderful for thgstudents].especially
those who are interested in education - elementary education, special education, learning
disorders. They're able to help us but we’re also able to provide them insight into their
career path.Through the interest in expanding education to include authentic experiences,
the community partners in the community conversation and the interviews Iveaya
discussing at the beginning of the dialogue many of the ideas of regipaath would

come later.

Service-learning outcomes

For the organizations and their clients, service-learning was transfoeraati
was considered a worthwhile use of resources. Participants noted that thazairgias
benefited from the following: 1fresh energy and dedication of the students aids the
organization in having hands-on help) Students learn how to be community members.
3) We as staff act better when we have service-learning students. We becomaridnder
more gentleCommunity conversation and interview participants surmised that there are

also tangible, direct benefits for their clients, such as having males tntétagounger
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kids; having role models for K-12 students so they can come to see themselves as colleg
bound; and most importantlglients do not always think they are worth someone’s
attention. Service-learning is an important endeavor because it helps change that feeling

As part of the dialogue about the community partners’ experiences with service
learning, a majority of the participants brought up the organizational stngtufri
service-learning at the college or university. Most of the community paratso wanted
to know how service-learning was supported at the upper levels of administratem. Af
all, it is a way of teaching and learning that involves a lot of resources, witicé |
nonprofit and educational arenas are scarce. Nonprofit organizations and schools have
similar organizational structures, but being smaller, they may also hmweeadirect
relationship between staff and executive leadership than higher edultationld help
me to find out that university leadership values what wesaid one of the community
partners during the community conversations. Other participants quicklgdagr
university’s president or chancellor is an important and well-respdagiae in a
metropolitan region.

When talking about the challenges and problems inherent in service-learning for
community partners, especially the challenges to reciprocity, another compantiter
observed during an interview thet important solution is to institutionalize service-
learning commitmentdhis institutionalization included making certain that students were
aware of the service-learning requirements and expectations before thigdenra

service-learning course as well as thorough orientations of faculty armhtstiMiaybe an
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information meeting at the beginning of the semester would give the students an idea of
what it means to be a service-learning student — the expectations as well as what the
students can get out of ithe community partners recognized that they were making an
investment in students and academics at the university, and were interesiddnoes

that the university also made an investment in service-learning and in the loca
community. This concept of how service-learning was treated at the collegeensitgi
was a significant part of the construct of mutual gain. The community partneedview
their hosting of service-learning as part of their organizational steuahd data collection
and thought it would be helpful if the colleges and universities also made deeviceg
part of their organizational structure. Possibly because Rockhurst Universityal@ea
Center for Service Learning, while other institutions of higher education mathabthe

community partners saw institutionalization as significant.

Connections with privilege

One of the important aspects of community partners’ experiences of service-
learning focused on how quality projects challenge customs and help college students
unpack their ideas of privilege.

The students/volunteers that | work with are all college students. Whathesee

college students learning is -- that many of them come from fairlyiqid

backgrounds. What | call privilege is different than racism. It's when y@éthite

and you don't have to think about being White. You can put yourself in a culture
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where you don't think about your Whiteness. When you're Black you don't have
that same option. So what it does for them [the college students] is it puts them in a
culture where they become aware of their Whiteness. What | see is grativeh

college students get to know the [org name removed] students, they get to know
someone who is Black and they have a name and a personality - a relationship. A

college student who may have grabbed her purse close to her body when she saw a

Black person, after this service-learning project, might think twice abmnog

that. Might think it could be one of the kids from [org name removed)].
The opportunity for learning more about diversity was very important for $efele
community partners. While most of the study participants were White, setileral s
discussed their own commitment to diversity. They discussed how they had
transformational experiences through their work and wanted the Rockhurst stadents t
have access to similar, and perhaps new, understandings of privilege. Thisdgpe of
understanding, or transformational learning, is one of the strengths of qealityes
learning projects. The community partners who participated in this studsisbes
experiences where they witnessed this type of growth in students but it wasnyot e
project or every student.

All of these defining elements of service-learning from the community partne
experience form the first selective code: Discourse of serviceihgaiThe six selective
codes will be discussed following the continuation of findings by research question. The

next subsection of findings will examine reciprocity.
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Resear ch Question Two

This subsection examines research questionReoiprocity is a definitional
characteristic of service-learning. Do community organizations experreniprocity
when they partner with institutions of higher education for service-learning? The
definition of reciprocity in this study is based on the work of Henry and Breyf2QG6]
which they referred to as an “enriched view” of reciprocity, especiallycaibé for
service-learning partnerships involving K-12 schools. This view is based on John'®ewey
exploration of the “nature of cooperative work and the importance of establistiing ri
processes of democratic life.” Henry and Breyfogle stress:
The traditional view of reciprocity omits the important component of evolutionary
change in the service-learning relationship: that multiple parties in sdeaming
relationships, including “providers” and “recipients,” will be changed in the
process of their service-learning venture (p.27-8).
For the purposes of this study, the definition of reciprocity has been based on an
interpretation of Henry and Breyfogle’s enriched reciprocity: two orenparties that
come together to take collective action toward a common purpose and in the process the
parties are transformed by this collective action in a way that allmwsdreased
understanding of a full variety of life experiences and over time works taigitesocial

systems (Henry & Breyfogle, 2006).
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For the community partners, there were at least two ways of approaching
reciprocity. The participants asked the questieniprocity for whom the institution and
the organization or the people invol&dhis question was a great way to begin
understanding the concept of reciprocity. For the organization it meant éatamiuiality,
being part of the planning, and projects that meet real needs. Reciprocigtwesen the
community partner organizations came up with something for the college stuldats t
that met only the needs of the higher education institution. Additionally, the oryamsza
felt that there was an important connection between reciprocity and innovatiomewha
programs and ideas developed out of partnerships that benefited all parties.

During the community conversation, the community partners participating
identified the elements of reciprocity from their perspective. One parttent:no
reciprocity has aided in innovation — new programs, new ideas, develop out of
partnershipsAnother added thahe mission of our organization includes community
involvement. For us, connecting with college students and providing real world
experiences for them is part of our mission. Because college students are part of the
community — the future of communi¥et another community partner added that while
supporting college students was not in the organizational mission, that serviceglearni
students made a differencervice-learning helps us fulfill our mission because we are
able to have more one-to-one interaction with the children we dereng interviews,
several community partners noted that the talent of Rockhurst students was @antnpor

consideration in what they accomplished through service-leafetwause of the caliber
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in the students that we have, staff is so much more open to working with the college
students. They see what more can be accomplished by working with the college student
volunteers so they see what can be accomplished and what can get done.
Community partners described how service-learning changed the Rockhurst
students, and how they viewed that change as part of reciprocity.
There is a mutual gain not only through exposure to each other's cultures but also
good learning just the basics about life. As | perceive it some of the Rockhurst
students are kind of sheltered and timid and even a bit shy about being on their
own and out in the world. And even though our kids haven't gone through that
particular process they're also helping the Rockhurst students to know that it's
really not so scary. So it helps our Rockhurst students to realize that Kansias City
not really so scary.
This community partner described reciprocity in such a way that the comnatffeitys
the university in ways that are positive. Often, in the literature about catopusunity
partnerships — which includes service-learning — the college or universityngpartant
anchor in the community. It was an interesting take on the dynamic to see how the
community adds to the experiences of the college students.
Overall, the community partners expressed that there was reciprocigenetw
Rockhurst University and the surrounding communifié® image of thEl'roost]
corridor is much enhanced by Rockhurst making the kind of investment it has in its

campus. That shows a real commitment to this part of town and makes Kansas City that
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much strongerFrequently this sense of reciprocity did not come from service-learning,
but from Rockhurst’s presence in the city and the way the university conductedntsel
terms of service-learning and reciprocity, the answers were more mixeehaledl to
point to challengedn the beginning we didn’t have that alignment and that was a
mistake. The students weren’t connected. For us service experience has to $s&fiducce
for it to be a win-win for the students and the organizatiéom the perspective of the
community partners, there was a tangible difference between the pres§&uukhurst
University in the city and the service-learning partnerships. However fexsr
community partners had knowledge of both routes to engaging with the university.
The community partners who participated in the study expressed a value foeservi
learning and for Rockhurst University’s presence in the city and commitmére area.
They discussed support for the general notion of service-learning.
We need to think about this because we rely on generous people and our country
doesn't work without generosity.... So | think the reciprocity is the lesson that
these kids are going to come back in 10 years when they become successful and
have their families and start connecting with the community.
The study participants had a long view of the trajectory of service-leainnide higher
education thinks in terms of degree completion in four or five years and seeandiffer
students progress through their degrees, the community organizations address thei

mission for decades.
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When asked what reciprocity meant to the participants and their organization
specifically in the context of service-learninige tcommunity partners discussed two
distinct aspects of service-learning and reciprocity. First, communitygra expressed
appreciation of Rockhurst University’s faculty workshop to provide orientation and
support for how to design and teach a service-learning course. This appreciation led to the
observation that universities should take the time to prepare faculty and stafivfoes
learning. From the community partners’ perspectives, this preparation was par
reciprocity between campus and community. For the organizations, regipvasitmore
than seat counts of students who showed up to volunteer. Reciprocity was also the
responsibility of faculty members who taught the service-learningesto ensure they
had meaningfully woven service-learning into their courses. In the words of one
community partner:

A service-learning partnership that has reciprocity helps bridge opportdaities

learning both ways. It is important to let the relationship grow for mutual benefi

and not to have a prescribed agenda. When colleges look for community need, that

IS reciprocity.

This subsection has considered research question two: Do community partners
experience reciprocity when they partner with institutions of higher educatigervice-
learning? Several best practices emerged for increasing the amoecipadcity
experienced. When universities have positive community engagement, that thigect

reciprocity felt for service-learning because it demonstrates ineasimcommunities.
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Having forums or some other way to connect community partner and faculty also
strengthens the relationships formed between campus and community. Lasily tai
workshops about service-learning are helpful. The next subsection will delvkerttort

of the four research questions.

Resear ch Question Three

This subsection examines research question three: How does higher education
service-learning contribute to the community organizations where studentsrdo thei
service-learning? In reciprocity, campus and communities ideally together for a
common purpose and through that collaboration both parties experience changes that
allow for increased understanding. Part of researching community pagrpesiences of
service-learning and reciprocity focused on the outcomes and challengesirbethe
participants. The outcomes discussed focused primarily on the community partner
perspective, and not the student or institutional outcomes.

At the community conversation, community partners identified a number of
outcomes for their organizations/schools. The first set of outcomes pertained terttse cl
of the community organizationspllege students expand our outreach to community.
Service-learning helped providee-to-one attention to the clientmother partner
observed, and it was reiterated an additional three tseedce-learning increases the

public school student learninghis is so important that one of the schools mentioned that
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their new learning strategies prograrequires them to utilize college students as tutors.
Another participant noted that college student engagement in the community helped thei
clientssee that college is possible; it brings them one step closer to the college experienc
College students brought with them skills that were important additions to the
organizationThey know a lot more about technologynother community partner
remarked, [college studentsiten brought new ideas and theories that they learned in
class At the community conversation, when it came to service-learning programs, all
participants agreed that centers for service-learningragasy place to access a group of
volunteersWhen it comes to college studeritgey bring high energy, poise, and social
skills. The community conversation participants discussed the ways in which they were
grooming the next generation of nonprofit leaders wiay one day take up our cause and
advance it. In that way, service-learning is wonderful for nonprofit organizathss.
another participant observed, and four people readily agneedre giving real life
challenges to the college students that they will work throtiga.community partners at
the community conversation did not describe unrealistic expectations about service-
learning or about what the college students could accomplish in a semester.

During the interviews, study participants expressed similar thoughts aboatthe e

of incorporating student service-learners in their organization.

% The name of the learning strategies program was omitted to maintaideriaiity.
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| guess it's through performing the work that we do. The mission of [org name
removed] overall is connecting environment, economy, and the community. The
students just represent such a big chunk of community, especially how we work
with them that it just kind of slides right in there.
The sense that students are members of the community pervaded the interviews. The
community partners did not speak about them as being not fully members of the
community in which their organization operates. The organizations depicted ahsgnse t
they were teaching organizations and wanted to connect with students of albatesr
own benefit as well as the benefit of clients.
| know Rockhurst students don't cost [org name removed] any money. | think that
they save the school money. Another area where they save money is for the
parents. When [high school] students get tutoring from college students, the
parents don't have to pay for tutoring for their children. So it saves parents money.
Educators especially valued and craved working with service-learnidgrgs in their
classrooms.
You know these kids need someone that's with them one-on-one even if it's just for
45 min. once a week. That is someone who is taking their time and being very
intentional with that specific child .... What 10-year-old doesn't want having one-
on-one attention just for them? Just having those volunteers come in and spend that

time with that child is incredible. It's also something that our teachetsdoan
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When you have a class of 20 you can’t stop and spend 45 minutes with one child.

It's just not realistic.

Despite all that college student learners added to the community organizationdgrand the
clients, there were challenges. The greatest barrier was comnamicéiowed closely

by issues of maturity. Navigating the university and the semester selveeid other
challenges that community partners discussed. The rest of this subseltiiook at
challenges expressed by the community partners.

One of the greatest challenges experienced by community partners was
communication. They were flummoxed by how to get students to respond to
communication efforts and hypothesized on the best apprdaghng is how to
communicate with students; they do not tend to check.amlaén considering service-
learning and the level of coordination that transpires to get an entiretladiege
students engaged in a community setting in the bounds of a fifteen week semester,
communication posed difficulties.

The challenges are mainly in being very flexible in scheduling your otassr

You may have to rearrange your entire lesson on the day that the students decide to

come. Last year | had days were 8 of them would show up on the particular time

and if | were giving it test it would be ridiculous to waste all that manpowker so
would change up my assignment plan. That to me is the only challenge that there

is.
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Aside from not knowing when the students were coming to the organization, other
problems inherent in communication difficulties spread to supplies, safety, anddhe nee
for more faculty oversight.
[The students] don't often follow up on the details. For them things like signing up
may feel arbitrary but for us it's very important to know how many people and to
know if we'll have a shift covered. That is one thing that colleges and universities
can do - making sure they have 1 or 2 designated staff good at communicating
between the potential organization and the students themselves. If faclktggs ta
this very darn seriously, the students will be more apt in taking it seriously.
The communication challenge was one that left the community partners desiring more
intervention from college personnel, whether faculty or service-learningatiseto help
guide the details and follow-throudlis important that Rockhurst not just leave
community partners hanging there even though we all get busy. I think being proactive
and talking to the community partners and checking in is really importéig
communication challenge related directly to institutionalization of setgam®ing and the
level of commitment a college or university makes to staffing communiggemgent
programming.
Some community partners blamed the communication problems on a generation
gap and others on issues of maturitiiey’re kids; not grownup$4any of the typical
challenges in the classroom present in the community context as weiteSearning

often involved group work, wherne or two people do the bulk of the work and then
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there are the otherg\dditionally, many of the Rockhurst students, who are traditional-age
college students, were still learning about thoroughness and attention to detail.

There's also the thing that | have to keep aware of is their level oéatfici

Maybe it's just my experience that I've had but like they crank things out so fast

before | have a chance to get something else lined up. They are veryt thgtybu

might not be in depth—they do work that is not really very complete.

Not paying attention could have led to safety concerns, which was top of mind for
some of the community partners. Others were concerned over college students mpt shari
the same sense of obligatidrhe first thing | learned about volunteers as we’re not
paying them and so they don't have the same sense of obligation that | do. | have a
different perspectivéAll of the community partners were quick to recognize that the
students’ first obligation was toward their studies and not toward the seraro@bgsite.
Another commonly expressed challenge was setting realistic expecfatiding project.
Sometimes what the community organization needs or what connects best tostivaslas
not a thrilling challengeSometimes both sides wanted the project to be so much more than
what it is. How do you deal with that and how do you make it something that someone still
is going to come and do and learn somethimg challenge has been endemic in
service-learning. Students come with energy and enthusiasm, commumgreare
ready and willing to teach the students about their issues, but the project at Isdtat.fal
Community partners expressed that their first semester with a skyaro@g project was

lackluster. There was also a learning curve for community partners indeane to
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understanding logistics and the pace of a fifteen-week semester. Communiéypa
shared that by the time the project got started, the semester wasgdralf

Navigating even a university the size of Rockhurst was difficult for the nonprofit
organizations and schools. They discussed not knowing whom to contact when they had
an idea for service-learnin@etting connected to university and faculty members is hard
on community partner$Several partners identified the need for a portal or a front door to
the university so that community organizations could contact one person with their ideas
needs, and opportunities for collaboration because it is time consuming to negotiate
through several different faculty members. Many of the partners had beencéueprGiest
by Rockhurst, or had made a contact within the university through an informal keetwor
The final challenge discussed by every community partner was a lactdbffek from
the university. Nonprofit organizations and schools operate in a culture wheratmsral
is a critical friend that helps an organization with continuous improveranas far as |
know, sadly, there's been no organized learning situation where there's been feedback
Expressed a bit more bluntly by another community parisa I'd love to see the
feedback. If those students think I'm a jerk I'd like to know that-not that I'm going to
change The community partners craved information about how the process worked and
what the outcomes were for the students. After all of the time and energy they had
invested in the service-learning projects, it seemed unfortunate to many wfdje s

participants that they did not receive any sort of follow-up with results. \\dked af
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they would use the information, they all agreed that it would be used for improvement,
communicating with stakeholders, and fund raising.
It would be very easy to share the experience with others. It could be shared in our
newsletter, with our, with our students, and with the teachers faculty and staff in
the building - that would be fabulous. It could help with the temporariness of the
relationship to know that the Rockhurst students gain a lot from the experience.
The community partners did not realize that the service-learning studemesreflection
papers for their courses and that some of those reflections could be shared.
The community partners discussed the challenges of service-learnind) ia way
that they were not blaming Rockhurst. Instead, they explored the options forg¢fiein
service-learning projects.
| think there's a disconnect-there's all these wonderful ideas and the Upiversi
makes a huge impact on the community. And from the University standpoint | can
guarantee they're hoping most of their students might stay in the area because
they're going to be more connected with their University...We truly are cathect
even though we’re fragmented by so many things. When people come | think
they're just excited afterwards to say wow here's a place in a tough ptace b
making a difference...But we could partner better with organizations such as
universities.
The opportunities for higher education to take the next step in building durable

partnerships for service-learning permeated this study. Once again, thhenwaych
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higher education contributes to community-based organizations, and neglects to

contribute, make a difference in the feeling of reciprocity for the communitygua.

Resear ch Question Four

When campus and community collaborate for service-learning, the community
organizations contribute to student learners. This contribution is part of the rédgiproc
because it is the community side of the collective action toward a common ptlivgose
over time works to alter rigid social systems. This subsection exaneisegrch question
four: From the community partner perspective, what do their organizationgatato
student service-learners?

Higher education service-learning is literally changing the landsdape oegion.

The students certainly help us with our clients -- the clients being thensitof

Kansas City and the land managers of the local governments. Right nowréhere a

at least 3 separate sites that would not be at the restoration level thaethey ar

currently were it not for college students. These areas are now beingdutyiz
citizens.
While some service-learning projects are powerful and make a consideaide
noticeable — difference, not all service-learning is of the same qu&iasn the
perspective of other community partners, the results are mixed as to thenddéfservice-
learning is making, broadly, in the Kansas City communitiggnk people who come just

to get a grade in the class are not all that helpful. Extra hands are always good, but we
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don't really need thenT.he above two very different perspectives illustrate part of the

challenge of service-learning: student efforts need to address a comideniiffed need.

When efforts address a real need, the landscape changes and that has a appkevedié

as a heightened sense of reciprocity for the community partner. When conveseatice

and service-hour counts, or doing something not truly needed take precedence over the

service and learning, the students’ efforts do not make much of a difference. tahe

happens, everyone, including the community partners, has a lessened sense of reciprocity
Also present in the study participants’ narratives was a continued calldo buil

partnerships that reach up the ranks and that bring the community in to the classroom.
Those kinds of things make more difference to us than having volunteers standing
in front of me saying what can | do now. Wouldn't it be awesome to have the
Board of Trustees come serve a meal? They could see what we’re doing. We could
give them the tour and they could say they are four blocks away, why can’t we put
something together?

In some areas, there are plenty of volunteers. When service-learningddsess as a

balance between service and learning, and it slips in to being more about Setemnoks |

to compete with the service that traditional volunteer groups (e.g. churchetsngcand

K-12 community service) give a nonprofit organization or school. For servicergami

be worthwhile and meaningful for the community partners, it needs to be diffeaent t

just another source of volunteers, and the difference needs to be directly related to
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academics. Some of the community partners shared how they came to reach out to
Rockhurst University for a service-learning partnership.

We have about 23 active classroom volunteers. | think about 90% of them are

college students. We used to rely on women in the community that were at home.

All of that has changed so much we don't have access to those people and they

aren't able to come. So we thought we had to do something else and so we made

some outreach to colleges and it worked out for us.

As a relatively new teaching methodology, service-learning arrivad agtion as
many of the typical sources of volunteers either became older or entered-timeeful
workforce. The community partners who participated in this study had almé&sarad
ways to connect with service-learning students to fill the gap of a shrinking smier
volunteers. When community partners are kept at a distance, service-letudargsmay
become overshadowed by the ranks of volunteers who are at the organization Iegause t
want to be, not because they have to be.

The community partners did not have a complete sense of how or whether they
contributed to student service-learners. Most community partners, when discusatng w
their organizations contribute to college students, pointed at the opportunity faoréal
experiences.

More and more we have kids going to college and not knowing what is involved

with their major in their future career. There are kids who really have no idea what

they're going to be doing but they're going to go and pay thousands of dollars or
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get into debt to do that. I think universities in some manner have got to be
encouraging their students to understand careers.
Community-based organizations see a role in this exploration, as long as the student
experiences also line up with real needs or resource gaps the organiaegions
experiencing. Beyond the career connection, the organizations also expressed a lack o
follow-through on the part of the university.
We rarely hear from the students again. Sometimes we hear from the faculty
member, depending on our relationship with that individual. | guess | feel like we
really cherish the students and invest our time in them as people and then it all just
evaporates. We take pictures and post them on facebook and wish the students
would tag themselves, or even join our facebook pages. | often send thank you
notes. But all my efforts go in to a void. Sometimes it makes me wonder if my
contribution is a valued or if it is expected.
The community partners expressed a sincere interest in feedback from thsitynivais
could be in the form of sharing students’ final reflections or asking students to t®mple
guestionnaire /survey and sharing the data with the community partners.
Giving us their feedback never happens. Would they like different kinds of
projects? What did they learn by being here? Our observation of what we think
they are thinking comes from our end. If we knew those answers, we could contact
the colleges and universities when we have those needs. We would also need to

know who to contact. Where is the entrance for community organizations?
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By closing the communication loop, universities could gain the opportunity to cultivate

community partners and service-learning projects with potential gaiad foarties.

Summary of Findings by Resear ch Question

The previous section presented findings organized by each of the four research
guestions. Throughout the discussion the selective codes were featured. In ceisstructi
grounded theory, selective codes are the higher order codes that emerge vaita the ¢
variable (Holton, 2010). In the case of this study, the core variables for the cagnmuni
partners’ experiences of reciprocity were the degrees to which stxarceng had been
institutionalized at the university and the degrees to which students and fadalhp ke
with the community partner to jointly create knowledge. The next section wilkefurt

analyze the six selective codes and how they fit together with the caableari

Findings by Selective Code

I ntroduction

Analyzing the data by research question also produced an analysis of eétiezal
selective codes which mapped directly to research questions. This section gaesiia t
detail about some of the selective codes, but does not address the selectiveattles t
research questions fully explored. The first research question scrutinized evafienc
community partners experiences with higher education service-learningg ttilis

related to the Discourse of service-learning, it did not fully engage thetiselcode. This
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section begins with a Discourse analysis. More data is brought to bear on thenogorta
of reciprocity to community partners as well. The selective codes sdedaming
outcomes/challenges and community partner contribution of transformatingntparere
fully described by analysis of research questions three and four. The rentaming
selective codes, connection between reciprocity and institutionalizatienvafeslearning
and dismantling the ivory tower/jointly creating knowledge both anchor thi®seuid
conclude this chapter.

In the data analysis of this study, the primary source documents were coded and
then the codes were compared, condensed, and relationships among codes wetk assign
The codes that occurred the most and had the greatest number of relationships to other
codes were identified as the axial codes. Through a process of memo-amiiagalysis,
the fourteen axial codes formed in to six selective codes. The table beloWwdiatgal
codes and the selective codes. The selective codes are listed down the y dvasaarad t
codes are listed across the x axis. In the cells of a column, an “x” indicates axial

code became part of a selective code.
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Discourse of Service-Learning

Discourse, with a capital D, takes the concept of language that is connected and
stretches across different ideas and expands it. Discourses are “walys) o lblee
world; they are forms of life which integrate words, acts, values, beditizides, and
social identities as well as gestures, glances, body positions, and cl@kes’1089, p. 6-
7). As described in chapter three, each of the concepts discussed by studyapéstar
contained in the supporting documents received a code. The codes were then examined for
frequency of use and ways they were inter-related. A common strand of codes that
pertained to community partners’ experiences of service-learnirgrefated to the

Discourse of service-learning.
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Table 7

Selective Codes Emerging from Axial Codes
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The visual depiction of the Discourse of service-learning shows a strong lindrkeétw

that all of the boxes connect codes to codes through a given meaning (e.g., is part of, is a
is associated with). A visual examination of the open and axial codes thaela¢ed to
Discourse (Figure 2, above) shows what composes the Discourse of seavigeg from

the community partner perspective. Arrows that go one direction show that a code is pa
of another code. Arrows that go both directions show that a code is associated with
another code. For example, Discourse is part of reciprocity, and reciproasgosiated

with student learning and characteristics of service-learning. Thipleamisualization
depicts how complex service-learning partnerships are for the communitgrgaithere

are many nuances, considerations, and constituencies involved in serviceglédosn
notable, Discourse is part of institutionalization of service-learning, and
institutionalization of service-learning is associated with the codesiatgsbwith joint
creation of knowledge. This visual depiction of how Discourse is related to mamgy of t
axial and other selective codes helped the researcher continue to hone the codles so tha
they became denser, more inter-related.

When service-learning is done well and in a way that is meaningful, the
community partners express benefits for the organization, the clients, anchiselnes
personally. All of these defining aspects of service-learning, or whatsnsakeice-
learning different from other ways of teaching and learning, stem frerocdmmunity
partners’ experiences and reflections. Of the elements that most defimeg-gearning

for the community parthers—community engagement, resources and structuseofssue
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leadership, authentic experience, and potential to affect understanding lebprvall are
related to reciprocity. And reciprocity associated with dismantliagjtions/customs and
institutionalization of service-learning. Through considering Discourseratedearning
from the community partners perspective as a selective code, it becamihatehe way
service-learning was operationalized, talked about, not talked about, and its positen at t
university mattered to the community partners. For some community partness it e

affected how they felt about the service-learning experience.

I mportance of Reciprocity

A visual depiction of the codes related to reciprocity in service-learningssho
some intriguing relationships among the data (see Figure 3). The visudiatepic
reciprocity shows a strong link network in that all of the boxes connect codes $0 code
through a given meaning (e.g., is part of, is a, is associated with). In the vesgraihdiof
reciprocity codes, nearly all of the codes connected to the importance obcéygipad
two-way arrows signifying that they are associated. This is signifimacause it
illustrates the mutuality of the characteristics of reciprocity ca@dedss all of the
documents. Additionally, another prominent feature surfaced with the visual depiction:
Institutionalization of service-learning figures prominently in the comity partners’
view of reciprocity. How the university recognizes and supports service-leamitg

most official ways, was important to the community partners’ sense of &ityaloding
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mutually beneficial. The community partners viewed institutionalization efcger
learning comprehensively, in that the university learned from experiences in the
community and that institutionalization of service-learning helped dismaetiedry
tower. When discussing the importance of reciprocity specifically, the coryhpantners
drew connections between their feelings of reciprocity and the hope thatwice-ser
learning experience was transformative for students. They also asdaeieprocity with
jointly creating knowledge with the university and mutual gain. The cheuakbaances
that were part of the best service-learning experiences were imiportanderstanding

reciprocity from the community perspectives.
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Figure 3
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Often the way the community partners described what Rockhurst students gamnékefr
service-learning experience was through the lens of the organizatissism

It's an eye-opening experience to get up close to some of the things that these

children are experiencing and understanding some of the things on their plate. It

puts a face to poverty. College students really have to look at what are the
challenges facing this population and | think that's very valuable for them.

Community partners believed that service-learning should have both service and
learning and resisted ideas of college students visiting their organizationgtesobs

We get a lot of inquiry for observation. My view of observation is limited. What

you get with observation is really just a snapshot. It is not a complete pitiare

just a teeny snapshot and I think it can be misleading to students. For colleges to

recommend observations does the student an injustice.

While resisting the notion of college students having voyeuristic experiehees, t
community partners looked at this in terms of reciprocity: observations took tinye awa
from the clients and did not give the college students a well-rounded sense of the work.
Part of the challenge with observations, the community partners expresseuhtwas t
students were not privy to the unglamorous times or the stressful times ¢hat als
characterized community work in a variety of settings: Teachers @taféat food
pantries washes vegetables. Staff at hospitals cleans. Through semnoegldhe college
students were part of the organization and had glimpses of a variety of exgeriEmey

also were more engaged with the context of the work due to their contribution.
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Interestingly, the community partners wanted to know whether university
leadership valued service-learning and what universities gave to themtstbglavay of
recognizing the service-learning. The degree to which service-leavasg
institutionalized mattered to the community partners because they saw plazt ais
reciprocity. The way it connected for the community partners was thatetthéyat when
a college or university takes steps to ensure sustainability for serarolg that the
college or university was also respecting and investing in its partnershipsommunity-
based organizations as well as officially recognizing the learning oppatutiibse

partnerships afforded college students.

I nter section of Reciprocity and I nstitutionalization

This selective code has appeared several times throughout the data analysis
section, and it is important to revisit. Grounded theory drives toward a theory, a way of
understanding and using information. If part of service-learning, by definis to build
partnerships and projects that are characterized by a high degree aftiggifre
institutional standing of service-learning matters. If service-lagrs marginalized, that
marginalization translates to the community partners. If it is catieth by the mission, but
not evenly practiced throughout the institution, that discrepancy is felt bpth@enity
organization. The community organizations understand sustainability and have

sophisticated operations. They survive in a structured, symbolic, leadershig,camtex
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want to feel connected to the leadership of the university. Having serviogtgthat is
fully institutionalized, from the community partners’ perspective, seems to inepartant
way to accomplish reciprocity. Several aspects of institutionalizatioa eiecussed
during the interviews: student preparation, student recognition, faculty prepafatulty
recognition, and service-learning program support and visibility.

Student learning was a primary focus for the community partners in this study
They wanted to contribute, teach, and foster the students along in learning aboug buildi
and sustaining communities. The community partners expressed an interest in how the
university prepared and recognized the service-learhéimsik letting students know what
the requirements are before they sign up for the course would be good. Students need to
know it is a service-learning course and will have different expecta#orgher
community partner pointed owudtudents should be getting some different type of
recognition for their service-learning. What do these projects count for in studenPterms
If the projects mattered more, would the challenges be lessdfeal? universities notate
service-learning courses on student transcripts and have structured ionesgasions to
prepare students for their community work. The community partners wanted to know more
about the academic and institutional context for service-learning for the staddnts
understood the educational opportunities present in the service-learning model.

| remember being almost bored to death of my education classes and | didn't eve

really know that | wanted to teach. | think that that experience of actudtiygye
202



out and trying on a potential career could be something that in my mind every
major, every department should be finding out how to do. More and more we have
kids going to college and not knowing what is involved with their major in their
future career. There are kids who really have no idea what they're going to be
doing but they're going to go and pay thousands of dollars or get into debt to do
that. | think universities in some manner have got to be encouraging their students
to understand careers.

Institutionalization of service-learning was more than transcripts anut&iien sessions.

It was also how learning experiences such as service-learning wegdromrporated in

to the broader context of earning a college degree.
We are hoping what they learn here about healthcare will make a difference for
them. When they have achieved their goals, we hope they will be reflective of our
process here and what they got out of it. Maybe even want to come back to us and
serve our patients. That is our three-way win that we hope will develop. We have a
little tracking mechanism to see who was a youth volunteer, adult volunteer,
geriatric volunteer.

The community partners saw a long-term relationship with the college stutleats

students would graduate and become leaders and professionals if not here in Kgnsas Cit

than perhaps taking up the cause that the organization addresses whether through

employment, volunteering, or philanthropy.
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The community partners did not place the burden of building partnerships between
campus and community solely on the university. They repeatedly offered ideas and
suggestionsyes | think the college faculty members motivate the students. In a perfect
world we would have a larger [name of org removed] staff that could focus on colleges
and universities. But right now we're in a time of fiscal hardshifg community partners
expressed genuine interest in working on the system of making service-learniog part
higher education broadly. They offered ideas for how to efficiently connect nagjani
and faculty.

| would say for us it would be inviting community partners out for...an institute or

consortium of community partners talking about how they can come together and

partner together. It worked so successfully at Johnson County Community College

They have one afternoon when all sorts of curriculum chairs come together and

describe how they incorporate service learning into the class and community

partners go around and talk about how they use volunteers. And the faculty
members talk about how they can use that in their class. The community partner
talks about how they could use the students in their organization. And that way |
can call upon that person at the college to say oh my gosh | have this tremendous
fit for a class or a faculty members interest. To me this type of activgjgests

that partnership is really important.
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This type of connection activity was important to the community partners and they
surmised it would appeal to the faculty as wielemember from my own college days that
faculty members care about efficiency. To me, a forum that brought together community
organizations in need of service-learning partnerships with faculty in need of partners
would more quickly get at the heart and art of reciprocitye community partners also
wanted to build more of a relationship with the faculty members around the service-
learning:does this type of activity count as a job duty for the instructors? For me, it is part
of my job and my executive director wants me reaching out to college students. So | know
it is an accepted use of my tirdgother community partner saw opportunities to build
relationships beyond service-learniigell the only other thing is we would welcome
universities to do research here. | think that would be great. Sometimes there are grants
out there that they might have and need to come here and conduct resElaech
community partners saw additional opportunities part of institutionalization of not onl
service-learning but of the community contdxhink universities, generally, should see
us as partners in discovery. The nonprofit sector has changed with the times. We are
educated and can provide an important stakeholder perspective on redgaildimg
broader partnerships between community and campus was seen as the ultimatéhgoal, w
service-learning playing an important role in the partnership. Community amer hig

education have needed each other for a while, and that need has been increasing.
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Aside from the relationship between reciprocity and institutionalizatioargice-
learning, another selective code prominently appeared. Community parthars fel
relationship with a college or university had reciprocity when there was adgogd
creation of work and knowledge. While the study did not focus on outcomes for college
students, the community partners did still mention them. Partly this was bétause
college students figured in the reciprocity; it mattered to the communityepathat the
students also benefited from the experience. The community partners disbissasd t
though they were instructors and collaborators and desired most of all a sense of joi

creation of work and knowledge.

Sense of Joint Creation of Knowledge/Dismantling the Ivory Tower

The concept of jointly creating work and knowledge is unique to service-learning
because of the tacit understanding that the students will not just give but alsodearn f
the community setting.

They learn that we don't bite [laughter]. When they first get heretlingy they've

walked into a scary place. But even by the end of their initial visit, they're much

more comfortable. It dispels all of those types of fears. Rockhurst studdhts rea
get more out of it and they've told me that. They came to bring something to our
students and wind up walking away with more than they brought.

What they walked away with were precious and unique new learning: knowledge,
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authentic experience, self-efficacy—all of the incredible outcomes assdevith
service-learning, but only when it is high-quality service-learniragacterized by
reciprocity between campus and community. Theoretically, the reason régiprat
service-learning are linked is because many of the learning outcoen@spandent on the
community partners and their willingness to invest in students.

The student learning described by the community partners was a deep and
meaningful learning — the type of learning referred to in university terms as
transformational learning. The depth of the change and knowledge createdeseparat
service-learning from community service for the community partners.

They are college students - as a matter of fact they are whitgecstiedents and

there is an attitude sometimes of “oh you poor pitiful thing.” So we've had some of

that, but not enough to make an issue of it. For the most part the Rockhurst
students are so down to earth.
The opportunity to experience a level of socio-economic, cultural, and racial tversi
present at the campus was an important feature of the experiences of thendgmm
partners.

The experience of poverty; the experience of hunger; the experience of being

alone. These are all experiences that are everyday occurrenaaeselyabappen

or probably have rarely happened in college students’ lives. We also can help

college students see they can make a concrete difference. When they come here
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they think | have a face and a nhame to seeing the difference that can be made
Seeing someone bring their kid in and get groceries because their mom is working
but still can't make ends meet. Or seeing the joy when somebody gets a job. Huge
What the community partners did not have a grasp of was what occurred in the classroom
to also support that level of learning. The unique feature of service-learnivag isdalls
upon the community partners and the faculty to work together to build knowledge. One of
the areas where service-learning was fraught with difficulty westive connection
between the faculty members and the community partners. The communityatioer
had strong relationships with the faculty members and a direct connection to $es clas
described the stronger outcomes.
That the community partners described the benefits of hosting college students so
explicitly underscores their insight in creating change.
Many college students are future leaders by the fact of where theyigetgaet a
job on a higher socioeconomic level. And therefore it can actually create real
change if they have community experience now. Meaning if you don't know what
it's like to be poor or don't have the experience of that then you'll never have the
idea of | can give back.
More than having extra hands on deck to address the needs of the community, the
community partners described potential outcomes of service-learning that Ipedethieal

to make lasting and potentially life-changing impression on the stuiféetge gotten
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pretty hard in the orientation this time, challenging them to think about themselves and
their roles. To think about their futures and maybe we can connect them with other
situations.What the community partners described was mentoring that they weng wil

to give the college students in exchange for recognizing the opportunitykarglita
seriously.

The joint creation of work and knowledge, while at the heart of reciprocity,as als
provocative because it begins to dismantle the cherished notion of the university as ivory
tower. Historically, the university has generated knowledge, been at the nexus of
innovation. Increasingly, knowledge and innovation happen in other places besides the
university campus. Entrepreneurs innovate. Educators of grade school students produce
knowledge about best practices. Quite in keeping with the joint creation of work and
knowledge, the dismantling of the ivory tower was, from the community partner
perspective, an important approach to building and sustaining service-learniragnsogr
that are characterized by high degrees of reciprocity from the conynpanihers’
perspectives would be to dismantle the ivory tower notion of higher education.

Whether the ivory tower can be completely deconstructed was not the focus of thi
study. Rather, when it came to reinforcing boundaries pertaining to who creates
knowledge and who does the work, the community partners felt those portions of the ivory
tower needed to come down. Colleges and universities sent students in to the community

to gain knowledge and apply theory in ways that cannot be constructed in the classroom or
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campus environment. Practitioner knowledge was immensely important to postlsgc
education for both practical and theoretical reasons. The community partnersedpres
both of those: Practical provides insight and preparation for careers; thedcapptication
helps students understand how to use the knowledge they gain from their studies.
It's a joy for students to be able to see that they can be hands-on and see that they're
making a difference. They are probably our most enthusiastic and passionate
volunteers. Recently we just had a fraternity bring us food. We thought it might be
a trunk load of food. No, it was bin after bin. The college students are great about
off-site activities especially. They're great at things we might he& with
outside of our facility because they have a little bit more flexibility anlingiiess
to go out and help. And | like to think they are taking up the cause in a way that is
reinforced by their studies.
The community partners in this study called the question regarding whethdedgew
and application should be as separate as they have been. In the current conteheifor hig
education, part of being college educated has been to be able to apply theory. Keeping
knowledge separated from theory kept students and faculty from experienehg wh
happened when they have been combined. The community partners greatly valued
Rockhurst University, and higher education in general. They expressed through the

interviews how much they need their partnerships with colleges.
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Don't ever stop being our partner; don't ever leave us alone. We really do need
Rockhurst University very, very badly. The experience that the students bring, the
commitment that they've brought over the years has been very important for our
students. Our students here welcome all that attention, they do. It really plants
something in the hearts of our students that says | can, | can do this too.
Because a majority of the community partners are college educated, Wieapsight in to
the dynamics of higher education. The motivations and inclinations of the sector are not
veiled and yet sometimes a lack of transparency that is caused by theepeides of the
ivory tower, and the lack of jointly creating work and knowledge together irgereth

everyone’s sense of reciprocity.
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Chapter Summary

Chapter four has been a long and pivotal chapter in the dissertation. It began with
descriptive data of the community partner organizations, the study panti€j and
Rockhurst University. The descriptive data was compared with regionabfdabaprofit
organizations and with academic data from Rockhurst University to see how the stud
participants and their organizations are representative of the universityeatityt The
descriptive data presented the variety and breadth of the community partneratigasiz
participating in the study as compared with overviews of Rockhurst Universitylafae
showed that the community partner organizations, the informants of the study, and
Rockhurst University have several areas of commonality, but, community partner
organizations more closely resembled the university than the city at large.

The second section of the chapter established triangulation of the data by showing
consistency across the data gathered for this study, data collected about 30 @piafi
data collected about Rockhurst University. An analysis of frequently used siwded
the same linear patterning, which established triangulation for purposesaidlitative
study.

The third section of the chapter presented findings from the community
conversation. The opportunity for community partners to discuss among themselves thei

experiences with service-learning and with reciprocity provided additiosight to how
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the concepts are related. The fourth section of the chapter summarized eacmitpmm
partner interview. The summaries were written to present the context nfeheaw and
to highlight the community partners experiences with service-learnohghaughts
pertaining to reciprocity.

The final two sections analyzed the data by research questions and byeselecti
code. The discussion of how the research questions drove data collection and examinati
to lead to selective codes and ultimately to the core variables of regrprosérvice-
learning: of the connection between perception of reciprocity and institligatian of
service-learning, and association of jointly creating knowledge with difingatite ivory
tower.

The next chapter will present how this analysis comes together in to a set of
recommendations for higher education, generally, and for Rockhurst specificallip to he
increase the reciprocity experienced by community partners when theyudssitst

service-learners.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

How does reciprocity work? Is it as simple as the golden rule? If a college does
unto the community as the college would want done unto itself, in the case of service-
learning, is that reciprocity? This study sought to understand how the concept of
reciprocity is operationalized in service-learning. Although there ang types of
community engagement, | selected service-learning because reciggacitgntral,
important construct of service-learning. The literature clearly showsatiarocity is a
necessary factor for students to have the type of transformational learpargeage
necessary to be inspired (and perhaps feel empowered) to take action toward socia
change. Given the strong participation by colleges and universities acrossititey,

service-learning has become a force for social change.

Discussion

This study used the following definition of reciprocity which is based on the
researcher’s interpretation and synthesis of Henry’s and Breyfagl'®r enriched
reciprocity: Reciprocity is when two or more parties take collectitieratoward a

common purpose. Through the process of coming together, the parties are transformed by
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the collective action in a way that allows for increased understanding of arfatyat
life experiences (Henry & Bryfogle, 2006). In the article written ety and Breyfogle,
they do not forward a new definition of reciprocity, but rather describe all gictinés a
more complicated understanding of reciprocity that service-learhmgdespecially for
partnerships where education is the primary goal of all parties. Thehepeahat
through reciprocity, the actions may even alter rigid social systems.

Reciprocity is more than a measurable exchange: it is an elusive butianilita
craving for something beyond a transaction. Something that is durable, truspaodhy
valuable. Service-learning is a transformative teaching methodology beataas the
potential, when set up with reciprocity in mind, to connect classroom and community, to
open up the learning environment to the challenges and chaos of the real world. When that
happens, the social system of ivory tower is confronted and so are many of the
preconceived notions and stereotypes of the college student service-learndrat But t
only when a service-learning project is planned and implemented in such a way tisat mee
all definitional characteristics, especially reciprocity.

Scholarship on service-learning tends to present a much more structured picture of
service-learning than service-learning typically has in the collegsrdom. There is a
great deal of unpredictability in service-learning. Part of the reascayitwid so much

promise is because, like reciprocity, it is untidy.
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This study was not intended to be an evaluation of Rockhurst University's service-
learning; this study focuses on Rockhurst University’s community partnersdeeca
Rockhurst has a long-standing service-learning program and developed relatiwitships
their community partners. The real focus of this study is reciprocity betvaespus and
community from the unique point of view of the community partners. | set out to
understand how reciprocity works in service-learning for community partneesjdeet
believe as an intellectual movement, service-learning does not listen daoselgh to the
communities who are equal players in the process. The present researeh fwcus
community partners of Rockhurst University’s longstanding service-leapnaggam.

There were three parts to the study: An initial community conversatiome@sgahe
definition of service-learning to include the community partner perspectivelantified
ways in which service-learning is a worthwhile enterprise. The resuli® @ommunity
conversation were brought forward to substantive interviews with twenty-three
representatives from eighteen community-based organizations. The wwtewsese
conducted until reaching saturation of themes across the various types of nonprofit
organizations. Because the nonprofit sector is diverse and significant in Katysas Ci
saturation of themes needed to be achieved across a variety of organization types. Th
third part was gathering profiles of each nonprofit organization that patédifram the
DonorEdge database maintained by the Greater Kansas City Community Faurefati

well as gathering profiles from the Donor Edge database of the GreaterskGaihg
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Community Foundation of each nonprofit organization that participated in the study. This
documentation was used for purposes of classification (type, size, age, aod ofifise
nonprofit organizations) as well as discussion of service-learning from Rot&hurs
perspective.

Using constructivist grounded theory, this study examines how reciproaikgw
and the features of reciprocity that shape how communities feel about Seavitag.
Reciprocity works through relationships and the relationships among all the stakeholder
in service-learning can shape how community partners feel about servinede&ased

on data analysis, this study arrives at the following, interconnected findings:

e The Discourse of service-learning rattles the foundations of the traditional
notion of the ivory tower where knowledge is created, stored, and carefully
deposited in students, to a community comprised of students, faculty, alumni,
the nonprofit sector, and their clients who want to take action based on
knowledge.

e Community partners feel reciprocity is important to their feeling of ndredr
not a service-learning project was worthwhile or successful.

¢ Community partners value what they offer students by way of transformational
learning.

e Community partners want to jointly build work and knowledge and in so doing,

dismantle the ivory tower.
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e The degree of institutionalization of service-learning at the universaty is

important factor in reciprocity from the community partners perspectives.

This study was, in part, inspired by the scholarship of Randy Stoecker and
Elizabeth Tryon who sought to “amplify the unheard voices of community organization
staff in the service-learning relationship” (Stoecker & Tryon, 2009, p.vii). Stoackker
Tryon noted that the students and the service-learning faculty hear what theiamibyn
partners have to say, but too often this knowledge and insight does not travel beyond the
service-learning network at the college level. More than just listeaitftietcommunity
partners, this study attempted to understand why, even with being unheard and even with
the challenges, do community partners continue to be community partners. The reason
why is because of reciprocity: the community partners are gettinglsiogpéhey value, or
giving something they value. This study corroborates the findings of Stoeckeryamd Tr
in that service-learning is not always beneficial for community partnerghahtbo often
the outcomes hinge on students and a small group of faculty. Many of the relationships
described by the community partners in this study were transactional. Tdns,me
according to Enos and Morton (Jacoby, 2003) that they are focused on an exchange of
some sort: dinner needs to be served at a community kitchen and college students come
serve it. When and if the partnerships develop over time, the relationship becomes
transformational. This study found that some community partners prefeatisadtional

relationship and have been sustaining it for years. Still other community gaxioeid be
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open to expanding and building on their existing partnerships. This study affirmed the
findings of Dorado and Giles (2004) that organizations will fall along of spectruypes t
of partnerships, but what matters most is whether or not the students doing tree servic
learning meet real community needs. However, there are large decmidins f
community partners to make. Often their budgets are tight and their staffooked just
meeting the needs of clients. Bushouse (2005) positions the ultimate challenge for
community partners is to decide whether the benefits of service-learpimgeh the

cost. In this study, most of the community partners felt the benefits were worth the
associated costs. Admittedly, this study had a number of youth-serving otigeusizand
schools because most of Rockhurst’s service-learning seems to be related sauthool
youth. Perhaps there are areas where the service-learning modelwetiiscause the
partnership comes with greater ease and benefits and less cost.

This study found that community partners’ experiences form a Discourse of
service-learning that is shared across the sites. The Discourse tab/sraped by the
direct experience with students and faculty coming on site, but also shaped Iptsonce
such as sustainability, recognition/reward, and institutionalization; and by sgmbol
images that are shared nationally, such as the ivory tower, and those sbaltgdduch
as Troost Avenue. While most studies corroborate the Boyer Model of higher education
(1990, 1994), this study found shared Discourse between the ways Boyer preseats the N

American College and the ways many of the community partners desifger deere
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meaningful partnerships with area colleges and universities.

Butin (2005) argued that service-learning must be examined as a narrdtive if i
hopes for reciprocity because there are assumptions about identity, power, ang a stron
historical inclination to reduce service-learning to the haves doing for thenbés.€Fhe
first research question sought to learn about the community partners’ agpsneth
service-learning as a route to hearing and understanding their narralisgestutly’s first
finding is that the Discourse of service-learning rattles the foundations wéathgonal
notion of the ivory tower where knowledge is created, stored, and carefully deposited i
students, to a community comprised of students, faculty, alumni, the nonprofit sector, and
their clients who want to take action based on knowledge. It is a Romantic notiorobut als
a deeply democratic ideal that the New American College is part of th@woity, and
the community is part of the institution.

The community partners in this study described service-learning as having the
potential to exemplify the search for truth, a pillar of higher education. Butin (2010)
claimed this for service-learning because it shakes up the grand nariaivelsy in
many students’ minds, reinforced by society, parents, schooling, and in many gfssss hi
education. This study found that the community partners valued their role in helping to
implode these grand narratives. The second finding of this study is that community
partners desire, and see it as an accomplishment, to provide a context for tranva&ormat

learning for college students. Community partners do this out of a sense ofisasipgrt
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of their organization’s mission, wanting to groom the next generation of leadéngifor
particular issue, or for social justice reasons — often a complicated caiobioithose

three already intertwined motivations. Gilbert, Johnson, and Plaut (2009)thaséris
increasingly important that higher education find a way to understand the dynamic,
systemic work of community-based organizations as an integral part @&rthees

learning project. McKnight (2003) recommends that institutions of higher education
appoint a system of community connectors who have liaison roles between campus and
community and steward the institution’s relationship with a set group of community
partners. This type of innovation would answer the community partners questions about
how to connect with colleges and universities, and how to invite others besides the
students to see what the students are learning and experiencing on-site. kdvisg i
direction would support the community partners’ hopes (and possibly expectations) to
jointly create work and knowledge with higher education.

According to Holland (2006), high-quality service-learning depends on two things:
faculty interest in teaching and learning through this methodology, and involved,
committed community partners who are collaborators and co-teachers. Hidlaustbtes
that weak service-learning projects do not work collaboratively with commpaiitgers
and students find their own ways to connect experience and course content (or most likely
they do not). This study corroborates Holland’s discussion about quality. The community

partners all expressed that they either were part of the planning, teadlinggaaing of
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the service-learning project, or if they were not, that they would like to be.al$ey
valued the faculty members expertise and willingness to open up their classde-servi
learning. When asked directly if they saw themselves as co-teacharsnthrinity
partners were uncertain what that meant. But they all provided evidence of simgervi
students, wanting students to experience and learn particular things, and offered
assessments of how well, or not, it works.

Gelmon, Holland, and Shinnamon (1998) note that faculty pursue service-learning
for student outcomes but also for the benefits of increased classroom engadgéckay
and Estrella describe service-learning as having a “highly personalizexniltum” that
enhances the relationship among faculty and students (McKay & Estrella, 2008, p. 359).
From the community partner perspective there was an assumption that the focus of
service-learning is on the community experience and not on the relationship between
faculty and student. While this study neither affirms nor refutes McKay anellBsand
Gelmon et al, it does highlight the gulf between the perspectives of servicede®n
campuses, retention and persistence is such a prevailing issue, that eoltéges
universities focus on service-learning for things like strengthenicheestudent
relationships. Service-learning may not be as community-based from the ldgbatien
perspective as it would appear to community partners.

Perspectives on the motivation for faculty to teach service-learning caumeses

complex. Astin and Vogelgesang (2006) found that 81 percent of faculty believe that
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institutions of higher education are obligated to partner with community-based
organizations to address the region’s pressing needs. Many of the commungyspart
participating in this study noted that they are more successful in addyéssir mission
of the contributions higher education makes through time and talent. The same Astin and
Vogelgesang study (2006) noted that 31 percent of the faculty stated that thgagscolle
make community-based work a priority. It may be out of a genuine sense of ttetithe
community partners questioned how the universities recognize students andfaculty
their service-learning accomplishments.

Regardless of the how the connection was made, this study found a strong
connection between reciprocity and institutionalization. The community partdenstdi
point to specific learning outcomes that the students gained from sernexwe Most
community partners, when discussing what their organizations contribute to college
students, pointed at the opportunity for real-world experiences. Colleges anditieser
send students to the community to gain knowledge and apply theory in ways that cannot
be constructed in the classroom or campus environment. Practitioner knowledge is
immensely important to post-secondary education for both practical and théoretica
reasons. The community partners expressed both of those: Practical provgtdsaims
preparation for careers; theoretical application helps students understand hewht® us
knowledge they gain from their studies. Possibly from this broad view of the outcomes of

campus-community partnerships for learning, the community partners all eegbiees
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sincere interest in feedback on the students’ experiences.

Jacoby (1996) identified reciprocity as a central, important construet\o€es-
learning that is the foundation for the transformational learning experrestessary for
students to be inspired (and perhaps feel empowered) to take action toward sogel chan
Coming from the community partner perspective, this study did find the same eonnect
between transformational learning and reciprocity as Jacoby describedvet, as
discussed above, the community partners were not being asked about their views on
educational theory. Much of the discussion of service-learning and reciprosityated
within the academy. In other words, it looks at the community from within the campus
boundaries. This study situated the discussion of service-learning and regiprtuit
the community. Too quickly the community partners found portions of service-learning
exposed and unsupported and other portions draped behind opaque curtains. It seemed to
the community partners that it was up to individual students and faculty members to pull
back the curtains or bolster the service-learning they most cherishedude s
participants wanted to know whether service-learning mattered to the uryivassi
evidenced by how service-learning is sustained and promoted within the univdisity. T
community partners saw a direct connection between perception of recipratity a
institutionalization of service-learning.

For the community partners in this study, reciprocity in service-learnisgrwah

more than a perception that the outcomes are proportionate to their investment. Some
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community partners have developed strategies for managing shorter#teica-k=arning,
while other community partners were critical of the effort and resourgested in
shorter-term projects compared with the gains for the organizatioredtiteyly, all
community partners felt that they were making an investment in the studenteand t
shared future of Kansas City communities. The community partners discubssideato
groom the next generation of leaders. Their thoughts affirmed that the isseegicé-
learning and institutionalization are connected to whether a particulagealteiniversity
is accessible and relevant to people in the surrounding communities. They detbtsibe
in terms of an institutional front porch, access point, or portal that served as a point of
departure for all forms of community engagement.

Gilbert, Johnson and Plaut (2009) asserted the practical purpose of connection
between campus and community because campus and community share a common fate.
They described the value of building deeply embedded partnerships between campus and
community because both sectors share a responsibility for creating anchgrthegsocial
conditions that permit persistent social problems. This study upheld Gilbert, Johnson and
Plaut’s view of the necessary partnership between campus and community. Maakspa
described how student involvement at their organization provides college students with a
name and face for long-standing societal problems such as poverty, hunger, @réamy lit
achievement. This shared future is a serious one and if a college or unsieosiky be

compelled to dismantle the ivory tower and jointly create work and knowledge, there
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needs to be durable institutional supports in place.

As a public good, higher education does hold a stake in building a better, more just
future. Strong (2009) describes what it takes to host a viable, effectiveesieatning
program. At a minimum, there should be one, full-time, professional director ofeservic
learning who connects with the various constituents to support building relationships and
partnerships. This service-learning program should be housed centrally and be paid for
with institutional funding. This level of commitment, Strong argues, is an importént pa
of symbolic reciprocity and cues community partners that other resources and
collaborations are possible. This study supports this assertion of Strong’s basatson ye
as a professional, full-time, service-learning director.

Because Rockhurst University has earned the Carnegie Foundation elective
classification in Community Engagement, has an established CentermeSsrarning
with a full-time, professional director who reports to the top academic dfficear
community partners understand the level of investment given to service-learreng. Th
community partners also valued participating in the annual faculty workshop ateservi
learning and being part of the design process for service-learning. Often
institutionalization of service-learning is focused on legitimizing serl@arning for
faculty, when it comes to community engaged scholarship viability for achitanoige
and promotion (Strong, 2009: Bringle & Hatcher, 2002); as well as for students, when it

comes to noting service-learning on academic transcripts and recognitibaifor t
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community engagement achievements. With respect to reciprocity and theundyn

partner perspective, the institutionalization of service-learning shouldtaisote

legitimize service-learning for the community partners. Coming begdor shared
workshops and collaborative discussions helps community partners take part in the joint
creation of work and knowledge. Ways to achieve this identified by this reseelathein
shared collaborative time and space as well as sharing student refladtiassassment of
service-learning. Many of the community partners shared that their caigangzwere
interested in continuous improvement, and with a lack of feedback about their role in the
service-learning enterprise, they had difficulty building it into their omgdimnal context

and culture.

The importance of institutionalization of service-learning to recipratipports
previous research on service-learning and community partnerships. When looking at
institutionalization, the community partners discussed the ways the utyweesives its
commitment to the communities into the fibers of its teaching, research, arod skrvi
makes sense that institutionalization and reciprocity are connected frqarpective of
community partners. Institutionalization makes available resources &nsl tstpromote
service-learning and the partnerships in which the community organizatianseseng
their resources. When an institution of higher education invests in service-le#ractg
in ways that are innovative, share power, and resources (Ostrander, 2004). With prope

institutionalization of service-learning, a college or university should inchele
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community partners in the process of building partnerships, identifying piso el

assessing needs (Driscoll, 2008). Community partners understand sustaiaadility

making operations decisions in times of scarce resources. By expressiegicio

whether service-learning is institutionalized, the community partmersoaing from a
perspective that recognizes that campus and community share a commaspé&tia|lg

when it comes to social justice and persistent social problems (Gilbert, Johnsauit,& Pl
2009). Both higher education and the nonprofit sector are part of the public good and hold
a stake in building a better, more just future. When a college or university invests i
community engagement, it becomes involved in the actual building, one brick at a time, of

this shared future.

Recommendations

Based on the community conversation and the interviews, a number of
recommendations emerge for higher education service-learning. This sadteaovess

each of the recommendations with community insight in to process.

Recommendation #1: Relationships Matter; Take Timeto Build Them

Nonprofit organizations and schools exist in cultures that are mission-focused a
often have a tiered organizational structure. Higher education has a sirgdaizational

context. Service-learning directors, coordinators, and faculty have importanmsas
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bridge-builders between university and community. Service-learning rigtapaleals to
faculty members who value learning in the community context, or they may not go to the
time to teach service-learning courses. It is important for serviaeiiggoersonnel to

realize the important role they play in bridging campus and community. An important
strategy for service-learning professionals is to provide continuity forotmencinity

partners as different classes and students rotate through in different sendesither

strategy that community partners would value is having a liaison assignestdammg the
relationship between campus and community, perhaps even a faculty member who has a
research interest closely associated with the organization, or a graddat#.sBecause
service-learning is a teaching methodology, it belongs closely assbwi#teacademic

affairs. However, the service-learning personnel should also be connecigdktat st

affairs and be able to address how service-learning is connected to tlua roiskie

college or university, as well as being able to discuss the ways the collegeearsity
supports and recognizes service-learning academically. This coutddra@ished

through intentional relationship building on the part of the service-learning persatinel w
other student affairs personnel who work with outreach. If a database of service
opportunities is kept, it should unite all of the ways that students connect with community

organizations, i.e. internships, community service, practicum, and service-ggarnin
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Recommendation #2: I ncor por ate Technology

It would be great to have an online, secure space where community partners could
have easy access to information about their service-learning projectioedearning
generally. This could incorporate online orientation to service-learningshasyng of
course syllabi, student reflections, and assessment. One way to establigiuttiiberto
have a community partners online resource hub in Moodle or Blackboard. Faculty may
want to consider adding a representative from the community organizatitwes to t
Blackboard class to interact with discussion boards and assignments, as afgropri

The community partners often want to be more connected to the courses
themselves, while the faculty members want to be conscientious of the community
partners’ time, as well as their own. It seems that having a robust onlinévploetre a
resource for community partners would be access to information about theieservi
learning project as well as service-learning in general. The pastdtilee more focused
on the bridge between campus and community than having a community partners section
in Blackboard or Moodle. This would help the community partners with grant proposals,
annual report and website articles, and other types of visibility for the priojgavould
not be a time drain or use scarce resources if appropriate levels of comatgesyg were
considered in the mapping and design of online systems. Additionally, feedback

mechanisms for the community partners about their experiences could be budthto s
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an online management system. This way, community partners could give and receiv
feedback. Even if a college or university does not make an investment in an onkne, syst
community partners need feedback and information. At the very least, this could be as
simple as sharing students’ final reflections or asking students to complete a
guestionnaire/survey about their experiences and sharing the data with thernsgmm

partners.

Recommendation #3: Host Orientation and Make Visible Community Partner

Expertise

Long-term community partners have a lot of knowledge and insight to share with
other community partners about strategies for being a community partner, cwogdina
college students as volunteers, how to structure project oversight, and other biestspract
Several of the organizations have developed specific policies and on-sitelauior
college student service-learners. It would be an excellent investmentifstiaution of
higher education to work with a community partner to provide orientation to other
community partners and to help determine content and focus of any sort of portaleresourc
To recognize the community partners as important consultants and give thpemd f&ir
their time in faculty and/or student workshops would be an additional step toward
reciprocity and legitimizing the very important role communities haveundimg out the

education of post-secondary students.
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Recommendation #4: I nstitutionalize Service-L earning

As addressed earlier in this section, institutionalization of servicekhgamatters
to community partners because they care about sustainability, do not have the same
perception of the boundaries of the campus ending at the physical campus. Rarticular
with urban-serving universities and community colleges, community partreeoften
graduates of the college or university. Their donors and board members, aslegl as
government officials, also may be alumni of the partnering college. They knbtheha
students will go on to graduate and be leaders. Through hosting service-learning, many
community partners are making an investment in the next generation of employees
leaders, donors, and public officials. As a public good, higher education needs to innovate
the ways it institutionalizes service-learning to legitimize, fund, and ausfar students,
faculty, and community partners.

The most important aspects of institutionalizing service-learning dezeht
across the roles. For students, recognizing service-learning coursesahéedule of
classes as well as on official transcripts is important. For this to occue,nbeds to be a
faculty committee or process for institutions to identify which courses tossare
service-learning courses. For faculty, finding a way to recognizesdearning in the
promotion and tenure process would be the most significant form of institutionalization.

Because faculty own the curriculum and pedagogy they develop, recogniziny veat
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in service-learning is a complex aspect of institutionalization. Additioctdrfgto support
faculty work are to have resources available to help support service-tpauaim as
graduate research assistants to assist with the community-based akpetvice-
learning. For community partners, having avenues for regular input and feedback a
important. Also important would be to include community partners in professional

development opportunities relating to campus-community partnerships.

Future Research

There is much work to be done in building sustainable campus-community
partnerships for service-learning that are characterized by retypra@ institutionalized,
and are sustained over time. Because resources are scarce, it is imponizke tvise
choices that lead to improved relationships between academe and community
organizations as well as enhanced efficiency and more knowledge about how service
learning affects all of its stakeholders. Developing a self-study cssamseat that colleges,
universities, students and community partners can use for purposes of being transparent
and intentional about reciprocity would be an important tool for the service-learning
intellectual movement. After all, community partners are one-third of theiequxd this
teaching methodology that is so important to building strong communities and future

leaders who are prepared to address our most entrenched problems and inequities.
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There is a real need for colleges and universities to be intentional about building
partnerships for service-learning. An important next step is to develop a seaarésle$
or how-to guides for colleges and universities, for students, and for community pertners
build sustainable relationships for service-learning. It is important thatresearch be
focused on the community partners experience and that best practices fotiqgom
reciprocity become documented and shared. The how-to guides would attempt to do just
that. Because reciprocity works through relationships, an additional nex$ stegxtend
the how-to guide to the clients and students served by the community organizations. The
community partners’ primary relationships will be with their clients andilplestheir
funders. Having information created explicitly for these audiences isp@ortant part of
institutionalizing service-learning at the community organization. Thognmdition must
be practical and usable for the community partners, their clients, and perhafsteris.
The content surfaced by this study that ought to be included in further study for any
audience includes strategies for closing the feedback loop between campus and
community and strategies for bridging campus and community for the joinboreét

knowledge.

234



Conclusion

As colleges and universities turn to service-learning as a solution to regitie@at
teaching and learning at the postsecondary level, it is vital that they do stehinly to
community partners and through building partnerships strong enough to inspire change
and collective action — two pillars of enriched reciprocity. The ideal of slgarning is
that it rebuilds higher education and helps foster vital, healthy communigasingful,
high-quality service-learning that teaches students to be agents of sooge chaot
accidental. Quality service-learning comes through seeking reitipimo@ll aspects of the
project. Interestingly, the community partners want to see that their irergsimihe
service-learning partnership, students, and faculty, is valued by the aaflizgegity. A
clear indicator for community partners of that value is the amount of institutional
resources a university invests in service-learning. If it is an unfunded redodatfew
faculty, the community partner experience is likely to not be charaateoy high degrees
of reciprocity. On the other hand, if the college/university has a vis#iercservice-
learning or some sort of portal for the community partner to connect with facwalty
students, and if the faculty and students contributions to the community are valued by the
college/university, then the community partners have a heightened sense otigcipro
Because enriched reciprocity requires change, having servicealgé#nat is deeply and

meaningfully embedded in the structure of the university’s academic core and is
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supported, is important. Otherwise, the relationship is skewed between collegsitynive
and community partner.

As colleges and universities continue to embrace service-learning, findysgava
promote reciprocity in the campus-community partnerships will continue to be
challenging. One way to promote reciprocity that higher education carmlcisritow the
practice is structured. Beyond the typical practices of aligning sel@aning with the
provost’s office, noting service-learning on the transcript, and examining poynaotd
tenure policies for opportunities to increase faculty reward, some instgugre looking
to service-learning as an intellectual movement. As such, servicenlgéetomes a field
of inquiry in which students can minor or earn a certificate, and faculty candiat/e |
appointments. This type of highly visible structuring on the part of the college or
university sends a clear and direct message to community partners\ica-EBarning is
a worthwhile endeavor. Community partners can building long-term relationshigseha
sustained through shifts in course offerings, students, and faculty interest. Tharaom
partners would know where to call and how to get started discussing the next innovative
idea. In turn, this relationship is strong enough to deliver all that servicerdga
promises: meaningful, transformative learning experiences for students, inoncaad

context for faculty, and assistance addressing real needs for commumgreart
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APPENDIX A

RECRUITMENT LETTER

Dear Prospective Participant,

My name is Alexis Petri; | am a student at the University of Missounisia City
working on a Doctor of Education degree. | am conducting a research stukbdentit
Reciprocal Exchange: Understanding the Community Partner Perspectiygher Hi
Education Service-Learning. Your participation in the study would be apprkciate

| received your name from Rockhurst University Center for Servicenlrepas a current
or recent community partner where Rockhurst students completed servicagearni
projects. The study will focus on your perspective on service-learningegsesentative
of a community partner organization. The study will focus on reciprocity, or théitsene
and costs of your participation in service-learning. Please note that angatifor that
you provide will be confidential. Rockhurst University will receive information in
aggregate form only and you and your organization will not be identifiable. Titeefeua
parts to the study:

e Participate in a community conversation on community partner benefits ofeservic
learning (1.5 hours).

¢ Review information gathered from that process to make certain you feel your
perspective was accurately represented.

e Participate in a twenty-minute interview at a time and location convenieauto y
During the interview you will be asked a couple follow-up questions from the
community conversation as well as questions about your experiences wite-servic
learning.

e Review information gathered from your interview and authenticate thiat yo
perspective/thoughts were accurately represented (this will be cenhplaine)

If the results of the study are published, no information from you will be revealed. Your
records will be kept as confidential as possible under local, state and faderalit
absolute confidentiality cannot be guaranteed. The Institutional Review Board (
committee that reviews and approves research studies), or other regudataies may

be given access to research study records which contain your identity. That éomse
signed by you will be reviewed to verify the study procedures that werempedand the
data reported about you.
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As the research study may not benefit you, the possible benefit of youipadidit is to
society in that it may add new information regarding the community partnesisgotive

in higher education service-learning. Your participation may potentiallyrenisat
community-based nonprofit organizations and schools benefit from stronger and more
sustainable partnerships with colleges and universities.

If you decide to participate in the study, please send an email to petria@ uncoadiu

me at 816.809.6877. Similarly if you have any questions concerning the study, or would
like to receive a summary of the findings of the study, please feel freat@ct me. If

you have questions about your rights as a research participant pleasetbenfaB
administrator at 816-235-6150. Thank you for your time.

Best regards,

Alexis Petri, M.A.
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APPENDIX B

RECRUITMENT EMAIL FLYER

Dear Prospective Participant,

This email is in follow-up to a letter mailed to you last week. My name isig\Reetri; |
am a student at the University of Missouri-Kansas City working on a Doctatuaiaion
degree. | am conducting a research study entitled Reciprocal Exchamgstanding the
Community Partner Perspective in Higher Education Service-Learning. Yxigigation
in the study would be appreciated.

| received your name from Rockhurst University Center for Servicenlrepas a current
or recent community partner where Rockhurst students completed servicaegearni
projects. The study will focus on your perspective on service-learningegsesentative
of a community partner organization. The study will focus on reciprocity, or théitsene
and costs of your participation in service-learning. Please note that ampatifor that
you provide will be confidential. Rockhurst University will receive information in
aggregate form only and you and your organization will not be identifiable. &reefeur
parts to the study:

e Participate in a community conversation on community partner benefits ofeservic
learning (1.5 hours).

e Review information gathered from that process to make certain you feel your
perspective was accurately represented.

e Participate in a twenty-minute interview at a time and location convenieatito y
During the interview you will be asked a couple follow-up questions from the
community conversation as well as questions about your experiences witke-servic
learning.

e Review information gathered from your interview and authenticate thiat yo
perspective/thoughts were accurately represented (this will be cechplgine)

If the results of the study are published, no information from you will be revealed. Your
records will be kept as confidential as possible under local, state and fadenalit
absolute confidentiality cannot be guaranteed. The Institutional Review Board (
committee that reviews and approves research studies), or other regujatwies may

be given access to research study records which contain your identity. The éamsent
signed by you will be reviewed to verify the study procedures that werepedand the
data reported about you.
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As the research study may not benefit you, the possible benefit of yourpadidit is to
society in that it may add new information regarding the community partnesisgutive

in higher education service-learning. Your participation may potentiallyrerisat
community-based nonprofit organizations and schools benefit from stronger and more
sustainable partnerships with colleges and universities.

If you decide to participate in the study, please send an email to petria@durkccall

me at 816.809.6877. Similarly if you have any questions concerning the study, or would
like to receive a summary of the findings of the study, please feel freati@ct me. If

you have questions about your rights as a research participant pleasetbentaB
administrator at 816-235-6150. Thank you for your time.

Best regards,

Alexis Petri, M.A.
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APPENDIX C

RECRUITMENT TELEPHONE SCRIPT

Hello. My name is Alexis Petri; | am a student at the University of ddissKansas City
working on a Doctor of Education degree. | am conducting a research stulbdentit
Reciprocal Exchange: Understanding the Community Partner Perspectiygher Hi
Education Service-Learning. This telephone call is in follow up to a letter aaitllem
recently sent. Is now a convenient time to discuss your participation inaaateséudy on

service-learning?

[If yes, continue belogw

[If no, ask for a time when it is convenient to talk. Or if not interested thank him or her for

time and remove name from ljst

| received your name from Rockhurst University Center for Servicenlrepas a current
or recent community partner where Rockhurst students completed servicagearni
projects. The study will focus on your perspective on service-learningegsesentative
of a community partner organization. The study will focus on reciprocity, or théitsene

and costs of your participation in service-learning. Please note that ampatifor that
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you provide will be confidential. Rockhurst University will receive information in
aggregate form only and you and your organization will not be identifiable. Tigefeua
parts to the study:

e Participate in a community conversation on community partner benefits ofeservic
learning (1.5 hours).

e Review information gathered from that process to make certain you feel your
perspective was accurately represented.

e Participate in a twenty-minute interview at a time and location convenieatito y
During the interview you will be asked a couple follow-up questions from the
community conversation as well as questions about your experiences witke-servic
learning.

e Review information gathered from your interview and authenticate thiat yo

perspective/thoughts were accurately represented (this will be ceohplgine)

If the results of the study are published, no information from you will be revealed. Your
records will be kept as confidential as possible under local, state and fadetalit
absolute confidentiality cannot be guaranteed. The Institutional Review Board (
committee that reviews and approves research studies), or other regujatwigs may

be given access to research study records which contain your identity. The éamsent
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signed by you will be reviewed to verify the study procedures that werepedand the
data reported about you.

As the research study may not benefit you, the possible benefit of yourpadidit is to
society in that it may add new information regarding the community partnesisgotive

in higher education service-learning. Your participation may potentiallyrenisat
community-based nonprofit organizations and schools benefit from stronger and more

sustainable partnerships with colleges and universities.

Are you interested in participating in the study?

[If yes] May | ask you a few questions to enroll as a participant nhwed, ask questions

in the Study Registration Form; If no, send study registration form by Jdnaall send

you a copy of the consent forrard if answered no above, the registration fpamd will

contact you soon regarding scheduling the community conversation and the interview.

[If no] Thank you for taking the time to talk with me. | will not contact you regarthe

study in the future.
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APPENDIX D

REGISTRATION FORM

Study Registration Form
Reciprocal Exchange:
Understanding the Community Partner Perspective
in Higher Education Service-Learning
Alexis Petri

Please answer all questions as best as you cagasBlprint in ink.

1. YOUR INFORMATION
Name:

2. CONTACT INFORMATION
Mailing Address:

City: te:Sta Zip:

Phone: E-mail:

3. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

The following information ioptional for you to complete. It will be kept private. will help ensure
diversity of study participants.

A. Gender: O Male O Female O Prefer not to respond

B. What is your race/ethnicity? [Please check all gply]

O African American O Latino/Latina O White/Caucasian
O Asian O Native American/Alaska Native
O Pacific Islander O Other O Bi-racial

O Prefer not to respond

C. What is your highest level of education completed?
O High school diploma/GED O Bachelor's degree
O Some college O Master's degree and above
O Associate’s degree
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4. INTERVIEW
Part of the study is a twenty-minute interview.aBke write down the best day of the week, time,raathod
of contact for scheduling the interview.

A. Days of the week available:

B. Time of day available:

C. Preferred method of contact:

Thank you for completing the registration form and for agreeing to be pae sfudy!
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APPENDIX E

CONSENT FORM

Consent for Participation in a Research Study

Reciprocal Exchange:
Understanding the Community Partner Perspective
in Higher Education Service-Learning
Alexis Petri

| nvestigator
This study will be conducted by Ms. Alexis Petri, a doctoral student of the Szhool

Education at the University of Missouri-Kansas City, and Bonita Butner, PhD.

| nvitation to Participate

You are invited to participate in a research study about campus-community papsers
for service-learning. Thank you for taking time out of your busy schedule to consider
participation.

Who will Participate

The participants are representatives from 30-40 community nonprofit organgzatid
local governments who work with or have recently worked with students voluntéaring
service-learning.

Purpose
The purpose of this study is to understand better the community partner perspective of

service-learning in higher education and to discover how reciprocity works Ibetwee
campus and community in service-learning. For purposes of this reseangtgaiecwill

be generally defined as two or more parties that come together to takévahetion
toward a common purpose and in the process the parties are transformed by ttigecolle
action in a way that allows for increased understanding of a full varietie @periences
and over time works to alter rigid social systems.

Description of Procedures

The methods of data collection for this study will be community conversation and
individual interviews. The community conversation will be similar to a focus grotp wi
the exception that there will be five tables with questions and the participapishoose
which three tables to participate at for ten minute segments. The entire cagnmuni
conversation will last 90 minutes. Following the community conversation, participants
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will participate in a thirty interview either at their place of work or a jgytlace of their
choosing. Upon completion of the research participants will be invited to a presentation of
the results. Attendance at this presentation is not mandatory to be a full patrircifee

study.

The sessions will be audio-taped, and the audio-tapes transcribed, to ensute accura
reporting of the information that you provide. The investigator will transcnibe t

audiotapes and will not discuss any item on the tape with anyone else. No one’s hame wi
be asked or revealed during the community conversation or individual interviews.
However, should another participant call you by name, the investigator will refhove a
names from the transcription. The audio recordings will be stored on an external hard
drive not attached to a computer or the internet and in locked files before arzkadfter
transcribed. The recording will be destroyed within 2 weeks of completing the
transcriptions and the transcriptions will be destroyed 3 years after theetiomolf this
dissertation project.

Voluntary Participation

Participation in this study is voluntary at all times. You may choose to natipaté or
to withdraw your participation at any time. Deciding not to participate or choasing t
leave the study will not result in any penalty or loss of benefits to which gaenétled.
During your participation you may choose to not answer any question. Not arggwerin
guestions is not the same as leaving the study. If you do decide to leave thbestudy t
information you have already provided will be deleted from the findings.

Fees and Expenses
There are no monetary costs to participate in this study.

Compensation
There is no compensation for study participation.

Risks and I nconveniences

There are no anticipated physical risks to participants. Community catisgarsiembers

will be asked to keep the information provided in the groups confidential, however, a
potential risk that might exist for some would be that information about your workplace
might be discussed outside the group by other participants and be traced back to you. If
this is a potential issue for you, you are encouraged to ask to participate th@y i

individual interview with the investigator who is knowledgeable of and bound by
confidentiality.

Benefits
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A potential benefit of participating in this study for you could be having an oppgrtanit
describe your experience with service-learning with others who have shared t
experience. Additionally the opportunity to connect with others and share similar and
divergent experiences may help clarify and validate your experientebeimng a service-
learning community site. This study seeks to improve reciprocity in sdeaceing
partnerships between colleges/universities and organizations who allow students to
volunteer on site as part of a class. It is anticipated that by improvingaatyghat
community partners have increased satisfaction in their experiences ctitatinvorking
with college students on service-learning is more beneficial for the organiz&his
information can help the current partnerships for service-learning beeffecgve, and
may provide guidance through lessons learned for future partnerships.

Confidentiality

If you choose to participate, you will not be asked your name at the focus group or
individual interview. You will not need to use your name in the community conversation
or individual interviews. If by chance, you or someone you know addresses you by name
in the sessions, the investigator/transcriber will delete all names framatiseription.
Organizational identity will also be confidential. All interview notes, rdcws, and
transcripts will be housed on an external drive and kept in a locking cabinet. lidorma
will be destroyed three years after completion of and defense of the iat@ssig
dissertation. Your actual identity and that of your organization will not be known or
available from the transcripts. While every effort will be made to keepdeamtifal all of

the information you complete and share, it cannot be absolutely guaranteedukdivi

from the University of Missouri-Kansas City Institutional Review Boaraofamittee

that reviews and approves research studies), Research Protections Paodreederal
regulatory agencies may look at records related to this study for quatitpyement and
regulatory functions. There will however be no names attached to the tapes or
transcriptions, and there will be no identifying information or names used in &tgnwr
reports or publications which result from this evaluation project. Your participatilon w
be strictly confidential.

All findings used in any written reports or publications which result from théesareb
project will be reported in aggregate form with no identifying informatioms, however
useful to use direct quotes to more clearly capture the meanings in reguetiimglings
from this form of research. You will be asked at the end of the interview if there is
anything you said which you do not want included as a quote, and the investigator will
ensure that they are not used.

In Caseof Injury
The University of Missouri-Kansas City appreciates the participationagieevho help it
carry out its function of developing knowledge through research. If you have any
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guestions about the study that you are participating in you are encouragediexall
Petri, the investigator, e€816.235.5872.

Although it is not the University’s policy to compensate or provide medical tegditior
persons who patrticipate in studies, if you think you have been injured as a result of
participating in this study, please call the IRB Administrator of UMKE0cial Sciences
Institutional Review Board at 816-235-1764.

Questions

If you have questions about this research study, please contact Alexi&/REC
Institute for Human Development, 215 W. Pershing Ro4drl60r, Kansas City, MO
64108; 816.235.5872; petria@umkc.edu

Authorization
You will be given a copy of this consent form to keep for your records.

Once again, we thank you for taking time out of your busy schedule to participate in this
process.

Participant’s printed name Investigator’s printed name
Participant’s signature Investigator’s signature
Date Date
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APPENDIX F

COMMUNITY CONVERSATION PROTOCOL

Community Conversation Protocol
Reciprocal Exchange:
Understanding the Community Partner Perspective
in Higher Education Service-Learning

Alexis Petri

The community conversation on reciprocity will be convened by Alexis Petri at the
Rockhurst University Community Center and will last 90 minutes in length. The rodm wil

be set up in clusters of tables so that approximately 6 to 8 people can sit around them. The
tables will have large sheets of paper, index cards, and markers at them. Thétfrent

room will have a graphic recorder station and audio recording materiale. Vitidoe five

tables in total and five volunteer table hosts who are not taking part in the study and who
have had prior experience in World Café Conversations and have been trained by the
investigator on the protocols and procedures of this study and how to maintain
confidentiality of participants.

When participants arrive they will complete the consent form for paatioin in the study
and will have a chance to get refreshments and settle in at a table of dlosingh The
informed consent process will take place at the very beginning.

The investigator will welcome everyone and will provide a brief description of ukg st
and of the process for the time together. The investigator will also reviewl&atndlity

(such as not using each others names) and lead a quick process to establish g®up nor
for the conversation.

The conversation will be progressive and will go for three rounds of about fifteen sninute
each. Each table has a different question which is displayed in the center:
e Table T What is service-learning from your perspective as a community partner
What is your organization’s role in service-learning? How does senaceiig
relate to your organization’s mission?
e Table 2 What does reciprocity mean to your organization? What does reciprocity
mean to you and your organization in the context of service-learning?
e Table 3 Why does your organization host college students in the service-learning
context? In what ways, if any, do you see yourself as an instructor when students
are learning at your organization?
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e Table 4 What are the challenges and potential solutions for partnering with
colleges and universities? What can colleges and universities do bettevitiealle
or help alleviate challenges or barriers?

e Table 5 Why is service-learning an important endeavor? How might it have the
potential to be transformative for students? How might it have the potential to be
transformative for your organization? How might it have the potential to be
transformative for your clients?

Table members and hosts are encouraged to write, doodle and draw key ideas on the large
sheets of paper or index cards. At the end of fifteen minutes, participants nthyasele
different table. At the end of the third round of conversation, people can return to their
original table to synthesize ideas with the table hosts/facilitators ynthg continue

traveling to a new table. After about ten minutes of synthesis, table hoste willited to

share out with the entire group the synthesis of what was developed. The grapdierrecor

will chart this discussion. All participants will be invited to chime in with addai

insights and perspectives, making this a large group discussion.

Table hosts will have the responsibility of leading the conversation at thieir Taey will
remind people to jot down key connections, ideas, discoveries, and deeper questions as
they emerge. Table hosts remain at the table for all of the rounds. At the bggihtiia

next round, they briefly share key insights from the prior conversation so othenskcan li
and build using ideas from their respective tables. During the fourth round, table hosts
synthesize the ideas to present them to the large group for additional discussion.
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APPENDIX G

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

I nterview Protocol
Reciprocal Exchange:
Understanding the Community Partner Perspective
in Higher Education Service-Learning

Alexis Petri

As part of my dissertation, | will be conducting interviews with represeets of

community organizations. The purpose is to learn more about the community partners’
perspectives on service-learning, especially when it comes to regyprbbibpe this study

has a pragmatic outcome of presenting campus-community partnershipyifme-se

learning in real terms of costs, benefits, and transformation so that our reljioetier
understand where we are missing opportunities and how to focus our limited resources for
mutual gain.

The interview will last about 30 minutes. The interview will be taped and a ti@nsic
the interview will be produced and included in my dissertation appendix. All inflarmat
from the interview will be confidential. Your name will not be used, rather, you can
choose a “pretend” name for yourself, or | will use a code. There are npaisicrisks
to the interview, but if you wish to stop at any time, you can.

Interview questions
1. Did you receive the summary report from the community conversation and did you
have a chance to review it?

2. Do you feel it is representative of your recollection of the conversatsattiere
anything that surprised you? Do you agree with the conclusions? Is thdragryygtu
would like to add to that data?

3. Please provide an overview of the volunteer force at your organization. Could you tell
me what portion of your volunteers are students in college?

4. What are some of the things that students typically learn at your organiaata

result of their service-learning? Do you see the personnel at your organization a
instructors to the students when they are on site?
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What does having college students as volunteers add to your organization? For example,
does the volunteerism of college students help your organization extend itsi$sio,
could you give an example?

5. How do you think the students’ projects help your clients, or do they?

6. Tell me about cost factors involved — do students as volunteers save money, cost
money, or does it come out about even?

7. What are some of the challenges?

8. How could colleges be better partners or collaborators? What are sdmegtluhgs,
large or small, that colleges do that facilitate students getting involved ovith y
organization?

9. How does your organization make working with college students productive?

10. Tell me about your thoughts pertaining to reciprocity and college students — do you
think there is mutual gain for both your organization and for the college by
collaborating for student learning / volunteering? Have you observed any shange
yourself, your colleagues, or your clients due to having college students as-servic
learners?

11.1s there anything you said in the process of this interview that you would not like to be

used as an individual quote in any publication based on this reséfaaddifect quote
is used, your identity will be kept confidential.
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APPENDIX H

TRANSCRIPT REVIEW FORM

Coded Transcript Review Form
Reciprocal Exchange:
Understanding the Community Partner Perspective
in Higher Education Service-Learning

Alexis Petri

1. Name:

2. lreceived a copy of the transcript from my interview with Alexis Pé&toud being a
community partner of Rockhurst University’s service-learning departnmeinfired it
is an accurate depiction of our conversation.

I Yes, | am comfortable with the transcript and coding
[0 Yes, after making changes, | am comfortable with the transcript and coding
O No

3. Comments:

Signature: Date:
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