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General Introduction

The purpose of this paper is twofold.  First, we suggest that the wide range of operational definitions of service learning leads to a lack of conceptual clarity for researchers interested in examining the benefits and drawbacks of service learning as a pedagogical device.  Most importantly, perhaps, is how the lack of a clear conceptual framework leads to methodological difficulties in evaluating the impacts of student service learning.  Of critical importance, in our opinion, is the need to create a typology that clearly delineates the boundaries between the various forms of experiential learning.  To this end, we provide a model outlining the conceptual differences between what we feel are the most common forms of experiential learning strategies used in most curricular environments.  The second goal of our paper is to describe the theoretical framework we have been using to guide our research program.  We have been studying the varieties of community service and volunteerism for nearly seven years.  In this time, we have developed a theoretical model grounded in existing theories of adolescent and emerging adulthood development (Arnett, 2001).  With this model as our anchor, we developed a measure that taps into four developmental domains we feel underlie the broad spectrum of service-related experiences.  We will first present our model, present data related to variations in development tied to service-related experiences, and conclude with several recommendations related to the pedagogy of experiential education in general and service learning in particular. 

Moving toward conceptual clarity:  We recognize that several scholars have addressed the complexities associated with attaining clear conceptual distinctions between the varieties of 

experiential learning options available to instructors (Furco, 1996; Waterman, 1997).  Furco’s (1996), analysis of the varieties of experiential education pedagogies is especially compelling.  

Using Sigmon’s (1979) service and learning typology, Furco created a conceptual model clearly distinguishing the varieties of service-related pedagogies based on who benefits from the activity and what the primary focus of the activity is, namely, service or learning.  We concur with Furco’s conceptual distinctions for the varieties of service-related pedagogies.  What we suggest is a change in the conceptual model.  Furco’s model suggests a somewhat linear and hierarchical relationship between the varieties of experiential pedagogies.  Specifically, volunteerism and internships seem to be foundational, with community service and field education one level above volunteerism and internships.  Finally, service learning sits atop the heap.

Insert Figure 1 Here

Instead of viewing these forms of experience in a hierarchical manner, we suggest an alternative diagram, namely, a Venn model showing the relative overlap and distinction of these forms of experience (Santilli & Falbo, 2001).  We feel this model has the potential to show how these forms of experience share some elements while also highlighting their unique character.  In short, we feel the Venn model captures the dynamic interrelationship between these forms of pedagogy.  Moreover, our model introduces the learner, the community, and the discipline in a different way than does Furco.  We do not want to give the impression that we are casting old wine in a new bottle.  We feel our modification of Furco’s approach does two things, namely, portrays a more dynamic relationship between the various forms of experiential pedagogy and introduces the learner, community, and discipline in a slightly different manner.

As we all know, service learning is often confused with other forms of community-based activities, namely, volunteerism, field research, or internships.  It is precisely this confusion that leads to both the conceptual and methodological problems we see in the research on experiential 

education.  Researchers in the field are certainly aware of the problems they face in designing studies evaluating these different pedagogical tools, but community members and practitioners may not be as clear as to the differences between these forms of pedagogy.  Each form of experiential learning activity draws together disparate constituencies, involves different emphases, and has divergent educational goals.  For the most part, what we traditionally know as volunteerism, field research, and internship, have a reciprocal structure of interests and needs.  For example, community-based learning experiences may bring together three different interest groups: the learner, the community, and the discipline.  Figure 1 provides a conceptual representation of the relationship between the learner, the discipline, and the community.  The points of intersection illustrate the four most common forms of community-based activities involving students.

Volunteerism emphasizes the activity of a learner who performs service that meets the needs of the community.  Learners may discover much about themselves, their community, or the people they serve, but learning related to either the conceptual or procedural knowledge of a specific field or discipline is incidental.  Such activities are highlighted by the intersection of the learner and the community.  Field research, on the other hand, brings greater focus on the relationship between the community and the discipline.  Discipline-specific goals often centered on the acquisition of quantitative and qualitative research skills, mesh with the needs of the community partner.  In short the relationship between the discipline and community are in the foreground, and supercede the needs of individual learners.  As Figure 1 shows, internships integrate the needs of the student with the discipline.  In most cases, internships are professional development opportunities for students.  The needs of the community are important, but the primary emphasis of the internship is developing career-related skills necessary for professional certification or licensure.


Strictly speaking, it is only when the needs of the learner, community, and discipline intersect that we have a compelling case for service learning.  One of the critical differences between service learning and these other forms of action is that service learning uses community-based service to enhance the academic experience of the learners involved in the service placement.  Service learning, therefore, should balance the needs of the three stakeholders involved in community-based activity.  The key to a successful service learning assignment relies on placing learners in carefully chosen and prepared community settings that have a clear connection to course learning objectives and meet real community needs.  In practice, service-learning assignments tend to be of two types: activity and project focused service.  Activity focused service places students in existing service opportunities, such as tutoring or serving food at a hunger center.  In many ways, students become a part of a service organization, or agency’s volunteers.  In project-focused service, learners provide a product or program for a service organization or agency.  In this type students may organize a health fair, prepare and conduct a survey, or provide a marketing plan for a non-profit organization.  Using service in this way provides educators with a powerful vehicle to facilitate the acquisition of course material, while also cultivating citizenship, caring, and social responsibility in students, and benefiting the community.

We hope the typology described above provides a clear view of the conceptual distinctiveness of the various forms of experiential pedagogies.  The problems associated with the misunderstandings related to conceptual confusion is only further compounded when designing research whose purpose is to evaluate service-learning programs.  Case in point, the work of Clary and Snyder (1999) whose functionalist approach to understanding service learning emphasizes personality qualities that shape volunteer intentions. They have suggested that both volunteering and service learning may be easily influenced by the personality style of the individual.  Their approach emphasizes individual personality qualities when determining motivations to volunteer as well as impacts related to volunteering and service learning.  Again, Stukas, Snyder, and Clary (1999b), found that mandatory service requirements for college graduation diminished college students’ future motivations to volunteer.  Certainly, volunteerism with its personal initiative and self-selection dimensions may be more adequately understood from a functionalist perspective.  Service learning however, is a pedagogical tool aimed at using service experiences to meet curricular goals.  The point is not to require students to perform service to meet an arbitrary civic engagement requirement, but to enhance the classroom experience with out-of-classroom experiences.  In addition, engaging students in service learning activities has the added benefit of stimulating personal development by engaging students in thought-provoking situations, which may challenge students' belief systems and social understanding.  In our opinion, the functionalist perspective does not allow for an acceptable accounting of the transformative potential of service learning.  This mismatch between theory and research may lead to confusion on the part of the effectiveness of service learning courses on the one hand, but may provide an acceptable framework for understanding volunteerism on the other.

An alternative theoretical framework:  Recently we suggested a change is in order relative to the theoretical framework used to examine questions surrounding the role of experiential pedagogy in general, and service-learning in particular (Santilli, Falbo, and Harris, in press).  In our opinion relatively few efforts have been made to explicitly link service-learning, and related activities such as volunteering, internships, and experiential education, to existing models of human development. While Dewey’s work on progressive education is often cited, as the foundation for service-learning, seldom is a coherent, consistently applied perspective of human development used to structure work in this area.  Moreover, it is unclear whether studies examining ‘mandatory’ volunteerism clearly links the volunteer activity to institutional mission or curricular goals.  This, too, compromises the developmental value of experiential learning activities.  As Yates and Youniss (1999) clearly noted, “Whether participation in a service program is required or voluntary is less important than whether the rationale for service participation coheres with, for example, the pedagogical mission of a school or community agency.  From this perspective, identity formation (and we suggest, civic engagement) is seen as a fundamentally social process and service is seen as an instance of being and becoming an active member of collective society” (pg. 272).

We recognize that a considerable amount of evidence has been generated over the past 10 or so years examining outcomes related to performing service-learning (Eyler, Giles, & Gray, 1999).  It is important to note however that most of the work, with a few exceptions, has followed one of two approaches.  On the one hand, there is the ‘input-output’ approach, whereby service is used an intervention to induce behavioral or attitudinal change.  Research of this nature does uncover the relative impact of a service-learning experience, but how does this fit into the overall development of the students participating in the service experience?  The second class of research may be generally characterized as evaluations of service-learning or experiential education programs.  Collectively, these studies focus mostly on determining gains in academic or work-place knowledge, acquisition of practical or ‘everyday’ skills, or shifts in global psychological attitudes such as appreciation of cultural diversity, moral reasoning, empathy, or self-concept (Eyler, Giles, & Gray, 1999).  While the findings from these studies are useful, the research, in our opinion, has been only ‘loosely’ developmental.  While change in civic engagement, appreciation for diversity, problem-solving skill, or empathy was assessed; the research lacked an explicit connection to existing developmental theory.  What seems to be missing, then, is a clear theoretical framework to ground the findings in this domain of research.

A Developmental Perspective on Service-Learning:  The Case for Constructivism


For the past seven years, we have been engaged in a research project examining the developmental benefits related to performing community service.  We recognize several scholars have suggested constructivism as the foundation for experiential pedagogy.  Often, though, the focus has been on using Piaget’s or Kohlberg’s stage model as a focus for identifying developmental stages related to service participation, seldom are the more epistemological principles underlying constructivism used as a framework for examining development related to service experiences.


The broader constructivist-developmental perspective, as articulated by Piaget, Vygotsky, Fowler, and others, has four characteristics: First, an inherent emphasis on personal action in the development of knowledge of our world.  Humans seek stimulation, rather than wait to be stimulated.  Human knowledge, then, is a product of human action.  Second, characteristics of culture shape relevant knowledge, and serve as a framework for personal development.  Recently, cultural psychologists have suggested that individual development cannot be considered without referring to the cultural context surrounding the individual.  Furthermore, it is the goal of development to acquire the body of knowledge necessary to make a successful transition to adult status.  Third, knowledge is co-constructed through relationships.  The development of knowledge about the world is not a solitary achievement.  From a constructivist perspective, knowledge is inherently social, achieved through intensive interactions with other members of society.  It is through these interactions that individuals come to a realization of their place in the person-society dialectic.  Fourth, development may be viewed as both stage-like and continuous.  At times, development may seem to proceed in a stage-like or discontinuous manner, as individuals move through qualitatively distinct levels of functioning.  For example, Kohlberg's stages of moral reasoning or Fowler's stages of faith development are good examples of qualitative models of development.  On the other hand, development has also been shown to proceed in a continuous or quantitative manner, characterized by changes in frequency of actions, increase of knowledge base, and the like, rather than the kind of actions engaged in.  This difference in the underlying dynamics of development may be likened to viewing development through either a telephoto or wide-angle camera lens.  The telephoto view allows us to focus on the incremental changes in personality, behavior, or social relations.  The wide-angle lens, however, allows us to take in the "big picture,” which often includes observations of development proceeding in a more discontinuous, or stage-like, fashion.  Clearly each explanation of developmental change is adequate, actually necessary in my mind, to provide a complete accounting of the process of developmental change (Santilli, Falbo, and Harris, in press).

The Four C’s: Domains of Personal and Social Development


To focus our examination of service and service-learning, we identified specific developmental outcomes related to four developmental domains (Santilli, Falbo, & Harris, in press).  The first domain is Commitment, defined as the individual’s connectedness and respect for the social environment and those who inhabit it.  The second domain is Care, characterized by empathy for those in need.   Competence is the third domain, defined as how service contributes to one's self‑concept, self-efficacy, and personal identity. Citizenship is the final domain, defined as the moral, civic, and religious dimensions linked to performing community service.  While these four themes are often pursued in research on service learning and volunteerism, seldom are they examined within an explicit developmental context.

For the purpose of this paper, we will focus on findings that cut across all four areas of psychosocial development.  We present data comparing differences in perceptions of social concerns, civic involvement, commitment to others, self-perceptions, personal identity, whether service is a developmental opportunity, and concern for the rights and responsibilities of others, between students who performed service as part of a course, namely, service-learning or purely voluntarily.  Finally, we will also present our coding strategy for examining student narratives of their service experiences.
Measuring Service Experiences:  Undergraduate College Students' Experiences in Community Service and Volunteering.  Once we clarified the parameters of our project, we developed an assessment tool to ascertain how community service influences personal development.  What resulted was a questionnaire titled:  "Undergraduate College Students' Experiences in Community Service and Volunteering." Our measure covers a number of dimensions of service-related experiences:  (a) History of service participation including information on whether service was part of a course requirement, length of service, membership in student organizations and other social groups, site where community service was performed, and the target group service was performed for; (b) ratings of service activity, such as, perception of contribution to society, personal growth, and moral/political awareness; (c) history of service of significant others; and (d) questions covering respondents’ civic involvement, views of the poor, relationships with parents and peers, moral/political views, and general biographical data.

The questions associated with the primary data reported here are of a Likert-type response format, with one exception, The Self-Perception Profile developed by Harter and her colleagues (Neemann & Harter, 1986).  Harter’s measure spans 13 dimensions of the self-concept and has been standardized for use with college-aged students.  Approximately 1000 participants completed this survey as part of the study.  For this presentation, we present data from two general dimensions of the project one quantitative, one qualitative.  The quantitative data are based on scale scores developed from items designed to measure the four C’s of psychosocial development.  The scales are perceptions of social concerns (six items, scores range from 6 to 30), commitment to others (eight items, score range from 8 to 40), civic involvement (six items, scores range from 6 to 30), personal identity (11 items, scores range from 11 to 55), rights and responsibilities (five items, scores range from 5 to 25), and whether service participation was judged as a developmental opportunity (14 items, scores range from 10 to 54).  In addition to these dimensions of psychosocial functioning, data from the subscales of the Self-Perception Profile were also included.  The subscales of the SPP are creativity, intellectual ability, scholastic competence, job competence, athletic competence, personal appearance, romantic relationships, social acceptance, close friendships, parent relationships, finding humor in one’s life, morality, and global self-worth.


The qualitative data focus on participants’ narrative descriptions of perceptions of wealth and poverty, as well as participants’ perceptions of their most significant learning experience while performing service.  These data were developmentally scored using the transcendence rubric developed by Yates and Youniss (1996).  This data is still in the process of being coded and entered, and I will present representative narratives demonstrating the levels transcendence represented in our data set.


Description of participants: Our data collection began in the fall semester of 1996 and continues today.  Presently, our sample consists of over 2600 first-year students from two private liberal arts institutions. These data catalogue community service experiences during the senior year in high school.  The sample is split in nearly equal proportions across gender, with 1287 

males and 1360 females, respectively.  These students come from largely white (90%), middle- to upper-middle class (80%), suburban families (67%).  Approximately 60% of the students 

attended public high school.  The overall mean age of the students was 18.33 years, with a mean age of 18.39 years for males, and 18.16 years for females.  


A majority of students, 73%, performed service in the 12 months prior to data collection.  Roughly 33% of the participants (n = 678) who completed service in the previous 12 months did so as part of a course requirement, leaving 67% (n = 1426) performing service voluntarily.  Of those performing service, 32% engaged in intensive service experiences, 61% engaged in service a few hours per week, and 7% engaged in service a few hours per month. 

Results


Quantitative analyses: What follows is a narrative description of the primary findings related to students who performed service as part of course requirements or voluntarily.  Independent groups t-tests were used to compare the performance of students engaging in service as service-learning or voluntary service.  Means and standard deviations of participants’ responses across the four developmental domains of commitment, care, competence, and citizenship are displayed in Table 1.  






Insert Table 1 here

Participants performing service voluntarily demonstrated significantly higher levels of social concerns (M = 20.07 vs. M = 19.49; t(2087) = -2.48, p < .01), commitment to others (M = 23.78 vs. M = 22.82; t(2072) = -4.16, p < .001), civic involvement (M = 18.60 vs. M = 17.76; t(2074) = 

-4.45, p < .001), and perceptions of service as a developmental opportunity (M = 40.95 vs. M = 38.42; t(2089) = -7.18, p < .001), than participants performing service as part of a service learning requirement.  No significant differences were found between these two groups in the areas of personal identity and rights and responsibilities.

Means and standard deviations of participants’ responses across the two developmental domains of commitment and competence, along with global self perceptions are displayed in Table 2. 






Insert Table 2 here

In contrast to the pattern of results described above, students completing service as part of service-learning courses demonstrated significantly higher self-perceptions compared to students performing voluntary service across the domains of job competence (M = 2.27 vs. M = 22.14; t(985) = 3.19, p < .001), social acceptance (M = 2.41 vs. M = 2.28; t(983) = 3.04, p < .001), relationship with parents (M = 2.25 vs. M = 2.09; t(977) = 3.31, p < .001), relationships with close friends (M = 2.23 vs. M = 2.07; t(976) = 3.92, p < .001), intellectual ability (M = 2.32 vs. M = 2.19; t(976) = 3.26, p < .001), morality (M = 2.38 vs. M = 2.26; t(976) = 2.73, p < .001), romantic relationships (M = 2.60 vs. M = 2.51; t(975) = 2.20, p < .01), humor (M = 2.21 vs. M = 2.06; t(975) = 3.56, p < .001), creativity (M = 2.49 vs. M = 2.39; t(968) = 2.87, p < .001), and global self-worth (M = 2.39 vs. M = 2.25; t(982) = 3.18, p < .001).  No significant differences were noted for the subscales measuring personal appearance and athletic competence.  Performance on the subscale measuring scholastic competence was in the same direction as noted above, but was only marginally significant, p < .07.

Qualitative analyses: In preparation for this meeting I selected a small number of protocols to use to demonstrate the type of analysis we are using on the narratives were have obtained regarding perceptions of wealth and poverty and views of service as a learning experience.  In a recent study examining the moral-political dimensions of community service in high school students, Yates and Youniss (1996) applied a developmental coding scheme to written narratives based on Luckmann's (1991) conceptualization of Erikson's (1968) view of transcendence.  Transcendence, according to Erikson, describes the adolescents desire to find a connection to something larger than oneself.  Luckmann further refined the construct by discriminating between three levels of transcendence:  Little, Intermediate, and Bigger.  Youniss and Yates (1997) found ample evidence of a developmental shift from lower to higher forms of transcendence in high school juniors related to their participation in a mandatory course requiring work at a homeless shelter.


We have applied this model of transcendence to our college students’ descriptions of their most memorable service experience, and their views of the wealthy, persons on welfare, and the homeless.

EXAMPLES OF THE THREE TYPES OF TRANSCENDENCE

Little transcendence:  See other as a person rather than a stereotype; or view the homeless, welfare recipients, and the wealthy as ordinary persons; could be anyone.

Most memorable service experience--18-year-old female, first year student, Defiance College:

"While I was working in a soup kitchen in Toledo, OH, I saw students from my own high school come in to get a hot meal.  I would have never thought that my peers would have to do it, until I saw it."

Most memorable service experience--18-year-old female, first year student, John Carroll University:


"At my high school we set up a carnival with games and activities and we each had a young child from an inner city school to take around for the day.  The children that we were in contact with were underprivileged, and when you first met with them in the morning, many were scared and unsure.  As the day went on, the children became more comfortable and acted more like the typical child, some were even sad to leave."

Intermediate transcendence:  Confront the consciousness of one's everyday life or comparison of one's fortune to other's lot in life.

Most memorable service experience--18-year-old female, first year student, John Carroll University:


"I was helping to serve meals at St. Malachi's Hunger Center.  I ended up having a conversation with this man who was a recovering drug addict and alcoholic.  His background was so different from mine and I found it fascinating."

Most memorable service experience--19-year-old female, first year student, John Carroll University:


"When I was volunteering for the Rape Crisis Center manning the hotlines, I received 12 calls in an 8 hour shift.  One was from a girl whose step-father was convicted of over 60 counts of molestation and was being released after only serving 18 months in jail."

Bigger transcendence:  Reflection on justice and responsibility or theorize about changing homelessness, society, or political processes.

Descriptions of the wealthy, those on welfare and the homeless--17 year old male, first year student, Defiance College:


"The American economic system provides opportunities for people to earn a substantial amount of wealth.  Economically speaking, we are an industrialized nation and our economic system naturally creates classes of wealth including poor and poverty.  But society has not yet taken the steps to see to it that all people go to sleep in a home at night rather than a bench or in a box."

Descriptions of the wealthy, those on welfare and the homeless--18 year old female, first year student, Defiance College:


"Because we are a democratic society, people can buy and sell their products as they see fit.  Some people make better choices as how to sell products and which to buy.  The choices the make determine their wealth.  However some people do not feel that money is important therefore, they do not strive to obtain it.  People are sometimes trapped in a situation they cannot control such as loss of job or sickness, so our government feels it is their responsibility to help.  Although some people abuse this system most people are on welfare for only part of their life.  People have different reasons for being homeless, they include loss of jobs, loss of spouse, raise in housing costs, cuts in wages, gambling problems, substance abuse etc.  Each case is different, each person has their own story."

Conclusions and Significance of Research

At the outset, we identified two goals for this presentation first we argued that the wide range of operational definitions of service learning leads to a lack of conceptual clarity for researchers interested in examining the benefits and drawbacks of service learning as a pedagogical device.  To address this concern, we provided a model outlining the conceptual differences between what we feel are the most common forms of experiential learning strategies used in most curricular environments.  Once we presented our typology to clarify the conceptual differences between the variety experiential pedagogies, we presented our theoretical model aimed toward grounding research on service-related experiences in developmental science.  Along the way, we pointed out that more personality focused approaches, like the functionalist approach of Stukas and his colleagues (Stukas, et al, 1999a & 199b), may not adequately address the outcome goals of service learning pedagogy.  We offered an alternative theoretical perspective grounded in developmental constructivism and focused on four psychosocial developmental domains.

Once our program was described, we described our measure of service experiences and provided data we have collected and analyzed focused on participants in service activities which were either voluntary or part of service learning courses.  Our data suggest that the developmental outcomes associated with voluntary service and service learning may vary across psychosocial domains.  Our data suggest that participants who performed service voluntarily demonstrated significant differences in the psychosocial domains of citizenship, namely, civic involvement and social concerns, and care, specifically concern for others.  Moreover, participants performing service voluntarily judged their service experience to be a formative one.  In contrast, participants performing service as part of a service-learning requirement demonstrated significant differences in their self-perceptions largely in the domains of competence and commitment to others.  Taken as a whole, our results suggest that voluntary service and service learning may be linked to specific domains of psychosocial development.  We recognize that there is a selection bias relative to the sample of participants who performed service voluntarily.  Perhaps they were drawn to voluntary service due to a pre-existing commitment to the social dimensions of service.  Nevertheless, the difference between the two groups of participants who engaged in service is compelling enough to pursue.


The differences in self-perceptions in the domains of competence and commitment to others between the service learning and voluntary service participants are also interesting.  As we know, past research has been mixed relative to the effects of service learning on students (Eyler, Giles, & Gray, 1999).  The mixed findings may be related to not targeting more explicitly the outcomes related to service learning.  In other words, service learning activities may be more appropriate in changing students’ views of themselves and their commitment to others.  Perhaps civic engagement outcomes are beyond the reach of service learning, which normally focuses on sharpening students’ academic knowledge and skill competencies.  Volunteer service on the part of students may focus more intently on citizenship and care development, and less so on competence and commitment to others.  Moreover, the difference between these two groups related to commitment to others may reflect an opening up of students’ horizons to the other, a goal of many service-learning activities.

Our intent was to suggest that a broader constructivist-developmental perspective would provide an organic model of conceptualizing service related experiences, based on principles of general psychological development.  This alternative view provides a clearer foundation for the creation of service learning pedagogy as well as provides for a sounder framework for examining research questions related to personal development relative to service and service learning activities.  The data presented in the context of this paper were to serve as examples of findings from our data set demonstrating how we are attempting to examine the service related experiences of adolescents as they naturally occur.   Our focus on specific developmental domains within a clear developmental context assists us in our quest to examine how service has become part of the mainstream of the lives of adolescents while also providing a clearer focus and direction relative to the conceptual similarities and differences related to experiential pedagogy.
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Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations for Service Participation across Citizenship, Commitment, Competence and Care Domains

	
	Service Participation
	

	
	Volunteer Service
	Service Learning

	Citizenship
	M          (SD)

   n
	M          (SD)

   n

	
	
	

	   Social concerns
	20.07 (4.92)

  1415
	14.49     (5.03) *
   674

	   Civic engagement
	18.60 (4.08)

  1409
	17.77 (3.82) **

  667

	Commitment
	
	

	
	
	

	   Rights and responsibilities 
	21.72 (4.08)

  1409
	21.54 (2.84)

  659

	Care
	
	

	
	
	

	   Care for others
	23.78 (1.18)

  1406
	22.82 (4.89) **

  668

	Competence
	
	

	
	
	

	   Personal identity
	31.08 (4.03)

  1416
	31.22 (3.83)

  675

	   Service as a developmental opportunity 
	40.95 (7.49)

  1416
	38.42 (7.59) **

  675


* p < .01; ** p < .001

Table 2

Means and Standard Deviations on Self Perception Profile Subscales for Service Participation across Competence, Commitment and Global Self Perceptions Domains 

	
	Service Participation
	

	
	Volunteer Service
	Service Learning

	Competence
	M          (SD)

   n
	M          (SD)

   n

	
	
	

	   Job competence
	2.13       (.58)

  689
	2.27       (.59) **
   674

	   Intellectual ability
	2.19      (.57)

  682
	2.32        (.51) **

  296

	   Creativity
	2.38 (.54)

  675
	2.49   (.47) **

  295

	   Scholastic competence 
	2.36       (.55)

  687
	2.43 (.50) 

  298

	Commitment
	
	

	
	
	

	  Social acceptance
	2.27 (.63)

  687
	2.41 (.58) **

  298

	  Parents
	2.09 (.70)

  682
	2.25 (.66) **

  297

	  Close friends
	2.06 (.63)

  682
	2.24 (.61) **

  296

	  Romantic relationships
	2.51      (.59)
	2.60      (.51) *

	Global Self Perceptions
	
	

	
	
	

	  Humor
	2.05 (.63)

  682
	2.21 (.60) **

  295

	  Morality
	2.26 (.66)

  682
	2.38      (.59) **

  296

	  Global self-worth
	2.25 (.62)

  687
	2.37       (.56) **

  297


* p < .05; ** p < .001
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