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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

Between 2002 and 2005, college students betweeaghs of 16 to 24 increased
their participation rates in volunteer work by ng&0% (Dote, Cramer, Dietz, &
Grimm, 2006). This jump from 2.7 million collegaudents to 3.3 million occurred while
the United States witnessed only an 8% increaieeimumber of 16 to 24 year olds
attending college. In particular, college studemse most inclined to serve with
educational organizations, community agencies wgrkiith youth, and religious
groups. This rise in volunteer participation ameaotiege students suggests that more
students are becoming actively engaged in theimeonities.

However, research has shown a decline in overadl engagement among youth
(Oesterle, Kirkpatrick, & Mortimer, 2004; Putnan®iaD), specifically regarding civic
attitudes (Vogelgesang & Astin, 2005) and partitigrain political processes (Lopez et
al., 2006). In addition, when dividing Dote et g2006) college community service
numbers by U.S. Census Bureau’s (2007) collegélerent data from the years 2002-
2005, overall service participation during thosargehovered between 16% and 19%. As
a result, educators are seeking to understandotitellzuting factors to community
service participation among youth and its potemgédtionship to sustained civic
engagement. A champion of educational reform aiatedcreasing civically minded
youth, Boyer (1988) maintained that one of the jriyrgoals of higher education and
community service is to “help students see that Hre not only autonomous individuals

but also members of a larger community to whicly thiree accountable” (p. 218).



High schools are also participating in this movet@aangside institutions of higher
education (Marks & Jones, 2004; Scales & Roehlkepgr2004), many of whom have
adopted community service graduation requiremengsforts to instill an ethic of civic
responsibility among young people (Smolla, 2003).Sax (2004) noted, one of the most
influential activities for future volunteers is preus engagement in community service.
With its share of supporters and opponents, resesshave just begun to assess the
impact of mandatory service programs as one avenirentionally promote continued
civic engagement (Dote et al., 2006; Marks & Jo2884; McLellan & Youniss, 2003;
Raskoff & Sundeen, 1999).
Background of the Study

This section broadly outlines current findingsating civic engagement among
youth, and more specifically delves into two comnmadicators of engaged youth,
community service participation and its oft-toutexirelate, citizenship. Mandatory
service in high school is then discussed as a pat@atalyst for greater community
service participation and citizenship in collegd &eyond. Lastly, predictors of
community service used in this study are presented.
Civic Engagement among Youth

Almost two thirds of young persons in the Unitedt8¢ are “considered
disengaged, with nearly one in five not involveany of the 19 possible forms of civic
participation” (Lopez et al., 2006, p. 1). Thespéey of civic engagement run the gamut
from voting, to fundraising, to engaging in comntyrservice. Colby, Ehrlich,
Beaumont, and Stephens (2003) also noted thakipdhkt several decades, voter turnout

during presidential elections has been on the mle@mong youth, with a record low in



2000. An upsurge in youth voting took place dutimg 2004 presidential election
(Lopez, Kirby, & Sagoff, 2005) and the 2006 midteztaction (Lopez, Marcelo, &

Kirby, 2007), although it is unclear whether thnsftsin youth voting will persist.

Oesterle et al. (2004) lamented that waning “conentations and behaviors are
consequently viewed as a setback to democracyocasalctal well-being” (p. 1124).
Pertinent to this study, findings from Oesterl@aledemonstrated that acquiring a sense
of civic responsibility early in life is imperativier the development of civic attitudes and
behaviors in adulthood.

Although political engagement has declined inghst few decades, research on
civic engagement has elucidated findings that yoothmunity service participation is
on the rise (Puffer, 2006; Salgado, 2004; Sax, pG®lare the number of community
service programs offered to undergraduates ingel{&ax; Stanton & Wagner, 2006).
Concurrent with this finding is the clarion calbim educators, administrators, and
researchers across the United States appealirailéges and universities to serve as the
centers for the creation of engaged citizens, thi¢ghintention to support civic renewal
among college students (Jacoby, 2003; Musil, 280&rs-Lipton, 1998; United States
Department of Education, 2006).

Community Service

Community service is seen as an instrument forywiog civic change sought by
educators in both college and high school settilijs section expounds on the
relationship between community service participatad citizenship

College.Community service among college students has atanding history

within higher education. Through Greek-letter oigations, campus ministries, the



Peace Corps, Volunteers in Service to AmericaNdgonal and Community Service Act
of 1990, the Americorps program, and the Campuso@ppity Outreach Leagues,
service has proven to be a fundamental principiwient engagement on college
campuses (Jacoby, 1996; Myers-Lipton, 1998; Pnit5H2002). Attention to building
citizenship behaviors and attitudes through comigwg@rvice is growing in institutions
of higher education (Hyman, 1999; Jones & AbesA2®askoff & Sundeen, 1999). For
example, organizations like Campus Compact, a gfiiort of over 1,100 college and
university presidents to increase civic engageraeming college students, are seeing
record numbers of schools joining their effortetlucate students for active citizenship
(Puffer, 2006). Mirroring this optimistic trend,cent results from the National Survey of
Student Engagement (NSSE) revealed that 69% dtitradl-aged college students and
47% of adult students at four-year colleges angtarsities engaged in some form of
community service while in college (Wasley, 2006).

Oesterle et al. (2004) stated that the uniquereatiithe transition of adolescents
to young adult life in college distinguishes itsietim the transition to adulthood in later
years. Specifically, this transition is “a crudi@he during which lifelong trajectories of
civic participation are formed” (p. 1129). In addit, they asserted that institutions of
higher education provide a rare context in whiclzenship is cultivated. College thus
serves as a critical period in the lives of stugdémtwhich youth are given an opportunity
to partake “in social-historical traditions thatesftranscendent meaning” (McLellan &
Youniss, 2003, p. 57).

OutcomesOutcomes of community service in college compristh lpersonal and

societal gains, including academic aptitude, cogmidevelopment, efficacy to effect



change, and social responsibility (Eyler & Gile899; Rhoads, 1997). For example,
compelling quantitative research by Eyler and Gdesionstrated how involvement in
community service, specifically service-learningh@ositively enhance undergraduate
students’ leadership skills, personal efficacyreate social change, openness to different
perspectives, propensity to place importance oantekring, enhanced sense of caring,
and systemic thinking about social issues.

Additional research by Astin and Sax (1998) inthdasimilar positive outcomes.
Although there were pre-college characteristics pinadisposed students to participate in
service while in college (e.g., high school papttion in service, religious involvement,
and being female), the authors controlled for tHastors and still found significant
differences between service participation and ndiggaation among college students.
Results demonstrated that undergraduates engagedvice were more likely to see an
increase in academic aptitude, life skill developtnand a sense of civic responsibility.
Academic outcomes included increased grade poarage, increased contact with
faculty, and aspirations for educational degrekpositive indicators of student success
in college (Astin, 1993). Enhanced life skills welefined as leadership ability, ability to
think critically, knowledge of diverse peoples, emstanding of community issues, and
interpersonal skills. Enhanced civic responsibitéferred to promoting racial
understanding, serving the community, and comngittminfluencing the political
structure.

Additional links between community service andzeihship have been published.
For example, several researchers found a correlagbween college community service

and the following citizenship outcomes: self efeigdo effect social change (Astin, Sax,



& Avalos; Eyler & Giles, 1999; Lopez et al., 200&ylor & Trepanier-Street, 2007); the
desire to affect policy (Eyler & Giles); a propeggo help others (Astin, Sax, & Avalos,
1999; Eyler & Giles, 1999); and recognition of thgortance of voluntarism (Astin,
Sax, & Avalos, 1999; Eyler & Giles).

Despite optimistic findings, results are not dertahen it comes to long-term
benefits of service participation. For example, &004) commented on the unstable
relationship between college community serviceigigdtion and citizenship. She noted
a greater drop in post-college community serviagig@pation among frequent college
volunteers as compared to occasional college vedust In addition, post-college
participants reported a diminished inclination &dphothers. Vogelgesang and Astin
(2005) observed an overall drop in service parittgn during and after college, as
compared to high school rates of service. In aoldjtButin (2006) observed that much of
the research on service relies on multiple regoesgichniques that contain small Beta
coefficients. Because Beta coefficients measurestiteagth of the predictor variable,
small Betas may be statistically significant, bat practically significant when
considering whether or not to put resources irpardicular community service program.
Thus, educators have turned to pre-college expsrgeas a means for further examining
their impact on community service participation &itzenship outcomes in college.

High school Berger and Milem (2002) asserted that studentspeahntcipate in
service in college are those who “have establishpdttern of community service
involvement prior to college” (p. 98). In fact, camnity service in high school is
purported to be “part of the students’ educatiod iatiation into our democratic

society” (Hyman, 1999, p. 3.) As such, high sch@wksseeking ways to improve civic



behaviors among students, namely through commasaityice programs. Whether as part
of a course, a co-curricular endeavor, membersdfident group, or mandate by a high
school for graduation, community service partidgain high school is seen as a conduit
for further civic development (Hart, Donnelly, Yass, & Atkins, 2007; Youniss,
McLellan, Su, & Yates, 1999). Indeed, some resehashshown that community service
participation in high school is positively corredtto community service participation in
college (Berger & Milem, 2002; Eyler & Giles, 1998pgelgesang, 2005) and later in
young adulthood (Sax, 2004; Vogelgesang; 2005patith the longevity of community
service participation among high school graduatédarifrom conclusive (Vogelgesang &
Astin, 2005). Thus, in the last decade and a hajfjad high schools throughout the U.S.
have pursued mandatory service as a potentialysafar the development of citizenship
among youth.

Mandatory serviceln 1990, the William T. Grant Commission on WoRamily
and Citizenship called for the integration of eftbptional service courses or service
requirements for graduation, suggesting that sereeds civic engagement (Riedel,
2002). Barber (1992) further suggested that maddsgevice through course work served
as an extension of the fundamental educational ig®m the United States to teach civic
responsibility to youth. In 1992, the state of Mang became the first state to institute a
community service graduation requirement of 75 hdar all students at its public high
schools (Perlstein, 1999). In 1993, this mandate iwglemented, affecting graduating
seniors in 1997
(http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/msde/progrésesricelearning/service_learning.

htm). Service requirements for graduation emergadany forms, such as school-based



activities (e.g., club membership, student govemtjnend off-site work (e.g.,
volunteering at a soup kitchen, tutoring childréP@ristein). In 2007, New Jersey entered
its second year of a pilot project to mandate lirfiof service for all high school
students prior to graduation. Public school dittrin other states that do not mandate
service, as well as private and charter schools bhhosen to require service for
graduation with the intention to inspire student®eécome involved in their communities
(Burney, 2007). Data from the 2004 Cooperativeitusbnal Research Program (CIRP)
revealed that “nearly one in three first-year qpdlestudents attended high schools that
had community service requirements for graduat{®ugelgesang, 2005, p. 54). In
particular, students attending private schools leree times as likely as those from
non-magnet, non-charter public schools to indieaservice requirement on their CIRP
freshman survey.

Assertions that community service produces cishgn and subsequent programs
that have surfaced to address this coupling, cdradime in which high school
participation in service is touted as a means feat@r civic engagement later in life.
“Adult volunteers and givers are particularly digfiished by their civic involvement as
youth [such that persons engaged in youth grougsuth voluntarism] are half again as
likely to donate to charity as adults and twicdilkedy to volunteer” (Putnam, 2000, pp.
131-2) than those not involved in either of thestvdies as youth. Although mandatory
service is often viewed as a means for increasitigeacitizenship among young
persons, several studies demonstrated a strorlggonship between community service
participation in high school and again in younglt#thod when high schools encouraged

but did not mandate service (Marks & Jones, 200én Hepburn, & Chapman, 2000;



Stukas, Snyder, & Clary, 1999). In addition, littksearch has addressed potential
differences in college student citizenship basezhugitendance at a high school with or
without a service graduation requirement.

Predictor variablesFurther complicating findings on community seevic
participation and citizenship are variables thaidpt these outcomes. Although
predictors of citizenship behaviors and attitugesdllege have been less researched,
community service participation literature is nféh the influences of gender,
race/ethnicity, and level of parental educationrdigpecifically, women tend to
participate more often than men, White studentsenoften than students of color, and
students from families with more formal educatibart those with less. However, these
results are complex, and Chapter Two highlightaritrecate nature of previous findings.

Problem Statement and Research Questions
Problem Statement

Institutions of higher education are turning tontounity service as a compelling
avenue for developing citizenship among youth, e &s instilling in students a lifelong
commitment to service (Jacoby, 2003; United StBgzartment of Education, 2006).
High school community service graduation requiretséave become more common in
this pursuit to increase student participationiunccand community life (Smolla, 1999).
Although educators purport this optimistic ratianfdr mandatory community service, “a
positive relationship between participation in salhservice activities and various forms
of civic engagement and political efficacy has lgmest support from research” (Raskoff

& Sundeen, 1999, p. 81).



In light of the aforementioned intentions of matwag service and the sparse
literature that exists to support its effectivenéisis study sought to determine if there
were manifested differences in community serviagi@pation and citizenship among
undergraduate students based upon community serartieipation prior to college.
Thus the three service groups in this study wergudents who attended a high school
with a community service graduation requiremenst@fients who did not attend a high
school with a community service graduation requartbut volunteered prior to college,
and 3) students who did not attend a high schaibl &icommunity service graduation
requirement and did not volunteer prior to collefee major predictor variables of
gender, race/ethnicity, and parent(s)/guardiardstation level were also incorporated
into this research.

Research Question One

Are there differences in college student partitgrain community service based

upon students’ community service participatioropto college, in particular

those who were mandatory volunteers in high sghrami-mandatory volunteers
prior to college, or students who never voluntdgreor to college, when
considering gender, race/ethnicity, and paremgujsydian(s) education level?

Due to the emergence of several predictors of coniiyiservice in college,
particularly gender, race/ethnicity, and pareng{gfdian(s) education level, these factors
were incorporated into the research question meati@bove. First, research has
overwhelmingly shown a positive relationship betwéeing female and engaging in
service (Astin & Sax, 1998; Dote et al., 2006; M&t¥ ouniss, 2005; Niemi et al., 2000;

Oesterle, Johnson, & Mortimer, 2004; Sax, 2004;nsslet al., 1999). Second, White
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students have generally reported greater partioipat service (Dote et al., 2006; Eyler,
Giles, Stenson, & Gray, 2001; Musick, Wilson, & Byn 2000), although results are less
clear when certain factors are controlled suchessadjraphic characteristics and co-
curricular involvement (Davila & Mora, 2007b; Niewt al., 2000; Oesterle et al., 2004);
thus, it seemed appropriate to examine differebessd on race/ethnicity. Third, higher
levels of parent(s)/guardian(s) education haveesponded to greater rates of service
participation (Davila & Mora, 2007a; Lopez et &006; Marks & Kuss, 2001; Metz &
Youniss, 2005; Niemi et al., 2000; Youniss et H99). Therefore, this question
addressed differences in community service pagtmp among the aforementioned
three service groups while factoring in the demphiavariables presented above.
Research Question Two

Are there differences in college student citizgm&lased upon students’

community service participation prior to collegeparticular those who were

mandatory volunteers in high school, non-mandatotynteers prior to college,
or students who never volunteered prior to collegeen considering gender,
race/ethnicity, and parent(s)/guardian(s) edundaoel?

Since community service and citizenship are offemsidered two facets of the
same phenomenon of civic engagement, this queatidressed the potential differences
in citizenship values and behaviors based uponcgegroup, gender, race/ethnicity, and
parent(s)/guardian(s) education level.

Overview of Methodology
As mentioned, this study investigated if thereawdifferences in college student

community service participation and citizenshipdazhgapon prior community service
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participation, while also considering gender, rattgdicity, and parent(s)/guardian(s)
education level. Secondary data analysis of regsotusthe Multi-Institutional Study of
Leadership (MSL) was used, known as an ex posb féesign. The original intention of
the MSL was to examine college student leaderstiipomes using a modified version of
Astin’s (1993) input-environment-output model asdbnceptual framework. Within this
model, input variables consist of students’ pertattabutes and experiences prior to
college that affect students’ development in c@leznvironment variables are
characterized by the experiences students hawadlage that influence their
development, and outcomes are characteristicsthdénts embody as a result of the
interaction between their college experiences apdtivariables. Due to the use of
Astin’s I-E-O model within the MSL, survey item<inded questions germane to this
investigation. In particular, the MSL containedhitethat assessed involvement in
community service prior to college, as well asratsnce at a high school with or without
mandatory community service. Citizenship, the sdaautcome variable in this study,
was assessed through one of eight scales adaptedHe Socially Responsible
Leadership Scale (Tyree, 1998) and incorporatedthg MSL survey. Questions sought
to address socially responsible attitudes and betsawsuch as a belief in civic
responsibility and an inclination to make a diffece in the lives of others.

Descriptive statistics are provided for the thsegvice groups in this study,
including the demographic variables gender, rabefety, and parent(s)/guardian(s)
education level, as well as mean community seitvazgs performed and citizenship

scores. For the first research question, a four-d@VA was conducted to determine if
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there were differences in community service pgrétton among college students based
upon service group, gender, race/ethnicity, andmiés)/guardian(s) education level.

A second four-way ANOVA was conducted to examiiffegences in citizenship
among college students while examining service @rgender, race/ethnicity, and
parent(s)/guardian(s) education level. As mentigmesiously, community service
participation is often considered a conduit forzeihship, and thus this question
examined differences in citizenship scores based tipe four groups assessed in
Research Question One. Chapter Three provides-aepth analysis of the methodology
that was used in this study.

Significance of the Study

Previous research has demonstrated a lack of tens&vidence regarding
community service participation as an impetus ierdevelopment of active citizenship
(Marks & Jones, 2004; Sax, 2004; Vogelgesang &MA&005). Thus, this research study
contributed to a body of knowledge that furtherraieed the influence of mandatory
service on facets of civic engagement among yatégifically future community
service participation and citizenship.

This study also contributed to the sparse bodiferature that examines
differences among the intended outcomes of manglatwice. As Metz and Youniss
(2003) stated, community service requirements acetmning more popular even as
research to support their effectiveness is inctersisin addition, although data suggest a
positive correlation between engagement in higlogcbommunity service and future
community service participation (Vogelgesang, 20@8jractors of mandatory service in

particular suggest that it functions as an exteiggial that falls short of instilling an ethic
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of civic responsibility among young people (Marksl&nes, 2004; Vogelgesang). This
study will likely be of value to high school eduaet and policy makers inclined toward
using mandatory service as a vehicle for sustatoeamunity service participation and

citizenship.

Finally, Raskoff and Sundeen (1999) noted the o€ extant research on
community service participation that incorporatemparison groups, uses large sample
sizes, or distinguishes between the various forhsewice that the variable of
community service can comprise. This study comp#rezke groups of students based on
previous high school experience with community menvincluded a sample size of
47,898 responses, and distinguished between magdatd non-mandatory service.

Definition of Key Terms

It is important to discuss key terms that will [s®d, as they are contextually
driven.

Social Change Model of Leadership Development

The social change model of leadership developn®@i) is a non-hierarchical
approach to leadership development among collegiests that seeks to build
individual, group, and community values associateét social change (HERI, 1996).
These values include consciousness of self, congeyeommitment, common purpose,
collaboration, controversy with civility, and ciéaship.

Citizenship

Citizenship is one of the core values of the SCiu i defined according to this

model as “a set of values and beliefs that conratiadividual in a responsible manner

to others... in other words, [citizenship] impliexsd or civic responsibility” (HERI,
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1996, p. 65). Inherent in this definition is thewd community service as a vehicle for
effecting positive social change and civic respoifisy (HERI).
Community Service

A broad definition of community service is usedhis study to encapsulate the
inclusive meaning given to this term in the Muhstitutional Study of Leadership
(MSL). The MSL asked if respondents participatedoammunity service while in
college. If the answer was affirmative, respondevdse asked to provide a range of
hours in which they participated in community seevon one’s own, as part of work
study, as part of a student organization, and gsopa class. Due to this expansive use
of community service within the MSL survey, coupleith the diverse community
service vocabulary used in the research presehtedghout this study, voluntarism,
community service, and service participation ardusterchangeably.
Mandatory Service

For the questions particular to this researchystathndatory service refers to
whether or not participants were required to cotep®lunteer service for high school
graduation. However, the use of the term “mandageryice” differs in the studies
presented in chapter two wherein this term is @seeither service required for
graduation, or service required for a class. Altfiothese are differential meanings of
mandatory service, they both attend to the contsywsurrounding the use of required
service as an avenue for the instillation of loagyt civic values.

Summary
This chapter demonstrated that two aspects aof ewgagement, community

service participation and citizenship, are higldydred outcomes in both high school and
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postsecondary education. With the emergence of atangdservice as a means to foster
such outcomes, further research is needed to disicerdifferential results that may be
attributed to service participation prior to coked his study examined differences in
community service participation and citizenship agoollege students who were
mandatory volunteers in high school, non-mandatofynteers prior to college, and
those who had never volunteered prior to collegentions of this study were to
contribute to a growing field of knowledge that eektes the development of civic
engagement among youth, and to further understdfiedeshces in students’ community
service participation and citizenship in collegedzhupon their community service
participation prior to college. The following chapwill further delve into literature that
broadly addresses civic engagement, and more gylgiffocus on student engagement
in community service. In addition, it will highliglhe citizenship outcomes associated
with service, present the rationale for mandateryise in high school, and address

current research on required service.
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CHAPTER 2
Review of the Literature

Youth participation in civic engagement has becanméghly favored outcome of
higher education (Jones & Abes, 2004; Puffer, 260&koff & Sundeen, 1999; Sax,
2004). This is particularly true as educationatitnions seek to provide a forum for
socializing youth for lifelong civic participaticend an ethic of service (Marks & Jones,
2004; Morse, 1989; Musil, 2003; Raskoff & Sunde&if1; Sax, 2004; Youniss,
McLellan, & Yates, 1997). In fact, this pursuit r@sulted in increased opportunities for
civic involvement through service (Niemi et al. 0B, such as service-learning,
community-based research, and centers for commaunttgach on college campuses
(Stanton & Wagner, 2006). Additionally, students angaging in community service in
record numbers, as evidenced by the 20% rise immaamty service participation among
college students between 2002 and 2005, despiyeaor8% increase in college student
enrollment (Dote et al., 2006). Notwithstandingstheptimistic findings, questions
remain as to why community service attrition rass occurring from the year preceding
college (80.3%) to students’ senior year in collége4%), and again six years after
college (68%) (Vogelgesang & Astin, 2005).

Similarly to colleges and universities, high sdsdmave begun providing
increasing numbers of community service optionsstadents, even adopting community
service graduation requirements in an effort tailir@vic behaviors and a pattern of
community service participation among teenagersi®a 1992; Hyman, 1999; Niemi et
al., 2000). This strengthened commitment to civigaggement in secondary and

postsecondary institutions is concurrent with regeattempts to discern whether
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persons who begin building civic skills in theirugh tend to sustain them through
adulthood. However, uncertainty remains as to d¢egtionship that exists between high
school and college community service participatiod subsequent development of
positive civic attitudes, and whether mandatoryiseris associated with these outcomes.

This literature review will provide an overview akic engagement within the
United States, as well as the primary civic foctiths study, community service.
Additionally, this chapter will address studentaarhes of community service and
explore its commonly intended correlate, citizepsMesearch will then be presented on
high school community service participation, offerceived as a conduit for citizenship
among youth. Lastly, this chapter will address entiliterature on mandatory community
service in high school, and prevalent predictorsashmunity service participation.

Civic Engagement among Youth

Description of Civic Engagement

According to Rowan-Kenyon, Soldner, and Inkeld¥0{@, there is no uniform
definition of civic engagement. However, echoetitarary descriptions of civic
engagement are attitudes and behaviors that friaimedamplex concept. Ehrlich (2000)
wrote that at its very essence, “civic engagemesdm working to make a difference in
the civic life of our communities and developing ttombination of knowledge, skills,
values and motivation to make that difference. éams promoting the quality of life in a
community, through both political and non-politigabcesses” (p. vi).

Researchers have described civic engagement ayooitiyg in multiple, and often
intersecting, ways. In a study of civic participatiamong 1,700 persons aged 15 to 25,

Lopez et al. (2006) summarized 19 core indicatbsvic engagement by outlining three
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community orientations: electoral; political; angic. Electoral engagement included
activities such as voting, volunteering for poblticampaigns, and donating money to a
political party. Political engagement involved beloas such as signing petitions,
participating in boycotts or demonstrations, anaveasing for political candidates.
Lastly, the authors presented civic behaviors natelm engagement such as donating to
charity, community problem-solving, and voluntegribotable is that those young
persons who were most involved in volunteering weost likely to indicate a desire to
make a difference in their communities.

In a similar vein, Vogelgesang and Astin (2005pmeed frequencies of civic
engagement among 8,474 college graduates throuphpbbtical and community
orientations. Attributes of civic engagement in@ddvorking with a political campaign,
expressing opinions in a public forum, making diadnle donations, and engaging in
community service. In addition to these behavim@spondents indicated attitudes and
values associated with their community servicei@ggtion, such as an inclination to
help others in need, contribute to their commusjtengage in something that matters,
and work toward social justice. Parallel to thiplexation is Hart, Donnelly, Youniss,
and Atkins’s (2007) description of civic engagemasntboth voting and volunteering
behaviors, which informed their analysis of civarficipation among high school
students in the year 2000.

As part of the Cooperative Institutional Researcbgfam annual Freshman
Survey, Sax (2004) analyzed civic values and behmawf students entering college in
1985, as well as follow-up data from those who oesied four years later (1989) and

again in 1994. Within her examination of this cdhehe outlined three forms of
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citizenship associated with civic engagement: $@ativism (e.g., helping others in
difficulty, influencing politics), a sense of empemnent (e.g., feelings of self efficacy to
produce social change), and community involvemergt. ( community service
participation).

As mentioned previously, civic engagement compnmmsasy forms of expression.
Integral to each of these descriptions of civicagement are civic attitudes, such as a
desire to effect social change, as well as behsyvsuch as community service
participation. The following section addressesphesent rate of civic participation
among youth.

Overview of Civic Engagement among Youth

According to Perry and Thomson (2004), civic wdiare imperative for a
functioning democracy but they are “neither inévliganor assured” (p. 3). In particular,
Raskoff and Sundeen (1999) described the histdagalky of volunteering to fulfill civic
roles as integral to a functioning society in ortterprovide services, create social
capital, and represent collective interests. leffort to meet societal demands for
democratic participation, school-based initiatihese emerged as educators and
researchers purport the notion that civic educaimong youth may lead to active
community participation and a lifelong applicatioicivic values (Stanton & Wagner,
2006). Both secondary and higher education ingiitgthave attempted to infuse civic
participation into curricular and co-curricular puits. Such manifestations have included
experiential civic education, campus voter regigirg academic service-learning
programs, community service projects outside thestbom, research on student

development of civic values, and mandatory serparicipation.
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Despite these attempts to improve civic engagem@aing youth, Colby,

Ehrlich, Beaumont, and Stephens (2003) have lardenwielence that an overall
inclination toward civic responsibility has beemdhishing in the United States. Through
a literature review of community engagement treshaisng the last 15 years, they
asserted that commitments beyond one’s indivichtarests toward greater social and
community responsibility are on the decline. Instirggly, record numbers of high school
and college students are participating in commusetyice, with the majority of students
citing their rationale as an intention to help oth@ need (Astin & Sax, 1998; Lopez et
al., 2006). However, the percentage of young persorolved in community service
activities drops from high school to college andrefurther after college (Vogelgesang
& Astin, 2005). In addition, a student’s persomallination to help someone in need far
supersedes an intention to work for social or palitchange (Vogelgesang & Astin;
Lopez et al., 2006).

Questions remain as to whether or not participaticcommunity service among
youth, not only in college but also in high schdws the potential to launch students into
sustained community service participation and diyaiasponsible citizenship. As the
previous literature suggests, community serviamnes of the hallmarks of civic
engagement and will be further described in thie¥ahg section.

Community Service Participation

Throughout the United States, community serviceldeome a highly supported
component of civic education both in high schoal ancollege (Marks & Jones, 2004).
In particular, educational institutions have embhcommunity service as a means for

increasing civic attitudes and behaviors amongtydatirthermore, high schools have
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implemented mandatory community service progranmeet these civic objectives, both
in the classroom and as graduation requirements fdllowing section provides an
overview of research outcomes on community semia®llege, as well as the face of
community service in high school, including thaoasle for mandatory service.

College Community Service Participation

Individual outcome<Currently visible on many college campuses, comtguni
service participation has become highly emphasiseal means to enhance personal
growth as well as academic achievement. ThrougHyn2@0 college student interviews,
Rhoads (1997) demonstrated how involvement in conityigervice could positively
enhance the following: personal satisfaction frammunity engagement; recognition of
the intersection between community service andascbiange; decrease in stereotyping;
enhanced sense of caring; and heightened cogoiviplexity. Although these were
positive findings, it is unclear if students whatmapated in service were those already
inclined toward greater cognitive ability than teo®ot involved in service.

However, Astin and Sax (1998) controlled for saVé&actors that might influence
academic achievement, such as leadership abildy#oring other students during high
school, in their study of 2,309 students involve@dommunity service. They still found
that voluntary service by undergraduates tendedigmnent students’ academic aptitude
and life skill development. Academic outcomes idahg increased grade point average,
increased contact with faculty, and aspirationsefiwcational degrees. Life skill
development comprised leadership ability, abilitytink critically, and interpersonal

skills.
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More specifically, research has shown positiveatations between community
service-learning programs and personal growth. Conityrservice-learning is typically
defined as a service opportunity that incorporatesitentional reflective component and
“address[es] human and community needs” (Jacol86,1® 5). Eyler and Giles
(1999) conducted pre- and post-test survey reseadthrapproximately 1,535 college
students involved in service-learning programsngsnultiple hierarchical regression,
they found that service-learning positively contitdd to students’ tolerance of others (
= 0.08, p<.001), self confidence to effect change 0.14, p<.001), desire to pursue a
career in a helping profession#£ .09, p<.001), and openness to different views (

0.08, p<.001). Although the beta coefficients warall, they were significant at the .001
level after several predictors were controlled tgnage, minority status, closeness to
college faculty, family income, and other commursigyvice participation).

In their qualitative study of service-learning canes, Jones and Abes (2004)
interviewed eight participants who had completesgice-learning course prior to their
study. The researchers suggested that servicergdrad a tendency to “promote self-
reflection, personal awareness, and scrutiny daceaspects of identity previously taken
for granted” (p. 149). It should be noted thatitiegority of the data were gathered from
White females at a predominantly White institutiorOhio.

In a larger quantitative study comprised of 22,88&lents at 177 institutions,
Vogelgesang and Astin (2000) used blocked, stepkvisar regression to compare the
effects of community service and service-learnfdgmmunity service was defined as
volunteer work performed in the past year, whessmgice learning was defined as

community/volunteer service performed in the p&stryas part of a class. They found
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several additional benefits gained from servicereg, above and beyond community
service alone, such as writing skills and gradetaverager(= 0.07 vs. 0.06, 0.10 vs.

= 0.08 respectively, p<.001); however, generic camity service yielded more positive
gains in self efficacy to produce social change (.15 vsr = 0.07, p<.001), even when
controlling for demographic variables and instiagl environment (= 0.12 vs. =

0.06, p<.001), a commitment to activism=0.28 vsr = 0.11, p<.001) even when
controlling for the aforementioned variables{0.19 vs. = 0.07, p<.001), and an
intention to pursue further service the followirgpy ¢ = 0.31 vs.r = 0.09, p<.001) even
after controlling for demographic variables{ 0.28 vs. = 0.06, p<.001) and
institutional environment (= 0.26 vs. = 0.07, p<.001). The varied results of service-
learning and community service may lie in the d#fg types of service that were chosen
and the duration of service at each service sitadtlition, the authors suggested that
discrepancies may be due in part to the desigheoEdmmunity service experience and
the degree to which students were able to cho@seature of service in which they
participated.

In an even larger descriptive study of 293,008Hmeen engaged in various types
of community service, Vogelgesang (2005) used filata the CIRP annual survey and
found that students’ future intentions to volunteeparticipate in some form of
community service while in college were strengtltebg service-learning (80.4%
women, 68.2% men). Moreover, these students were hkely to attest to the
significance of behaviors associated with citizémssuch as assisting others, shaping
political process and social values, and assun@addrship in one’s community. As a

result of her findings, Vogelgesang suggestedttieak was a direct contribution that
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educational institutions made to the developmerat lodbit of community service among
college students. It should be noted that theeelask of generalizability within this
study due to the absence of part-time students@iyear institutions within the data. In
spite of this limitation, Vogelgesang’s findingearaluable for educators investigating
the connection between community service partiopaand citizenship.

Community service and citizenshijpon analysis of community service
opportunities in higher education, a common ratietiaat emerges for these programs is
to enhance civic engagement among college studentsler to prepare them for active
citizenship (Harkavy, 2004; Mendel-Reyes, 1998; @dy, 2000; Waterman, 1997). In
their development of the social change model addeship development (SCM) for
college-going youth, an ensemble of educators esearchers (HERI, 1996) aimed to
develop seven core values associated with socagshand grounded in leadership
research centered on collaboration, personal vasoesal change, process orientation,
inclusion, and service. The core values that entewgre consciousness of self,
congruence, commitment, common purpose, collatlmrationtroversy with civility, and
citizenship. The ensemble described the termetiship as “a set of values and beliefs
that connects the individual in a responsible matmethers” (p. 65), such as service to
one’s communities and an inclination toward civicl &ocial responsibility. In a
literature review of motivations for student voleating, Winniford, Carpenter, and
Grider (1997) maintained that postsecondary irtsbiig were central to the transmission
of civic values and community participation to figdeaders of U.S. society, and that
community service in college was not only a valeabbl in this pursuit, but imperative

within a democratic society.
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Intersections of community service participatiowl @itizenship have paralleled
the SCM definition of citizenship. For instanceJ&tyand Giles (1999) found that
community service participation positively influesttcertain outcomes of “citizenship.”
The authors defined this term as an amalgam ofgalsocial justice, community,
commitment), knowledge (awareness of social isstegmitive growth), skills
(interpersonal communication, strategic thinkirefjicacy (self confidence to effect
change), and commitment (intention toward commupasticipation). Significant
findings were associated with citizenship valueshsas social justice (= 0.06, p<.05),
the desire to affect policy & 0.06, p<.05), community efficacy € 0.11, p<.001), the
importance of voluntarism (= 0.15, p<001), the belief that everyone shouldineer (
= 0.15, p<.001), personal efficacy£ 0.14, p<.001), tolerance for diversity=£ 0.08,
p<.001), and a systemic analysis of issues .12, p<.001). No significant results were
found between service-learning and communicatidissidentification of critical issues,
or placing importance on community leadership. €hfeslings may seem surprising
given the nature of reflection and social justiteroincorporated into service-learning
curricula, but may be due to the breadth of ser@aening options that were included in
the study. Also noteworthy is that within the costef this study, community service
participation alone was not investigated or comg&oeservice-learning participation.
Thus, questions remain as to the effects of indizidommunity service on the outcomes
of citizenship within this study. It should also heted that the Betas were low; therefore
these results are promising for the potential oficwnity service to positively influence

citizenship, but they are not conclusive.
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As Eyler and Giles (1999) found, an important Ibe¢ween community service
and citizenship is self efficacy to make a differein society. Resonant in additional
service research is the finding that confidenceftect change is positively correlated
with community service participation. When studymgc behaviors among 1,700
young persons aged 15-25, Lopez et al. (2006) desed that persons most likely to
volunteer were those who felt they had an abibtynake a difference in their community
(64% volunteers vs. 49% non-volunteers). In addjtistin and Sax (1998) performed a
regression analysis of service participation am@B§9 students attending 42
postsecondary institutions. The authors separgpestof service participation into
education, human needs, public safety, and envieomaind found that across the board,
community service significantly affected a committh#® help others in difficulty (=
0.17, 0.24, 0.16, 0.13 respectively, p<.001), ficing social values, & 0.13, .16, .15,
.13 respectively, p<.001), serving the community 0.41, 0.41, 0.32, 0.28, p<.001),
promoting racial understanding € 0.18, 0.21, 0.18, 0.20 respectively, p<.001),
intentions to volunteer the following semester(0.17, 0.16, 0.10, 0.13 respectively,
p<.001), and disagreeing with the statement, “Reedilly an individual can do little to
bring about changes in our society’< 0.14, 0.14, 0.17, 0.19 respectively, p<.001). It
should be noted that although the findings wertssizally significant, the authors
disclosed that diminutive effect sizes were fouddwever, it is important to remember
that these significant findings emerged even aibertrolling for several predisposing
factors to service participation, such as gen@adership aptitude, religious
involvement, prior involvement in high school commty service, and a demonstrated

commitment to one’s community, among others. Suwddtrigs hold promise for
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educators in better understanding avenues for ingdgpbmmunity service participation
with citizenship attitudes and behaviors. Howebecause these data were gathered
more than ten years ago more current researcledede

Furthermore, Astin, Sax, and Avalos (1999) conedt stepwise, linear multiple
regression analystf 12,376 college students to assess long-ternsteftd voluntarism
at three points in time: 1985, 1989, and again9®4t5. Their analysis referred to
behaviors and attitudes in 1994-5 after controlfmgl985 inputs, 1989 outcomes, and
hours spent volunteering in 1994-5. Inputs incluthedfollowing: behavioral measures,
such as prior volunteering or attending religioeis/ees; values, such as a commitment
to help others or to be financially successfulsoee for attending college; demographic
characteristics; and self report of leadershipitgbiThe authors found that volunteering
in college had a positive effect on the cultivatadrtivic and social values. For instance,
a positive relationship between community serviagigipation and a propensity to help
others in difficulty was statistically significaqt = 0.09, p<.0001, = 0.04, p<.0001, =
0.03, p<.01 respectively), as was promoting raonalerstanding (= 0.05, p<.0001, =
0.03, p<.001, =0.02 p<.01 respectively), hours spent voluntep(i = 0.15, p<.0001,
=0.13, p<.0001, = N/A respectively), and a commitment to partitipa in a
community action program (not askeds 0.05, p<.0001, = 0.05, p<.0001
respectively). When 1985 inputs were controllegnsicant results (p<.0001) were also
found on the item that gauged participants’ efficemward effecting change, although no
significant results emerged when controlling foB2®utcomes and volunteer hours in
1994-5. Important to mention is that the authotsitbthat the degree to which a student

volunteered during college had a significant effatthe extent to which a student
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volunteered after college. In particular, spendingor more hours per week doing
community service during the last year of colleggecompared to no community service
participation, almost doubled the likelihood ofd#ats engaging in volunteer work in the
post-college years. Since this study investigatedents during the late 1980s and early
to mid-1990s, results may have changed for todegliegiate and post-college youth.
However, the nature of this longitudinal study pdesg valuable insight into the potential
for students’ growth over time.

In a more recent study, Taylor and Trepanier-${(2@07) used t-tests to compare
pre- and post-test measures of civic learning fdr Jumpstart mentors in 2003-4. The
aim of this research was to discern whether thexg® awxconnection between the Jumpstart
program and socially responsible behaviors amomigcpaants. Jumpstart is a program in
which college students serve weekly as mentors-tiskayouth for a full academic year.
Pre- and post-test measures on a Likert scaledadlguestions about working with
diverse populations and civic responsibility. Aseault of their study, the authors
contended that involvement in the Jumpstart prograsitively influenced students’
civic awareness as they witnessed an increasgpréaiation for core democratic values
of liberty, diversity, and individual rights” (p.7). Participants also agreed more strongly
with the statement that “individuals can make &edénce in society by addressing social
justice issues,” reporting an enhanced awareneggassues facing their local
communities and a greater sense of the respotigibiinherent in effective citizenship.

No tables or figures were given, although the agtinoted that there were statistically
significant results in their findings (p<.05). Iniésting to note is the overrepresentation of

certain racial groups within this study, particbjakfrican American (26%) and Asian
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American (6.7%) students, which was not represeetaff national data at that time
(Taylor & Trepanier-Street). Only 42% of Jumpstaatticipants were White, whereas
the national percentage of White persons in theddristates was 69%. Most
participants’ socioeconomic status resembled thtdteostudents they mentored, and
most qualified for and received work-study fundkisTdemographic representation may
be indicative of a raised awareness to the neeshémtorship among low income
students, especially within this majority samplgafticipants from non-dominant social
identities. This finding may also relate to thetfdat participants were paid for their
participation and were thus able to engage invlois; however, motivations for
participation were not assessed.

Eight questions were appended to the post-tegidoifically assess students’
learning about citizenship through their work witlmpstart. Participants were given the
eight questions twice, once to retrospectively ss#eeir degree of civic responsibility
prior to participation in Jumpstart, and againgeess their level of civic responsibility at
the conclusion of the program. As a result of #teaspective nature of the additional
guestions, their responses were subject to valbddyg. Nonetheless, it is notable that
students found value within their community senypeegram and enhanced their self
efficacy as agents of change.

Despite these optimistic findings and the sensg@éncy in higher education
regarding the instillation of civic values in cajke students, Vogelgesang and Astin
(2005) analyzed current longitudinal data from 8,4articipants, in order to assess civic
engagement outcomes during and after college. fcheyd a decline in service

participation at both time points, 1998 (74.4%) 2004 (68.1%), when compared to
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1994 high school rates of participation (80.3%)aditlition, young adults who attended
college in 1998 were less inclined as alumni inf@espouse the values of “helping
others in difficulty,” (68.9% and 57% respectivetpparticipating in a community action
program,” (26.7% and 14% respectively) “becomirgpmmunity leader,” (31.7% and
15% respectively) or “influencing social values5(4% and 37.8% respectively) (p. 2).
In fact, the predominant motivation for young adidtunteers after college was helping
others (82.5 %), followed by acting on an issuargdortance to an individual (55.3%),
contributing to one’s community (31.6%), promotsarial justice (14.5%), and policy
making (6.9%). These findings suggest that an iddal act of helping may motivate
young adults to participate in service more ofteanta feeling of obligation to effect
political or societal change. Such findings areldlesome in light of the push within
higher education to evidence a positive correlatietween community service in college
and civic participation in later life. However, $uttndings also challenge educators to
further understand the pre-college influences ey lead to greater civic participation
in adulthood.

Thus, the following section addresses the poteotiecomes of high school
community service participation on future civic fi@pation.
High School Community Service Participation

Dote et al. (2006) noted that “America’s futurelege volunteers—today’s high
school students—are being introduced to voluntgeaimd service in record numbers and
demonstrating positive pro-social behaviors” (p.16)act, over 70% of tenth and
twelfth graders engaged in community service in12Q®@pez, 2004) and by 2004, 81%

of U.S. public high schools offered community seevprograms (Scales &
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Roehlkepartain, 2004). Common community servicevidiets included environmental
restoration, community leadership, work toward ahanderstanding, helping others,
affecting social values and politics, and workinighwva community action program. In
addition, Lopez found that volunteering for youtidaocial service organizations were
the two most common areas of interest for youngleeo

High school community service and citizens&pcondary educators are
increasingly turning to community service as a foolthe development of sustained
citizenship behaviors among teenagers. Astin and B298) found that high school
participation in service was the primary determtramto whether or not students
participated in community service after high schdalditional data support this
intention, demonstrating that high school partitgmain community service is positively
correlated with service work not only in colleges(Ber & Milem, 2002; Eyler & Giles,
1999; Vogelgesang, 2005) but also later in life gg¥lgesang).

Sax (2004) too observed this relationship in tescdptive analysis of citizenship
among 12,376 students. She examined studentstipatton in service during high
school (1985), college (1989), and beyond (1994rbparticular, she found that those
who self-reported “frequent” volunteering in higtheol were more than twice as likely
to volunteer three or more hours in college (21.#48&ah those who reported volunteering
occasionally (9.8%) or not at all (8.9%), and nganlice as likely to volunteer three or
more hours after college (26.1%) than those whouvaéduhteered occasionally (13.5%)
or not at all (10.8%); however, a sustained commitimo service was not apparent. For
instance, over half of the frequent volunteersightschool (54.7%) reported no

participation in volunteer work in college and rigdmalf (46.5%) reported no volunteer
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participation after college. In addition, those wiaunteered frequently in college were
less likely to volunteer frequently after colle@d (9%) than those who volunteered
occasionally during college (26.7%). Participawisic attitudes vacillated over time as
well, such that helping others in difficulty rosedafell throughout the 1985, 1989, 1994-
5 time periods (57.3%, 68.1%, 60.8% respectivedylid participants’ inclination to
influence social values (27.6%, 45.9%, 44.6% reypag), participate in a community
action program (20.4%, 29.5%, 21.3% respectivahg) iafluence politics (13.0%,
18.0%, 13.1% respectively). It should be noted thase results were generated from
data that were originally over 20 years old, anenethe post-college data were over 10
years old. Additionally, Sax only included four-yealleges and universities in her
study; thus, results are not generalizable to thieespopulation.

As part of the Youth Development Study at a cightschool in Minnesota,
Oesterle et al. (2004) analyzed more recent patalaf 1,000 participants in order to
examine predictors of voluntarism in adolescenakeanly adulthood. Surveys were
administered each year in high school, between 28881991, then again in 1992, and
lastly in 2000. The authors used a time series lmgdel, controlling for several
predisposing factors to community service partitgrg including race, socioeconomic
status, propensity to volunteer, and gender. Thagd that participants’ civic orientation
in their senior year of high school (1991), defirgsdan inclination toward future
community engagement, predicted volunteering i21@R . = 1.17, p<.05) but did not
predict volunteering in 2000. However, they diddfsignificant correlations between
volunteering one year prior to the administratibthe survey and volunteering in both

1992 (O.R . =7.71, p<.001) and in 2000 (O.R .6¥7p<.001). In fact, community
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service participation was nearly eight times aslliKor participants in 1992 and 2000 if
they had volunteered the year prior to taking teey. An item measuring volunteer
work was first added to the 1992 survey; therefmiermation regarding previous high
school community service participation was unavddaThus, the longitudinal nature of
this study provides insight into patterns of comrhuservice participation over time;
however, it might be strengthened if there weréhierranalysis of voluntarism during the
first few years of high school. In addition, thetaars examined participants’ civic
orientation in high school but not in the subsequtenations of the study. Since
citizenship is often touted as a correlate to comiyiservice participation, further
analysis of civic orientations in college and beyomght provide greater insight into the
long-term effects of community service in high schdt should be noted that this was a
single institution study, and is therefore not gatizable to the entire population.
Questions remain as to why students who nevemtedun in high school
eventually volunteer in young adulthood. For examplanty and Regnier (2003) used
descriptive statistics from the National Educatidrangitudinal Study to assess
community service involvement among youth. Theyeobsd that over half of young
adults who volunteered in high school volunteeread years later compared to 27% of
those who did not volunteer in high school. Inténggy, this demonstrates that over a
fourth of the participants volunteered two yeatsrdhigh school never having
volunteered during high school. This trend contthudth the follow-up survey six years
later at which time the number of respondents wdlanteered in high school and also
volunteered the survey year had dropped to 42%peao&ad to 26% of young adults who

did not volunteer in high school. It is unclear whgre is a higher rate of volunteer
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attrition among previous high school volunteersittieose who never volunteered in high
school; however, this long-term effect may be dudifferences in type or duration of
service participation among those who volunteendaigh school. These characteristics
have been found to be significant catalysts foviser(Astin & Sax, 1998).

Although correlations between service participatmd citizenship often exist,
findings are not always optimistic. Observing agalax of increasing voluntarism among
high school students without a parallel developnoémivic values, Marks and Jones
(2004) noted the continuing trend in the 2000 Fmeesi Survey that student intentions to
help others in difficulty was at an all-time low9%) and that although 81% of
participants in 2000 engaged in community servioend their senior year of high
school, only 24% anticipated further service pgéton in college. Worrisome to these
authors was the idea that student involvement mmaanity service may be serving
personal interests alone, without an inclinatiomal the concomitant value of social
responsibility so often promoted in community seevi

Additionally, it is striking that despite recordmbers of student involvement in
community service, students tend to be episodiantekers (Lopez et al., 2004; Marks &
Jones, 2004; Niemi et al., 2000). Therefore, sttglare less inclined to engage in
sustained community service or develop an ongatagionship with a community
agency that may enhance a commitment to civic respiity.

Mandatory service rational®espite mixed results regarding high school
participation in community service and subsequéi#enship, proponents of mandatory
community service in high school refer to the neeuhstill civic values in youth in order

to perpetuate an inclination toward social resgulitsi later in life (Smolla, 2000). In a
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conceptual discussion of the context for commusdéivice in education, civic educator
and political theorist Benjamin Barber (1992) swsigd that required curricular-based
service served as an extension of one of the pyi@@umcational tenets in the United
States: to instill social responsibility in youtte added, “Civic empowerment and the
exercise of liberty are simply too important totteated as extracurricular electives” (p.
251). Without a community service requirement, Bammticipated that the majority of
students would not volunteer on their own. Althowgiicomes are not guaranteed, Planty
et al. (2006) stated that “participation in comntyisiervice during adolescence is
believed to foster prosocial attitudes that shdéeddl to a lasting habit of community
service” (p. 183).

In the late 28 century there were several court cases that questithe
constitutionality of mandatory service in high sochaharging that required service was
involuntary servitude (3amendment), that it infringed on parents’ rigltslirect their
children’s education (due process), and that iflateal free speech, association, and/or
religious practice (tamendment) (Smolla, 1999). A professor of law whalyzed the
legal dimensions of these court cases, Smolla enaied that mandatory service could
not be construed as involuntary servitude, largely to the fact that it was designed to
benefit students and serve as an educative toatdition, the flexibility of community
service programs offered to students made it highjyersuasive that plaintiffs would be
able to prove violations of liberty or th& amendment. Hyman (1999), a university
educator and lawyer, also examined these cours@skpresented a justification of
mandatory service. He asserted that required semvihigh school was grounded in the

democratic principles of education for an engagezenry, and based in the primary
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purposes of community service: students’ psycholdgnd social development which
engender self efficacy and social responsibilitg intellectual and academic benefits to
students which foster analysis of democratic preegsind enhanced class content
absorption; civic education of students which ihebmmunity values and duties; and
community benefits which emerge in positive relasioips between schools and their
communities.

Oesterle et al. (2004) concurred, asserting tlaatdated service had the
advantage of “inclusiveness, as it exposes allestigdto civic participation and provides
participatory opportunities, especially to thoseovalne least likely to participate because
of their lack of connections to other institutiaaat programs” (p. 1144). Metz and
Youniss (2005) supported this assertion, suggeghiaigmandatory service had the
potential to involve students in active citizenship

Detractors of mandatory service often cite varichallenges to its success as a
tool for engagement. In his psychosocial analysmandatory service, Sobus (1995)
suggested that imposed service may inhibit the ldpugent of an intrinsic motivation to
further participate in one’s community and may unadee efforts by educational
institutions to instill civic responsibility throingservice. Jones and Hill (2003) also
cautioned that an unintended corollary of mandaseryice may be that it serves as a
short-lived stimulus for engagement due to the eypral nature of extrinsic motivation.

In addition, research by Niemi et al. (2000) fouhat student participation in
greater than 40 hours of service per year correfgmbwith a greater propensity toward
social responsibility and civic involvement thawslke who did fewer than 40 hours.

However, the researchers conjectured that the iti@o®f service may have had a
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negative impact on student engagement dependitigedength of time required and the
design of the program. In addition, with the acamesrpectations of the No Child Left
Behind (NCLB) act, maintaining requirements forityate testing means that teachers
most likely do not have the resources, includinggtito develop community service
curricula, nor are they assured that such currisgald support students in the learning
needed to fulfill their obligations to the NCLB d&cales & Roehlkepartain, 2004).
However, it should be noted that schools with ansplgport and resources to devote to
service-learning have shown positive results inpiesonal and academic development
of their students (Scales & Roehlkepartain).

Research on mandatory servi@espite conjecture that mandatory service has
the potential to engage students in lifelong vaus and citizenship, research findings
are mixedFor example, Metz and Youniss (2003) studied velynand mandated
community service among 486 Boston high schoolesitglin the 2000, 2001, and 2002
graduating classes. Mandatory service was intratitarethe 2001 and 2002 cohorts;
however, the 2000 cohort consisted of solely va@nnparticipants. Using mean scores
on intentions for future engagement in communityise, the authors found that for
students from the 2001 and 2002 cohorts who weeeitelined to serve (having done no
service until completion of the mandate if"Izade), mandating 40 hours of service was
positively correlated to increased intentions tdtare service whereas those less
inclined to serve in the 2000 cohort (having dosise one year or less betweer{'10
and 13" grades) showed diminishing scores throughouttteetyears. However, the
mandate was not found to be as useful for thoskestas who were more inclined to serve

in the 2001 and 2002 cohorts (having completedrtaedate in 19 or 11" grade) since
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their rates of participation remained stable witbse who were more inclined to serve in
the 2000 cohort (having participated in servickast two years between"i@nd 12'
grades). The authors thus suggested that a semandate may function as a catalyst for
those who might not otherwise have engaged in camtgnservice. These findings are
strengthened by the fact that the authors weretal#gamine differences in these two
types of service participants over two time perjatising both 11 and 12" grades.
However, it should be noted that most participavese White (78%) and approximately
half were Catholic. These student characteristieaorrespond to higher rates of
community service participation (Vogelgesang, 20@5 may have biased the results of
this study.

Using National Educational Longitudinal Data, Heiral. (2007) performed a
multiple regression analysis on 6,925 communityiserparticipants to determine if
there were a relationship between high school @ngagement and later civic
participation. Although they examined the relatimpshetween civic knowledge,
extracurricular activities, and volunteering onimgtin adulthood, pertinent to this study
are their findings regarding rates of volunteeisga result of mandatory and non-
mandatory service in high school. The authors fatmatl students who participated in
voluntary or mixed service (both voluntary and metindy) had a significantly greater
probability of volunteering with a youth organizatiin young adulthood (= 0.45,
p<.05, and = 0.38, p<.05 respectively) than those who didvadtinteer at all in their
12" grade year of high school. In a separate regnessst, they found that mixed service
(both voluntary and mandatory) € 0.32, p<.05) in high school was a statistically

significant predictor of civic volunteering (i.&olunteering with a civic or community
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organization) when compared to doing no servid@gh school; however, neither
voluntary nor mandatory service alone were sigaiftqredictors in this analysis.

In addition, civic attitudes had a significantesff on later volunteering in both
analyses, which referred to the degree of impodauaced on helping others in one’s
community. What are missing from these data ane eittitudes and behaviors prior to
students’ senior year in high school. This inforimaimay provide greater insight into the
long-term effects of mandatory service. Additiopathere are missing data from
participants with lower socioeconomic backgroundsan effort to examine particular
predictors and outcomes of civic engagement, sigdpamay have biased the results.

Although these previous findings are supportivenahdatory service as a conduit
for citizenship, several published research studiesparing mandatory and non-
mandatory service have found that encouraged butenaired service elicited more
favored outcomes (Marks & Jones, 2004; Niemi ¢t28l00; Planty & Regnier, 2003;
Raskoff & Sundeen, 1999; Stukas, Snyder, & Cla®@9). For example, Niemi et al.
investigated the effects of the type of communégviee performed on rates of service
participation. Through a logistic regression anialythey found that a school that
arranged service had a statistically significamaegt on community service participation
( =0.85, p<.01) whereas a school that requiredsehad no statistically significant
effect.

Furthermore, Marks and Jones (2004) used logisgiession to study patterns of
community service involvement for 6,491 particiggaint the National Educational
Longitudinal Study. They found a negative corr@atbetween mandatory service in the

senior year of high school and beginning serviceoifege ( = -0.37, p<.001). In
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addition, required service in tTZ‘Jrade was significantly linked to dropping servidale

in college ( = 0.39, p<.001). On the other hand, encouragimgneonity service was
negatively correlated to dropping service in callég=-0.41, p<.001) and in fact was a
significant predictor of sustained service in cgl = 0.87, p<.001). These results are
promising for further understanding the landscdpawc participation among youth,
although results could be strengthened with data fthe years of high school prior to
12" grade.

Stukas, Snyder, and Clary (1999) performed twordts analyses in efforts to
examine recently mandated service participatich@tUniversity of Minnesota. In their
initial hierarchical regression analysis of 371ibass majors at the University of St.
Thomas, Stukas et al. investigated previous vo&rrggperience and future plans to
volunteer in relation to mandatory service perfadmas part of a class. They found that
those students who felt externally restrained bgramunity service mandate were less
likely to indicate anticipation of future participan in servicei?z = 0.177, p<.001) than
those who felt no external regulation of their sg\participation. In their second
experimental study of 63 undergraduates at the é&Jsity of Minnesota, the authors
compared means of students who were mandatedttoipate in service and those who
were encouraged to do service. They found thakthds perceived that they had no
choice to participate were less inclined to inddatture intentions to volunteevi(=
3.58, noSD given) than those who were encouraged but not ataddo participateM =
4.72, noSD given). These findings were significant at theld@zl. These findings
further support the notion that voluntary servipti@ns have a greater impact on

motivations to engage in community service thandaged service; however, these were
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single studies with a small number of participaand are thus not genearalizable to the
entire college student population.

Similarly, Raskoff and Sundeen (1999) observedrajribeir 285 interviewees
that those who attended secondary institutionsowitiservice requirements were more
likely to plan on future volunteering than thoseonditended schools with service
requirements (73.6% and 68.3% respectively). These further delineated by type of
school, i.e. there was a significant differenceneetn non-sectarian (44.4% and 85.3%
respectively), religious (79.3% and 84.6% respetyilv and public school (61.1% and
65.1% respectively) intentions for future voluntagrat the .10 level. In addition, those
who attended schools with mandatory service wenenikely to be undecided about
their future roles as volunteers (13.2% vs. 4.3%)wever, student perceptions that their
schools encouraged community service were impottatfteir intentions to volunteer in
the future, and feelings of encouragement were prestalent at schools with required
community service. This finding may be due to gngé number of religious schools that
required service (72%) and their demonstrated preipeto volunteer in the future.
Although this study provides further insight inteetdifferences between mandatory and
voluntary service, it is important to note that &ege this was a single study, comprised
of a small number of participants, and assessedasbort period of time,
generalizability of the results are limited.

However, Planty and Regnier (2003) found simiéeults with long-term data, in
their descriptive analysis of approximately 10,@08hmunity service participants. Using
National Educational Longitudinal Study data frdme years 1992, 1994, and 2000, they

found a greater tendency for students who partieghan mandatory service to participate
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in service two years after high school, as compardéddose who did no volunteering in
high school (37% and 27% respectively). Nevertlgldeere was no discernible
difference six years later in their degrees of iserparticipation (28% and 26%
respectively); however, young adults who voluntdenehigh school without a service
requirement but were either strongly encouragedltonteer, or engaged in community
service for the sake of service, were more likelydlunteer both two years (56%) and
eight years (48%) after high school than both effdrmer groups. The longitudinal
nature of this study enriches the results as petter engagement are able to be
identified. Further examination is needed to prewitsight into potential causes for the
equalizing effect of mandatory service participaand non-participants in later
adulthood.

Limitations to prior researchAlthough McLellan and Youniss (2002) have
suggested that mandatory service may benefit yioptonnecting them to social
institutions and practices, Marks and Jones (2084 stated that “little empirical
evidence exists to characterize the relationshiywéxen high school and college
participation. Moreover, little is known about ttaetors that lead students either to drop
or sustain their community service after high s¢h@m 308). They further noted the
paucity of extant research to support a duratigarcbn the effects of volunteering in
high school, and maintained a skeptical outloolaréag the intended outcomes of
community service in general, including “positivéitades and the habit of volunteering”
(p. 331) with mandatory service in particular.

Researchers have cautioned that mandatory senagesupport extrinsic

motivations for participation that result in shbvied engagement in civic behaviors
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(Marks & Jones, 2004; Sobus, 1995). Interestingote are findings that students tend to
dislike the idea of service requirements (Lopefi2Raskoff & Sundeen, 1999), which
may lead to a resistance to and a decline in spacticipation later in life. This
aversion to required service may relate to McLe#dad Youniss’ (2003) assertion that
one of the challenges to mandatory service ligherbelief that required service is
comparable to “forced compliance” (p. 57) and thath a situation may influence youth
to invest less in their community service work.

Another limitation within community service datatad by Niemi et al. (2000)
lies in the tendency for researchers to report poBitive or significant results. They
asserted that this inclination may indicate thatehare unreported findings that
demonstrate no gain associated with service. Sm@ssertion may apply to research that
reports differences between mandatory and encodrsgy®ice participation. In fact,
Metz and Youniss (2003) stated that “despite tloesi@sing popularity of required
community service and service learning programgiecal evidence to support either
side of this controversy is inconsistent” (p. 281).

Predictors of Community Service Participation

Several factors have emerged within communityisemesearch that seem to
contribute to higher rates of community serviceipgration. The most influential
predictors of participation are further describedhis section. They include gender,
socioeconomic status, race/ethnicity, employmeattist religiosity, and familial
socialization.

Gender. Many studies report that women participate in camity service at

higher rates than men (Astin & Sax, 1998; Dotd.e2806; Metz & Youniss, 2005;
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Niemi et al., 2000; Oesterle, Johnson, & Mortin#04; Sax, 2004; Youniss et al.,
1999). In their regression analysis of over 15,08ficipants in the National Educational
Longitudinal Study, Davila and Mora (2007b) werstep further in their investigation of
civic engagement among youth, and revealed a teydenfemale high school students
to be more civically engaged than males in genaral,within the same race/ethnic
group in particular. Specific to community servgaaticipation, women reported greater
involvement across racial lines (+ 3.7% non-Hispaihite, + 5.63% African American,
+ 0.45% Hispanic, and + 4.01% Asian). Women alstiggpated more frequently in
service-learning programs. Moreover, men were rkedy to respond than women that
it was not important to help others in the commy(it 6.88 non-Hispanic White, +
3.60% African American, + 4.49% Hispanic, and +68@%Asian).

White (2006) analyzed the September 2005 CurreptiRtion Survey (CPS) of
60,000 households and also described a female gbiadein her findings, asserting that
within key demographic groupings such as age, raeeital status, level of education,
and employment status, women were more likely tanteer than men. Planty and
Regnier (2003) had similar findings, asserting featales were more inclined to
volunteer than males both in high school and eyglats after graduation; however, they
found no sex difference in volunteer participatismo years out of high school.
Depending on attendance in college, similar pgditon patterns two years out of high
school may be attributed to new social and edueatipriorities.

Essential to this discussion is that VogelgesampAstin (2005) put forth a
caveat to the above findings - men and women pgate in service differently. For

instance, they found that women were more likegntimen to volunteer with educational
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organizations, and men were more likely than wotoerolunteer for a political
organization or campaign. Although the overwhelmimagjority of published research
observed a higher rate of community service paiton among women than men, it is
possible that political voluntarism is not taketoiconsideration in studies of community
service participation and may have an effect oontep participation rates.

Socioeconomic statuResearch on the socioeconomic status of young eopl
engaged in community service tends to comprise botisehold income and parental
educational attainment. Specifically, researchdugported the finding that students
from college-educated homes are more likely toigpgte in community service than
their peers whose parents have little or no posts#ary education (Davila & Mora,
2007a; Lopez et al., 2006; Marks & Kuss, 2001; M&tYouniss, 2005; Niemi et al.,
2000; Youniss et al., 1999).

In a similar vein, White (2006) reported that #heras a positive correlation
between voluntarism and individual educationaliatteent. She found that nearly 50% of
college graduates 25 and older participated in comiy service as compared to 10% of
persons in the same age category who had not ctedm@enhigh school degree. Of
importance to these findings is that the Currerufation Survey used in this report
elicited responses from one individual in the htwad@;, thus, it was limited by the fact
that not all data referred to first-hand experience

Support also exists for parental income as arcatdr of participation in
community service. Vogelgesang (2005) reportedhigit-income families, those with a
family income of $150,000 or more, were likely tarficipate in service-learning at

“progressively higher levels” (p. 55) than lowecame students. Vogelgesang noted that
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this disparity may be attributable to the highkelihood that students from high-income
families would attend private schools, many of wh@quire community service
participation.

Regarding lower levels of community service inveshent among youth from
lower socioeconomic backgrounds, Taylor and Tregra8treet (2007) asserted that
“were it not for time and financial pressures, stotd might have higher levels of civic
engagement” (p. 17). Of interest to this study Wiras most of their 941 Jumpstart
mentors had the same socioeconomic status asikatees, and received work-study
funds. Questions remain as to the cost effectiveraaf community service options to
students of lower socioeconomic backgrounds, aad@fttordability to participate if
students have multiple responsibilities that mdwyhn participation.

In terms of long-range implications of wealth awnmunity service, Planty et al.
(2006) found that more affluent participants initls¢udy exhibited a greater likelihood
of community service participation (60.3%) thanithess affluent peers (29.6%) during
high school, but that participation post-high sdrdropped more sharply for more
affluent participants (- 19.4% vs. - 3.9%). Thehaus speculated that more affluent
teenagers may have attended schools with graduatiuirements for service or that
their participation increased as a result of respading for college admissions.
Friedland and Morimoto (2005) supported this firgdireporting a positive correlation
between community service, affluence, and resundelipg. In their interviews of 99
high school students at several schools in Mad¥taconsin, the highest numbers of
students padding their resumes with community serwvivolvement were in the middle

and upper classes who intended to go to college.
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Despite the precipitous decline of more affluesns in the Planty et al.’s study,
the percentage of young persons involved in seatrcess all time periods was still
greater for participants with higher socioeconobackgrounds than their less affluent
peers. Marks and Jones (2004) found similar evieemaving observed a significant
linear relationship at the .001 level between semomomic status (SES) and sustained
service in college. In other words, higher deg&eSES correlated to ongoing service,
with SES comprising income, parental education,lamgsehold effects. However, the
authors found seemingly contradictory results reéigaythe effect of student loans on
community service participation. In other wordsiigher level of student loans was
positively correlated (= 0.48) with dropping service in college, as vaslbeginning
service in college (= 0.26). These findings were conjectured by the@s to represent
the varied abilities of students to use studentddar ancillary involvement. Overall,
they found a negative correlation between amoustuwdent loans and sustained service.
Such findings indicate the degree to which fiseaponsibilities may hinder the ability of
young people to engage in community service.

Important to mention is that Oesterle et al. (3d04nd no significant differences
among community service participants based on sooimomic status, defined as a
composite variable of family income and parentalaadion level. Notably, Marks and
Kuss (2001) found that a higher socioeconomic stgiarental education and family
income) predicted greater service participation viduen the two variables were
separated, only parental education served as &poedariable. These findings may
change if research on community service partiagpatinrough work study programs

increases.
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Race/ethnicityStudies of race/ethnicity and community serviceolagment have
yielded mixed and complex results. According tartbdescriptive review of the Current
Population Survey of 60,000 households, Dote €28D6) found that White students
reported higher volunteer participation (32%) ti#dncan Americans (24.1%) and
persons of other races (22.9%). Other researchu@sorted this claim (Eyler, Giles,
Stenson, & Gray, 2001; Musick, Wilson, & Bynum 2008owever, compelling results
emerged from Planty et al. (2006) when they fourad YWhite and Asian students had a
higher likelihood of participation in community sere (46.5% and 44.8% respectively)
than Black students (33.4%) while in high scholthaugh eight years later, Black
student patrticipation in service had increasedA%.while that of White and Asian
students had waned (-14.3% and -18.2% respectively)

Also notable within the literature on the intets®e of community service and
race is that African American respondents haveddrnd be more politically involved
than their White peers. For example, Lopez et28l06) interviewed 1,674 young
persons aged 15 to 25 and found that African Araesdh = 296) were the most likely
to work with political organizations, vote on a vdagy basis, and advocate for political
candidates than any other race, which may not awaycaptured in studies of civic
engagement that focus on community service. InteahdiBlack/African American
students and students of other races have demtausttaluntarism in different capacities
than White students (Dote et al., 2006). For examipbte et al. observed that
Black/African American students mentored at a cdit89.2% compared to White
students (22.3%) and students of other races (2028 participated in food collection,

preparation, distribution, and service at a rate®96% as compared to White students
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(20.5%) and students of other races (9.2%). Whiteesits, on the other hand, were more
likely to participate in fundraising activities (286) as compared to Black/African
American students (22%) or other races (15.9%),stindents of other races were most
likely to volunteer their labor and to transportgmns in need (22.6%) than
Black/African American students (14%) or White stats (20.3%). Students from other
races (33.7%) and Black/African American studeB%4%) were more likely than
White students (25.3%) to engage in education&icesuch as tutoring or teaching.
These findings may indicate the types of serviggatd which students may be inclined,
and further research may elucidate patterns of atrment to particular forms of
engagement.

Furthermore, Raskoff and Sundeen (2001) studiethiions to volunteer of 285
students in 27 high schools across Los Angelesrdstingly, their regression findings
revealed that Latino students were those moswliteeplan to volunteer in the future
when compared to students of other racial groR3s (0.19, p<.05). Davila and Mora
(2007) also found that Hispanic high school stusieaported a comparable inclination
towards civic engagement as their non-Hispanic @/hitd African American peers,
although their level of engagement was generallselathan the comparison groups.
Noteworthy is that Hispanic respondents reportedighest numbers of students
working over twenty hours each week, a factor thay have reduced voluntarism rates
among Hispanic participants despite their desirenigage in service. The terms
“Hispanic” and “Latino” are used herein, accordinghe language of the research cited.

Of note is that when several studies controlledgfaentially confounding

variables, they found that White students weresigificantly more likely to participate
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in service than students from other racial grotjos.instance, Niemi et al. (2000)
discovered that after controlling for certain vates (e.g., demographic characteristics
and involvement), the degree of community servieigpation among African
American and Hispanic respondents was similarabfibr non-Hispanic Whites.
Oesterle et al. (2004) also found no significaffedence by race in volunteer
participation when controlling for factors includipropensity to volunteer, education,
employment, and family characteristics. Davila &wra (2007b) controlled for various
influencing factors, including “race/ethnicity, teje aspirations, perceptions that it is
‘not important’ to help others in the communityyo@pation in sports, working more
than 20 hours per week, family income, parentscatan, being foreign-born, or being
U.S.-born of foreign-born parents” (p. 20) and fduno significant difference in overall
community service participation between Hispanisiaf, and non-Hispanic White
students in 1992.

Central to this discussion is that initial diffeoes in community service
participation based on race/ethnicity may reflebatwRiker (2003) referred to as fewer
“key civic resources” such as financial means, tioreability to participate. Because
these are often enhanced by income, educationpamapportunities, the relationship of
service to resource accrual may apply to the fiélcivic engagement, affecting the
potential for certain persons to participate imeitpolitical or nonpolitical civic
engagement activities. However, initial differencesy also echo the extent to which
persons are asked to participate in service, a&mponent to community service
participation according to an Independent Sectoontg(Hamilton & Hussain, 1998).

This report acknowledged that young persons ofrcakye less apt to be asked to
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volunteer than their White peers, but that young@as of color volunteered at similar
rates as White teens when asked to volunteer.

Furthermore, Swaminathan (2005) conducted a serrlestg participant
observation of students involved in a service-lemyiclass at an urban Midwest high
school. She noticed negative characterizationsuoiesits of color that may contribute to
lower rates of voluntarism sometimes found in gtrced community service
participation. For example, she observed the diskeeating experience of African
American and Latino students who “raised issuestereotyping, social status, and
misidentification resulting from the ways in whipkople saw the school or read
community service” (p. 32). Specifically, certaiegple at service sites assumed that
students of color were completing restitution reginents, whereas their White
classmates were viewed as “responsible youth”{p.@ther researchers have asserted
that, in general, there is a fundamental valuesofise within many communities of color
(Jones & Hill, 2003; McNally, 2004; Swaminathan; &ttle Simmons, & Hall, 2001) that
may not be captured in the language used in stodieganized community service
participation. These differential findings and aises suggest that there is more than
meets the eye regarding racial composition and camigservice participation.

Religiosity.Raskoff and Sundeen (1999) found that high schodlesnts who
attended religious secondary schools were mody ltkeanticipate future volunteering
than those from nonsectarian or public schoolslatter respondents being the least
likely to plan to volunteer in the future. Niemiadt (2000) also emphasized that
attending a religiously-affiliated school was pogly correlated with a propensity to

engage in community service. Students who were maetmed to serve in Metz and

52



Youniss’ (2005) study of high school service papation reported that religion was
more central to their lives than those less inditeserve.

Religiosity has also been found to predict colley®lvement in service (Astin &
Sax, 1998). For example, Marks and Jones (2004)dfdloat participation in religious
activities was an indicator of beginning serviceatiege, as well as in sustaining
service. In particular, Vogelgesang (2005) reve#badl “students who participate in
religious activities are more likely to engage alunteer activities generally, and in
service-learning specifically” (p. 56). Other restrademonstrated that regular church
attendance correlated to higher rates of voluntavisile in college (Lopez et al., 2006;
Sax, 2004).

Notably, Vogelgesang and Astin’s (2005) studyiefocparticipation revealed
that although women were more likely to voluntdemt their male counterparts (72.4%
vs. 62.8%), and more likely to attend religiousvams (78.7% vs. 70.5%), they were just
as likely to report that “expressing their faithasvtheir principal motivation for engaging
in community service (23.0% for men and 23.5% fonven). The authors also
discovered variation within institutional types tisaed light on religious and
nonreligious civic engagement among college grafudn particular, over 68% of
alumni reported volunteering during the last y&ath a higher percentage reported by
graduates from religious institutions than thosenfipublic universities. Graduates from
Catholic institutions volunteered at a rate of 62 While those from other religious
colleges reported voluntarism rates at 77%. Ofasteis that alumni from Catholic
institutions had a higher likelihood of reportifigat community service/volunteer

participation while in college had a significantgact on “preparing them for life after
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college (22.4% compared to 16.1% overall)” (p.affhough they were less inclined to
discuss community issues than alumni from othdrtutens (24.5% and 29.5%
respectively). Such findings are less conclusineestests of significance were not used
in this analysis. Additionally, findings were basmtcollege graduates; thus, it is
important to note that further research addressosg-college civic engagement among
alumni who did not complete their degree is nedded more comprehensive
understanding of correlations that may exist betwa®lege and post-college civic
participation.

Noteworthy is that Utah ranked first among alyfiftates with the highest rate of
voluntarism among college students (62.9%) (Dotd.e2006). Also worth mentioning
is Vogelgesang's (2005) finding that students wdentified their religious affiliation as
Latter Day Saints ranked higher in level of comnyservice participation, along with
students of Hindu, Roman Catholic, Islamic, and dust faiths, than other students of
faith. Additionally, Youniss et al. (1999) used taichical regression analyses to examine
predictors of community service participation amapgroximately 13,000 high school
seniors, and found that being a student in a Ciathalh school, whether one was
Catholic or not, was a predictor of service papttion in both models, the first
controlling for background characteristics sucls@soeconomic status, gender, and
family status ( = 0.02, p<.05) and the second controlling for imement activities such
as sports, performing arts, and part-time work .03, p<.05). These findings are
possibly due to “the fact that many Catholic sckanbndate service as part of the
religious curriculum” (p. 258); however, the sigo#nt Betas in this study are small and

thus not entirely conclusive.
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Employment statu§everal studies have shown that the degree to vehpehrson
works has the potential to positively contributeetanmunity service involvement in
college (Oesterle, Johnson, & Mortimer 2004; Ddtale 2006; Youniss et al., 1999).
White (2006) observed that in the general poputa®% of persons working part-time
did some volunteer work between September 200455aptember 2005, and that persons
working in any capacity, whether full- or part-timelunteered to a greater degree than
persons who were unemployed or not in the labarefofurthermore, Youniss et al.
(1999) demonstrated a positive relationship betveesmoderate amount of work, or 1 to
10 hours per week, and service participation ihegel ( = 0.06, p<.05).

Dote et al.’s (2006) “College Students Helping At report presented a
similar finding. Students working 1 to 10 hours pe&rek were more likely to volunteer
(46.4%) than those working 11 to 15 hours per w@ékbo) and those not employed at all
(29.8%). However, greater than 30 hours per weekook correlated with a drop in rates
of voluntarism to approximately 23%. Oesterle e(2004) also found that full-time
employment tended to reduce rates of voluntaristh suat “for each month spent in
full-time work in a given year, the odds of voluetimg that year were reduced by 4%”
(p- 1140). As tuition continues to rise and studemployment rates match this increase
(Dote et al.) with more students not only working tvorking longer hours, higher
education may witness an increase in the sizeudesit loans and a greater propensity
for students to decrease community service paatiicip.

Familial socializationConsideration should be given to the effect of fgmi
service participation on later volunteering by ygurersons. Research has found that

service participation among youth often stems fr@wing had parents who volunteered
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(Eyler & Giles, 1999; McLellan & Youniss, 2003; Met Youniss, 2005; Niemi et al.,
2000; Raskoff & Sundeen, 1999). Particular to ghisly, Metz and Youniss (2005)
conducted chi-square analyses to examine diffeseimceivic behaviors and attitudes
between two cohorts of high school students, or®00 ( = 174) that had no service
requirement for graduation, and the second in ZD@1= 312) that had a 40-hour service
requirement for graduation. The researchers stasdstudents who were more inclined
to serve in both cohorts were significantly mokely to have parents who participated in
community service (61% and 62% respectively, p<tB&h those less inclined to serve.
Thus, through high school community service opputies, schools may be able to
mirror this socializing influence and serve as algl@f certain pro-social behaviors.
Summary of Literature Review

This literature review addressed the increasitendon given to civic
engagement, particularly among youth in institugioh education. This chapter also
delved into both college and high school researchammunity service participation,
often touted as a catalyst for the developmenboias responsibility in youth. Because
educational institutions continue to aim for in@ed community service participation
and active citizenship in adolescence and beydmdiationale for the emergence of
mandatory service in high school was examined,elkas current research on its
effectiveness.

As discussed throughout this chapter, communityiee has been proffered as an
investment in future civic capacities among stuglealthough research is not conclusive
as to the relationship that may exist between conitygervice and increased civic

engagement. Supporting this notion, Niemi et @0(2) asserted that more research is
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needed on community service as a conduit for enhgrivic education, stating that
there are “limits in the breadth and depth of studg literature peppered with many
glowing cases of a single school or community vesit(p. 46).

In comparisons of mandatory service and strictijpmtary service in high school
to rates of voluntarism in college and beyond, liggies of service were found to be
positively correlated to some degree with civicaggment in young adulthood.
However, several researchers noted the dearth pirieal research that explained the
relationship between high school service partiogpa&ind later civic attitudes and
behaviors (Marks & Jones, 2004; Perry & Katula, ZOMore specifically, Planty and
Regnier (2006) asserted that in their estimatiocuofent research, it was unclear if
mandatory service in particular had any impactigit cesponsibility or enduring service
participation among youth. Others noted the spanseunt of research addressing
mandatory service in high school (Niemi et al., Z0Raskoff & Sundeen, 1999).

The following chapter will address the design arethodology of this study that
examined differences in community service partitgraand citizenship measures
among undergraduate students, based upon comnsemtize participation prior to

college. Gender, race/ethnicity, and parent(s)tjaafs) education were also examined.
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CHAPTER 3
Methodology

This chapter presents the methodology used irsthidy. First, the purpose of the
study is presented, followed by the research degigroverview of the Multi-
Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL) is then yided, which served as the backdrop
for this study. Research questions and hypothesafen identified, as well as a
description of the analyses that were utilizechia study.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to examine whethaobthere were differences in
college student community service participation amidenship based upon students’
community service participation prior to collegeedduse prior involvement in
community service has been correlated to collegecgzation in service (Berger &
Milem, 2002; Eyler & Giles, 1999; Oesterle, Johns&mMortimer, 2004; Planty &
Regnier, 2003; Vogelgesang, 2005) participanthimgtudy were grouped into those
who were mandatory volunteers in high school, n@mdatory volunteers prior to
college, or students who never volunteered priaoltege. Gender, race/ethnicity, and
parent(s)/guardian(s) education were also investija

Design

This study was a non-experimental causal comparalésign that employed
secondary data analysis from the Multi-Institutio®tudy of Leadership (MSL), a survey
research study conducted between January and Mag#h(Dugan, Komives, & Segar,
2007). Grounded in the social change model of lesduiie development (SCM) (HERI,

1996), the MSL examined leadership outcomes amadgngraduate students, using a
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modified version of Astin’s (1991) input-environmesutput model that addressed the
impact of college experiences on student developradtmough the MSL data were
originally collected without this study’s specifiesearch questions in mind, the data
were germane to this study’s hypotheses. In pdaticthe MSL provided cross sectional
data that permitted the researcher to examinedugbol community service experiences,
college community service participation, and callegizenship. As the context for this
study, the following section outlines the instrurnation, sampling procedure, and data
collection used in the Multi-Institutional Study béadership.
Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership

Instrumentation

The MSL survey was designed by a research teanprigsa of 19 members of
the College Student Personnel program at the Usityesf Maryland, representing both
faculty and graduate students. Human subjects aplwas obtained for the MSL at
both the University of Maryland and at all parta&img campuses. The MSL survey
primarily used a revised version of Tyree’s (1998tially Responsible Leadership Scale
(SRLS). In her dissertation research, Tyree create@3-item scale comprised of eight
separate subscales. The subscales were used &tiopalize the social change model of
leadership development by measuring values thatleded with each component of the
model. Seven of the eight components fell intodlrategories: individual
(consciousness of self, congruence, commitmerdy(collaboration, controversy with
civility, common purpose), and society (citizenghgdl of which contributed to the
eighth concept of change. As a result of a pilatigtand the subsequent attempt to

reduce burden on participants, the SLRS was redogéde MSL research team to 68
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items (SLRS-Rev2). The final MSL survey incorpodateeasures from the SLRS-Rev2
as well as items from national studies such ad\étenal Study of Living Learning
Programs (Inkelas & Associates, 2004) and thosergéed by the MSL research team.

Upon receiving human subjects approval at the Unsitseof Maryland, pilot tests
were administered to enhance reliability and vafidi the MSL survey. For example, a
pencil and paper survey was given to 14 undergtadsiadents in order to determine
rates of completion, clarify items, and gauge ptiédburden. Another survey was then
administered via the web to a simple random samipB000 undergraduates. This
iteration was used to test the following: relialyilior the revised scales, content and
construct validity for the revised scales, religpibf the original scales, and the potential
for item reduction in pre-existing scales. Throtigis process, the MSL research team
also sought to further assess rates of completidrparceived burden. Reliability scales
from several studies, including the MSL pilot, axailable in Appendix A. Particular to
this study are the Pre-Involvement scale that oetlivolunteering prior to college
(Cronbach alpha = 0.77) and the Citizenship s&ater(bach alpha = 0.77) which are
reliable values (Pallant, 2007). The previously timgred pilot tests were used to
determine internal consistency of the entire MSivey and thus provide reliability for
the dependent variable of community service paiton.
Sampling Procedure

Institutional samplelnstitutional participation was solicited through a
application process in which criteria for inclusiocomprised: “institutional type and
control, Carnegie classification, geographic lamatiand varied degrees of use of the

social change model of leadership development” @du¢lomives, & Segar, 2007, p. 9).
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Through purposive sampling, the co-investigatoesetb5 institutions out of
approximately 150 applications that were returfdds technique was used to achieve
the afore-mentioned criteria as well as to repreaeahverse array of higher education
institutions within the United States. After twastitutions withdrew their participation
before data collection commenced, and a third dolas dropped for failure to adhere to
procedures of the study, a total of 52 institutiprevided usable data. A contact person
at each institution was designated as a representaith whom the MSL research team
would work to later carry out the process of adstaring the student survey.

Participants represented 58% public and 42% pivedtitutions. Per Carnegie
classification, 62% were research institutions, 2héster’'s-granting institutions, 13%
baccalaureate institutions, and 4% were associetdisges. Of the participating
institutions, two were Historically Black Collegarsd Universities, two were Hispanic-
Serving Institutions, and three were women’s catednstitution size was calculated
from total undergraduate enrollment; thus, 19% vigeatified as small institutions, or
those with fewer than 3,000 undergraduates, 29#6eaBum-sized schools with 3,001-
10,000 undergraduates, and 52% as large instigutiatin 10,001 or more undergraduate
students (Dugan, Komives, & Segar, 2007).

Student sampl&ampling protocol for student participants was deljgat upon
the size of the institution; therefore, schooldwater 4,000 students elicited a simple
random sample from their entire student populatiorrder to determine the total
number of respondents needed for this part oftilndysthe researchers sought a 95%
confidence level and a +3 confidence interval itedaining a preliminary figure. During

this process, campuses over-sampled by 70% totamsctre total number of respondents
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needed. On the other hand, institutions with fetivan 4,000 students conducted surveys
with the total student population in order to obtan appropriate sample size.
Data Collection

The contact person at each institution was resplenfor drawing the sample on
their campuses, and Survey Sciences Group in AborAMichigan disseminated the
MSL surveys via the web. Individual campuses we@araged to provide incentives to
participants; however, the MSL team also providatiomal incentives in the form of
iPod Nanos, free registration to the LeaderShagkituite, and a $50 gift card to an Old
Navy clothier. Invitations to take part in this dyuwvere sent to students on a rolling basis
determined by the liaisons at participating insioioss, beginning two weeks prior to the
beginning of their spring semester and ending leefiogir Spring Break. Up to four
reminder emails were sent within that time peridaopy of the full version of the MSL
survey, the letter of consent, and the email inntaare provided in Appendix B, C, and
D, respectively.

The total number of student participants was 185, With all surveys
administered via an email link to a web surveyili@f 56,854 submissions that were
usable, 6,476 were eliminated due to inadequatelation of the core survey. This
diminution was implemented when respondents comaglietss than 90% of the survey
and thus resulted in a total of 50,378 responsetheélsurveys that were removed, they
were not significantly different in basic demograpteatures from the total sample of
respondents. Additionally, the data were cleanetehyoving outliers, responses that
appeared fabricated, and duplicate submissionsluata student respondents were also

removed since the focus of the study was undergtadaadership development.
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According to findings by Crawford, Couper, and Lam{2001), the 37% rate of return
surpassed the national average for web-based stegegrch. Appendix E provides a
demographic representation of the MSL respondents.
Research Questions and Hypotheses

Research Question One

Are there differences in college student partitgrain community service based

upon students’ community service participatioropto college, in particular

those who were mandatory volunteers in high s¢chami-mandatory volunteers

prior to college, or students who never voluntdgreor to college, when

considering gender, race/ethnicity, and paremgujsydian(s) education level?

The first research question explored the levelatiege student engagement in
community service based on the existence of a $ublbol community service graduation
requirement. Because many studies demonstrata thigher level of
parent(s)/guardian(s) education predicts greatemeonity service participation (Davila
& Mora, 2007a; Lopez et al., 2006; Marks & KussQ20Metz & Youniss, 2005; Niemi
et al., 2000; Youniss et al., 1999), this predistenved as one of the independent
variables in this design.

Gender was investigated as an independent faoite this categorical variable
has been a consistent predictor of community semvaticipation (Astin & Sax, 1998;
Dote et al., 2006; Metz & Youniss, 2005; Niemi kf 2000; Oesterle, Johnson, &
Mortimer, 2004; Sax, 2004; Youniss et al., 1998)adldition, the possible differences by
race/ethnicity in community service participatioere examined. The inclusion of

race/ethnicity was important since research hagsimixed results, with many studies
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reporting greater rates of community service pigditon performed by White students
(Dote et al., 2006; Eyler, Giles, Stenson, & Gi2301; Musick, Wilson, & Bynum 2000)
than students in other racial/ethnic categoriesvéi@r, other studies have found no
significant effects when certain variables weretadled (Davila & Mora, 2007b; Niemi
et al., 2000; Oesterle et al., 2004). Due to thecpwp of studies that address the first
research question, the null hypothesis for questianis provided.

Null hypothesis onél'here are no differences in college student gggtion in

community service based upon students’ commuseityice participation

prior to college, in particular those who were dlatory volunteers in high

school, non-mandatory volunteers prior to collegestudents who never

volunteered prior to college, when consideringdggnrace/ethnicity, and
parent(s)/guardian(s) education level.
Research Question Two

Are there differences in college student citizeém&lased upon students’

community service participation prior to collegeparticular those who were

mandatory volunteers in high school, non-mandatoiynteers prior to college,
or students who never volunteered prior to collegeen considering gender,
race/ethnicity, and parent(s)/guardian(s) edundaoel?

The second research question addressed attitnddse@aviors associated with
citizenship, such as the degree to which persolsvieehey are capable of making a
difference in society and the degree to which @reyinvolved in their communities. The
differences under investigation were based upotiestis’ community service

participation prior to college. As mentioned in ptex two, community service and
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citizenship are often alleged to be two aspecth@tonstruct of civic engagement. Thus,
the same variables from research question onedeader, race/ethnicity, and
parent(s)/guardian(s) education level) were exathingesearch question two. In
addition, little is known about the effects of gendace/ethnicity, and
parent(s)/guardian(s) education level on colletjzemnship among students who have and
have not attended a high school with a communityiee graduation requirement. Thus,
the null hypothesis for question two is provided.
Null hypothesis twolhere are no differences in college studenteiship based
upon students’ community service participatioropto college, in particular
those who were mandatory volunteers in high sghrami-mandatory volunteers
prior to college, or students who never voluntdgreor to college, when
considering gender, race/ethnicity, and paremgjgydian(s) education level.
Preliminary Data Analyses
Data Preparation
Cross-tabulations were conducted to discern retheere missing cases within
the variables of this study. As a result of thialgsis, cases were eliminated if there were
missing data for race/ethnicity, gender, citizepsuores, parent(s)/guardian(s) education
level, community service hours, and the pre-coliggestion regarding volunteer
participation. After initial four-way analyses odwance tests were performed, the 125
American Indian students were removed from the $auhype to missing cell counts.

Resulting from this demographic shift, the redusanhple size was 47,898.
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Assessment of Variables

Community service participation prior to collegéhree groups were compared in
this study: students who attended a high schodl aitommunity service graduation
requirement; students who volunteered prior toegalbut did not attend a high school
with a community service graduation requirementf students who did not attend a high
school with a community service graduation requeetrand did not volunteer prior to
college. In order to determine the first group aftizipants, students who attended a high
school with a graduation requirement, responses waculated for the item, “Did your
high school require community service for gradugioThis item was assessed with a
dichotomous variable of “yes” or “no.”

The second group under investigation, collegeesitedwho did not attend a high
school with a community service graduation requaetibut engaged in community
service prior to college, were constructed accgrdiinan item that referred to
involvement in community service prior to collegecontinuum of “1” for “never,” “2”
for “sometimes,” “3” for “often,” and “4” for “veryoften.” The composition of this group
included students who answered “No” when askelday tattended a school with a
community service graduation requirement, but redpd with either “sometimes,”
“often,” or “very often” to the question regardirglunteering prior to college.

Lastly, students who performed no volunteer wagfole entering college were
grouped according to a “Never” response to the itérarformed volunteer work” prior
to college. These respondents constituted the ¢inodp in this study.

Community service participation during collede order to determine if students

engaged in community service while in college,ftilwing item was used: “In an
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average academic term, do you engage in any contyrsarivice?” with a response
choice of “yes” or “no.” If the answer was affirmad, further assessment of the extent to
which students participated in community servics wanducted. With a range of
responses including, “0,” “1-5,” “6-10,” “11-15,"16-20,” “21-25,” and “26-30” hours
per academic term, respondents were asked how thiéggrengaged in community
service: “as part of a class;” “with a student aigation;” “as part of a work study
experience;” and “on your own.” These ranges wered so that “0” represented those
who responded “no” to the community service pgsition question as well as those
who responded “yes” but then marked a “0” respdaseach type of service.
Community service hours were further coded as 61™1-5,” “2” for “6-10,” “3” for
“11-15,” “4” for “16-20,” “5” for 21-25,” and “6” for “26-30.” Scores for each of the four
modes of community service participation were suchmeorder to create a composite
score that was used to compare rates of commuemiyce participation among the three
groups in this study. Because the community semaécipation ranges were mutually
exclusive categories and this study did not airexamine a latent construct within this
variable, there was no attempt to create a scalicomposite score or thus to test its
reliability.

CitizenshipCitizenship was measured according to an eight-#eate used in
the Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (MSIGitizenship in this context referred to
“a set of values and beliefs that connect the idd&l in a responsible manner to others”
(Higher Education Research Institute, 1996, p.&®) did not imply naturalization
status. Citizenship scores were calculated ustwgosite score of the eight items in

the citizenship scale, which included “1” for “Stgly disagree,” “2” for “Disagree,” “3”
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for “Neutral,” “4” for “Agree,” and “5” for “Strondy agree.” The following items were
used to determine citizenship among college stigdent

Q.18.33 "l believe | have responsibilities to noyranunity”

Q.18.38 "I give my time to making a difference smmeone"

Q.18.40 "I work with others to make my communitoetter places"

Q.18.44 "l have the power to make a differenceayncommunity”

Q.18.46 "l am willing to act for the rights of etts"

Q.18.47 "l participate in activities that contribuo the common good"

Q.18.55 "I believe | have a civic responsibilibythe greater public"

Q.18.66 "l value opportunities that allow me tocbute to my community”

A cumulative score on this measure was calculfedach participant, divided
by eight for the number of questions in the scatel then means were produced for each
group. In previous studies, high reliability scofesthe original citizenship scale were
reported, at .92 by Tyree (1998), Rubin (2000), Bndan (2006), and .89 for the revised
SLRS-Rev (Appel-Silbaugh, 2005). For the MSL studternal consistency was tested
and the Cronbach alpha was .77, a reliable valakafR, 2007). As mentioned
previously, the citizenship scale was used in pésts to determine construct and content
validity. Since this study examined a unique sangplstudents, an additional reliability
test particular to the citizenship scale was cotetlicThe Cronbach alpha was .76, a
reliable value according to Pallant.
Demographic Characteristics

Women comprised the majority of the sample witt86d identifying as female

and 38.2% identifying as male. The majority of ggpants identified as White (73.8%),
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followed by Multiracial (8.3%), Asian/Asian Ameried7.9%), African American/Black

(5.5%), and Latina/Latino (4.5%). Most participafe into the middle

parent(s)/guardian(s) education category (collegerence) (50.4%) and the non-

mandatory volunteer service group (59.1%). Demdgragharacteristics for the total

sample are presented in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1

Demographic Characteristics of Respond€his 47,898)

Variable n Percent
Gender
Female 29,611 61.8
Male 18,287 38.2
Race/Ethnicity
African American/Black 2,651 5.5
Asian/Asian American 3,779 7.9
Latino/Latina 2,135 4.5
Multiracial 3,984 8.3
White 35,349 73.8
Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Education Level
Low (no college) 6,840 14.3
Medium (at least some college) 24,152 50.4
High (advanced degree) 16,906 35.3
Service Group
Mandatory volunteers 15,967 33.3
Non-mandatory volunteers 28,305 59.1
Never volunteered 3,626 7.6

Primary Data Analyses

Descriptive Analyses

Mean scores and standard errors were determanexifmunity service hours

and citizenship scores per independent variahbileisnstudy (i.e., service group, gender,
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race/ethnicity, and parent(s)/guardian(s) educatiéor the purposes of this study, the
variable for “race/ethnicity” was collapsed intgdicategories: “African
American/Black” (those who marked only “African Anan/Black”), “Asian/Asian
American” (those who marked “Asian/American” or ‘tNe Hawaiian/Pacific
Islander”), “White/Caucasian” (those who markedydiwhite/Caucasian”),
“Multiracial” (those who marked “Multiracial” andfa combination of the other
categories) and Latina/Latino (those who markedXig&en American/Chicano,” “Puerto
Rican,” “Cuban American,” or “Other Latino AmericanAltering this grouping was
intended to ensure sufficient samples within eath lout was also a limitation due to the
meaning that was likely lost by combining categenérace and ethnicity for the
convenience of the statistical test.

Parent(s)/guardian(s) education level was origgradded in the MSL study as
“1” for “Less than high school diploma or GED,” “28r “High school diploma or
GED,” “3” for “Some college,” “4” for “Associatesafree,” “5” for “Bachelor’s degree,”
“6” for “Masters degree,” and “7” for “Doctorate professional degree.” In this study,
this variable was parceled into three groups: “ldar’“Less than high school diploma or
GED” and “High school diploma or GED,” “medium” fé&ome college,” “Associates
degree,” and “Bachelor’s degree,” and “high” for &sters degree” and “Doctorate or
professional degree.”
Univariate Analyses

Two discrete three-way analyses of covariance wetially anticipated for use in
this study. Service group, gender, and race/etiyrserved as the independent,

categorical variables, and parent(s)/guardian(st&tbn level served as the continuous
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variable to be covaried. However, parent(s)/gua@eeducation level did not meet the
assumption of homogeneity of regression slopesah eesearch question and was
subsequently removed (Appendix F). It was thengmteed for use as an independent
variable in two four-way ANOVAs that examined conmmity service and citizenship
according to service group, gender, race/ethniaitg parent(s)/guardian(s) education
level.

Community service participatioA four-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
conducted to examine differences in college comtywg@rvice participation based upon
students’ community service participation priocctilege, in particular those who were
mandatory volunteers in high school, non-mandatotynteers prior to college, or
students who never volunteered prior to collegeswxamining gender, race/ethnicity,
and parent(s)/guardian(s) education level. To hegamassumptions of ANOVA were
addressed. Therefore it was critical to make aettzat all observations were
independent of one another, that there was a natistaibution of scores, and that there
were equal variances among groups. First, indeperaservations were assumed since
this survey was not administered to groups of pigdnts; rather, it was sent to
individual email addresses. Second, a histogramused to analyze the distribution of
scores. The assumption of a normal distributioscofres was not met due to 47.5% of
students having reported zero service hours whitmllege, although there appeared to
be a normal curve for the other 52.5% who reposerdice hours greater than zero;
nevertheless, Pallant (2007) advised that the AN@/dbust to a nhon-normal
distribution of scores if there is a large samj#e s.e. greater than 30 participants.

Third, the Levene’s test for homogeneity of vareswas violated. However, Moore
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(1995) noted that the ANOVA is robust to this viada if the ratio of standard deviations
of the largest to smallest group is less than worte. This ratio was met for each
variable.

Because the omnibus ANOVA was significant, Borderipost hoc tests were
conducted to establish which group means differguifecantly from one another. The
Bonferroni test is an appropriately conservatiat ter multiple comparisons (SAS
Institute, 1999), and it therefore fit the needshid study.

Citizenship A four-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was cowtied on the
three groups in this study, to see if differencasted in their attitudes and behaviors
regarding citizenship as measured by the citizenstale. The assumptions of ANOVA
were first addressed (independence of observatmmgality, and homogeneity of
variances). First, a histogram was used to andhgélistribution of scores, and the
assumption of a normal distribution of scores was$. i8econd, independent observations
were assumed since this survey was not administergabups of participants; rather, it
was sent to individual email addresses. Third, upmrducting initial analyses the test for
homogeneity of variances was violated. However, Md®995) noted that the ANOVA
is robust to this failure if the ratio of standa®@Viations of the largest to smallest group
is less than two to one. This ratio was met foheariable.

Because the omnibus ANOVA was significant, Borderipost hoc tests were
conducted to establish which group means diffeiguificantly from one another. In
addition to serving as an appropriately conseredst for multiple comparisons (SAS
Institute, 1999), SPSS has few options for furdrealyzing interaction effects, and as a

result the Bonferroni test fit the needs of thisdst
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Summary
This chapter provided an in-depth examinatiorhefquantitative methods that
were used in this study of community service pgrétion and citizenship among college
students. In particular, the purpose of the stitdydesign, and the use of secondary data
analysis of the Multi-Institutional Study of Leadhip (MSL) survey were discussed. The
research questions and hypotheses were also prdsastwell as the descriptive and

univariate analyses that were conducted. The fatigwhapter will address the results of

this study.
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CHAPTER 4
Results of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine diffeegno community service
participation and citizenship among undergradutatéesnts, particularly those who were
mandatory volunteers in high school, non-mandatofynteers prior to college, and who
had never volunteered prior to college. Concuryettiis study aimed to investigate
differences in race/ethnicity, gender, and pargfgifardian(s) education level on the two
dependent variables mentioned. This chapter desctiie preliminary and primary data
analyses according to the hypotheses and methadslokd in Chapter Three, as well as
several ancillary analyses that were conducted.
Preliminary Analyses
Descriptive Statistics
Research question one addressed whether oreretwlrere differences in
community service participation among undergradsatdents based upon community
service participation prior to college, gendergfathnicity, and parent(s)/guardian(s)
education. Means and standard errors for variadflegerest in research question one are
provided in Table 4.1, and reflect automatic madifions to the observed means that
were performed by SPSS. Because this was an urdealaesign, it is important to
present data that account for significantly différeell sizes (Searle, Speed, & Milliken,
1980). SPSS automatically uses Type Il Sums of8zglin imbalanced designs,
appropriately correcting means and standard dewviativhen cell sizes are unequal. As a
result, the tables in this chapter provide adjusteadns and standard errors rather than

the original means and standard deviations.
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Table 4.1

Means and Standard Errors for Community Servicerslas a Function of Service
Group, Gender, Race/Ethnicity, and Parent(s)/Guamn@) Educatio.evel(N = 47,898)

Variable Mean SE

Community Service Hours Per Academic Term

(possible range of scores 0-24)
Mandatory Volunteers 2.06 0.04
Non-mandatory volunteers 2.22 0.04
Never volunteered 0.98 0.09
Females 1.89 0.05
Males 1.61 0.04
African American/Black 1.96 0.09
Asian/Asian American 1.49 0.07
Latino/Latina 1.87 0.10
Multiracial 1.75 0.07
White 1.69 0.03
Low Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Education 1.72 0.06
Medium Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Education 1.71 0.04
High Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Education 1.82 0.07

Note A score of “0” corresponds to a “N0” responsedonmunity service participation
in college and “0” hours reported for all four typef community service participation in
college. A score of 24 corresponds to a “Yes” resgdo community service

participation in college and “26-30 hours” reportedall four types of community

service participation in college.

Table 4.2 presents the means and standard eororariables of interest in

research question two. Research question two asktieghether or not there were

differences in citizenship scores among undergiadstadents based upon community

service participation prior to college, gendergfathnicity, and parent(s)/guardian(s)

education.
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Table 4.2

Means and Standard Errors for Citizenship as a Fiuamcof Service Group, Gender,
Race/Ethnicity, and Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Educatievel(N = 47,898)

Variable Mean SE

(possible range of scores 1-5)

Mandatory volunteers 3.85 0.01
Non-mandatory volunteers 3.87 0.01
Never volunteered 3.66 0.01
Females 3.80 0.01
Males 3.79 0.01
African American/Black 3.88 0.01
Asian/Asian American 3.68 0.01
Latino/Latina 3.81 0.02
Multiracial 3.83 0.01
White 3.78 0.00
Low Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Education 3.79 0.01
Medium Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Education 3.79 0.01
High Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Education 3.80 0.01

Note 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral ,Agree, 5 = Strongly agree
Primary Data Analyses

Participation in Community Service
Null hypothesis on€fhere are no differences in college student ppdimn in
community service based upon students’ commueityice participation
prior to college, in particular those who were alaiory volunteers in high
school, non-mandatory volunteers prior to collegestudents who never
volunteered prior to college, when consideringdggnrace/ethnicity, and

parent(s)/guardian(s) education level.

76



A four-way between-subjects ANOVA was conductethwgervice group, gender,
race/ethnicity, and parent(s)/guardian(s) educaeming as the four independent
variables in this test. The initial Levene’s tast iomogeneity of variances was
significant; however, according to Moore (1995 #&iNOVA is robust to violations of
this assumption given that the ratio of standandad®ns of largest to smallest group is
less than two to one. In this situation, standawdations from one-way ANOVAs of
each independent variable were conducted to obitainatios for each variable. The
necessary ratio was met in each instance (sermegg- 1.44:1, gender = 1.15:1,
race/ethnicity = 1.13:1, parent(s)/guardian(s) etioo = 1.06:1).

The four-way ANOVA revealed three main effectsefvice group, gender, and
race/ethnicity. No significant interaction effeatere found. Table 4.3 presents the results

of this test.

77



Table 4.3

Analysis of Variance Results for Main Effects amedaction Effects of Service Group,

Gender, Race/Ethnicity, and Parent(s)/Guardian@l&tion on Community Service
Hours (N= 47,898)

Variable df MS F p
Service Group (SG) 2 729.53 867r3 0.00
Gender (G) 1 145.78 1721 0.00
Race/Ethnicity (R/E) 4 4245 50% 0.00
Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Education (P/GE) 2 7.830.93 0.40
SGxG 2 17.87 2.11 0.12
SG x R/E 8 5.77 0.68 0.71
SG x PIGE 4 15.20 1.80 0.13
G x R/E 4 10.17 1.20 0.31
G x PIGE 2 10.34 1.22 0.30
R/E x PIGE 8 3.26 0.39 0.93
SG x G x R/E 8 7.30 0.86 0.55
SG x G x PIGE 4 2.35 0.28 0.89
SG x R/E x PIGE 16 7.29 0.86 0.62
G x R/E x PIGE 8 7.27 0.86 0.55
SG x G x R/E x PIGE 16 3.15 0.37 0.99

Note SG = Service Group; G = Gender; R/E = Race/Eitynic
P/GE = Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Education.
*** p<.001

Post Hoc Analyses

Service groupThe main effect of service group evidenced sigaift results;
thus, Bonferroni post hoc tests were conductedtabdish which group means differed
significantly from one another (Table 4.4). A siggantly greater number of service
hours were performed by participants in the fissvge group (mandatoryM = 2.06,
SE=0.41) than those in the third service group énemlunteered prior to collegayl(=
0.98,SE= 0.09). In addition, service hours performed bytigipants in the second
service group (non-mandatory volunteeid)< 2.22,SE= 0.04) were significantly

greater than those in both the first and third isergroups.
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Table 4.4

Multiple Comparison Test for Service Group: ComrhuBiervice Hours Performed
(N =47,898)

Variable Mean SE Hf) p

Community Service Hours Per Academic Term
(possible range of scores 0-24)

Mandatory Volunteers 2.86 0.04 86.13(2,47808) 0.00
Non-Mandatory Volunteers 2.aa 0.04
Never Volunteered 0.98 0.09

a = significantly higher than Never Volunteered
b = significantly higher than Mandatory Volunteers

Partial eta squared (effect size) = 0.004
Note A score of “0” corresponds to a “No” responsedonmunity service participation
in college and “0” hours reported for all four typef community service participation in
college. A score of 24 corresponds to a “Yes” respdo community service
participation in college and “26-30 hours” reporfedall four types of community
service participation in college.

Gender The main effect of gender produced significastles (Table 4.5), with
females 1 = 1.89,SE= 0.04) reporting significantly greater servicairothan males\

= 1.61,SE= 0.05).
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Table 4.5

Multiple Comparison Test for Gender: Community ®ernHours Performed
(N =47,898)

Variable Mean SE &) p

Community Service Hours Per Academic Term
(possible range of scores 0-24)

Females 1.9 0.05 17.21(1, 47808) 0.00
Males 1.61 0.04

a = significantly higher than Males

Partial eta squared (effect size) = 0.000

Note A score of “0” corresponds to a “No” responsedonmunity service participation
in college and “0” hours reported for all four typef community service participation in
college. A score of 24 corresponds to a “Yes” respdo community service
participation in college and “26-30 hours” reporfedall four types of community
service participation in college.

Race/ethnicityAfrican American/BlackNl = 1.96,SE= 0.09), Latina/oNl =
1.87,SE=0.10), Multiracial ¥ = 1.75,SE= 0.07), and WhiteM = 1.69,SE= 0.03)
participants reported significantly greater senhoers than Asian/Asian American
studentsil = 1.49,SE= 0.07). Additionally, African American/Black respdents

demonstrated significantly greater service houas White students. Results are shown

in Table 4.6.
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Table 4.6

Multiple Comparison Test for Race/Ethnicity: Comimu&ervice Hours Performed
(N =47,898)

Variable Mean SE &) p

Community Service Hours Per Academic Term
(possible range of scores 0-24)

African American/Black 1.9%90.09 5.01 (4,47808) 0.00
Asian/Asian American 1.49 0.07

Latino/Latina 1.8% 0.10

Multiracial 1.7 0.07

White 1.6 0.03

a = significantly higher than Asian/Asian American
b = significantly higher than White

Partial eta squared (effect size) = 0.000
Note A score of “0” corresponds to a “No” responsedonmunity service participation
in college and “0” hours reported for all four typef community service participation in
college. A score of 24 corresponds to a “Yes” respdo community service
participation in college and “26-30 hours” reporfedall four types of community
service participation in college.
Summary

Upon investigation of the four-way analysis of @aage, null hypothesis one was
rejected since there were three significant maieces of service group, gender, and
race/ethnicity. Although these three groups eviddratatistically significant differences,
their effect sizes were extremely small and shbeldead with caution.
Citizenship

Null hypothesis twolhere are no differences in college studenteniship based

upon students’ community service participatioropto college, in particular

those who were mandatory volunteers in high sghrami-mandatory volunteers
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prior to college, or students who never voluntdgmeor to college, when

considering gender, race/ethnicity, and paremgujgydian(s) education level.

A four-way between-subjects ANOVA was conductethwgervice group, gender,
race/ethnicity, and parent(s)/guardian(s) educaeming as the four independent
variables. The initial Levene’s test for homogeyeit variances was significant;
however, according to Moore (1995), the ANOVA ibuet to violations of this
assumption given that the ratio of standard demmgtiof largest to smallest group is two
to one. In this situation, standard deviations flmme-way ANOVAs of each independent
variable were used to obtain the ratios for eactalke. The necessary ratio was met in
each instance (service group = 1.14:1, gender & 1,.1ace/ethnicity = 1.10:1,
parent(s)/guardian(s) education = 1.09:1).

Significant main effects were found for servicegy and race/ethnicity, as well
as a three-way interaction effect for parent(s)diza(s) education by race/ethnicity by
gender, and a four-way effect for parent(s)/guar@geducation by service group by

gender by race/ethnicity. Table 4.7 presents thelt®of this test.
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Table 4.7

Analysis of Variance Results for Main Effects amedaction Effects of Service Group,

Gender, Race/Ethnicity, and Parent(s)/Guardian@l&ation on Citizenship
(N =47,898)

Variable df MS F p
Service Group (SG) 2 19.37 9590 0.00
Gender (G) 1 0.38 1.87 0.17
Race/Ethnicity (R/E) 4 8.01 39%5 0.00
Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Education (P/GE) 2 20 .970 0.38
SGxG 2 A4 0.68 0.51
SG x R/E 8 .20 0.99 0.44
SG x PIGE 4 .20 0.98 0.42
G x R/E 4 37 1.81 0.12
G x PIGE 2 .33 1.63 0.20
R/E x PIGE 8 .23 1.14 0.33
SG x G x R/E 8 A7 0.84 0.57
SG x G x PIGE 4 .30 1.48 0.21
SG x R/E x PIGE 16 19 0.94 0.52
G x R/E x PIGE 8 46 2.27* 0.02
SG x G x R/E x PIGE 16 .39 1*95 0.01

Note SG = Service Group; G = Gender; R/E = Race/Eitynic
P/GE = Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Education.

*p<.05

**p .01

* ¥*p<.001

Post Hoc Analyses

Service groupkor the main effect of service group, a post hoofBaoni test
revealed that service groups one (mandatory vodusygvl = 3.85,SE= 0.01) and two
(non-mandatory volunteerdyl(= 3.87,SE= 0.01) exhibited significantly higher mean
citizenship scores than service group three (nesleinteered prior to collegeM = 3.66,

SE=0.01). The effect size was 0.004. Results asplayed in Table 4.8.
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Table 4.8

Multiple Comparison Test for Service Group: Citigkip Score¢N = 47,898)

Variable Mean SE &) p

Citizenship Scores Per Academic Term
(possible range of scores 1-5)

Mandatory Volunteers 3.85 0.01 95.90(2,47808) 0.00
Non-Mandatory Volunteers 3.87 0.01
Never Volunteered 3.66 0.01

a = significantly higher than Never Volunteered

Partial eta squared (effect size) = 0.004

Note.1l = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral,Agree, 5 = Strongly agree
Race/EthnicityWith regard to the main effect of race/ethniciby Bonferroni

multiple comparison test demonstrated that Muliaiggarticipants M = 3.83,SE= 0.01)

scored significantly higher than Whit#l = 3.78,SE= 0.00) participants as did African

American/Black 1 = 3.88,SE= 0.01) students. African American/Black studeait®

scored significantly higher than LatinaM € 3.81,SE= 0.02) and Multiracial students.

Asian/Asian American students!(= 3.68,SE= 0.01) scored significantly lower than all

other racial/ethnic groups in this study. The dff@ze was partial eta squared = 0.003.

Table 4.9 provides the results of this test.
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Table 4.9

Multiple Comparison Test for Race/Ethnicity: Citizdip Scoreg¢N = 47,898)

Variable Mean SE B p

Citizenship Scores Per Academic Term
(possible range of scores 1-5)

African American/Black 3.8thbcd 0.01 39.65(4,47808) 0.00
Asian/Asian American 3.68 0.01

Latina/o 3.8d 0.02

Multiracial 3.8ad 0.01

White 3.78 0.00

a = significantly higher than White
b = significantly higher than Latina/o
¢ = significantly higher than Multiracial
d = significantly higher than Asian/Asian American
Partial eta squared (effect size) = 0.003
Note 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral ,Agree, 5 = Strongly agree
Parent(s)/guardian(s) education level, race/etitgicand genderThe interaction
effect of parent(s)/guardian(s) education by rabeleity by gender revealed significant
differences by race/ethnicity, shown in Table 4\Ahite males in the “low” (no college
experience)Nl = 3.73,SE= 0.01) and “medium” (college experiench) € 3.76,SE=
0.01) parent(s)/guardian(s) education group scsigraficantly lower than those in the
“high” (advanced degreeM = 3.79,SE= 0.01) parent(s)/guardian(s) education group.
There were no within-group significant differendesWhite females in the three
parent(s)/guardian(s) education categories.
No significant within-group differences were fouiwd race/ethnicity for African

American/Black, Latino, and Asian/Asian Americanlenpgarticipants across

parent(s)/guardian(s) education level. There wasdiifierence found for Multiracial
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male students who demonstrated that those in tdv&'‘{no college experienceM =
3.86,SE= 0.04) parent(s)/guardian(s) education leveletaignificantly higher than
those in the “high” (advanced degre®) € 3.75,SE= 0.03) parent(s)/guardian(s)
education level. No within-group differences wesarid for Multiracial females.

Differences across racial/ethnic groups also sedaln particular, White male
students in the “low” (no college experienck) € 3.73,SE= 0.01) parent(s)/guardian(s)
education category reported significantly lowerresadhan both African American/Black
(M = 3.94,SE= 0.04) and Multiracial male$A = 3.86,SE= 0.04). African
American/Black male students in this parent(s)/diza(s) category also reported
significantly higher scores than Asian/Asian Amanignalesil = 3.65,SE= 0.03).
Latino studentsNl = 3.81,SE= 0.03) in this education category reported sigaiftly
higher scores than Asian/Asian American malesj@Madltiracial males. Also in the
“low” parent(s)/guardian(s) education category,i¢dn American/BlackNl = 3.87,SE=
0.03), Latina 1 = 3.80,SE= 0.02), Multiracial /1 = 3.84,SE= 0.03), and White =
3.79,SE= 0.01) females reported significantly greateresdhan Asian/Asian American
females 1 = 3.64,SE= 0.03).

In the “medium” parent(s)/guardian(s) educatiotegary (college experience),
African American/Black malesV = 3.88,SE= 0.03) exhibited significantly higher
scores than White malell(= 3.76,SE= 0.01). Also in this education category, African
American/Black, LatinoNl = 3.79,SE= 0.03), Multiracial ¥ = 3.80,SE= 0.02), and
White males scored significantly higher than Asfeadn American maled = 3.65,SE
= 0.02). For the females in this category, Afridganerican/Black 1 = 3.85,SE= 0.02),

Latina (M = 3.81,SE= 0.03), Multiracial ¥ = 3.82,SE= 0.02), and WhiteM = 3.79.SE

86



= 0.01) respondents scored significantly highenthaian/Asian Americans = 3.70,
SE=0.02).

The *high” parent(s)/guardian(s) education catgdadvanced degree) evidenced
several significant results across racial/ethriidafon. African American/Black ¥ =
3.85,SE=0.04) and WhiteM = 3.79,SE= 0.01) males scored significantly higher than
Asian/Asian American male$/A(= 3.69,SE= 0.03). The females produced slightly
different results, with African American/Black(= 3.89,SE= 0.04) and MultiracialM
= 3.89,SE= 0.03) respondents scoring significantly highemt Asian/Asian Americans
(M = 3.73,SE= 0.03), and Multiracial females scoring signifidg higher than White
respondentsy| = 3.81,SE=0.01).

Regarding significant gender differences, Whitadées in the “low” (no college
experience)§l = 3.79,SE= 0.01) and “medium” (college experiench) € 3.79,SE=
0.01) parent(s)/guardian(s) education levels sceigrdficantly higher than their male
counterpartsNl = 3.73, 3.76SE= 0.01, 0.01, respectively). The significant fimgl in
the “high” category (advanced degree) are attritdetéo Multiracial females\ = 3.89,
SE=0.03), who scored higher than Multiracial mals= 3.75,SE= 0.03). The effect

size was 0.000.
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Table 4.10

Multiple Comparison Test for Citizenship as a Fumtif the Interaction between Parent(s)/Guardiaffducation
Level, Race/Ethnicity, and Gend& = 47,898)

Citizenship Scores Per Academic Term

(possible range of scores 1-5)

Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Education  Race/Ethnicity

Low

Medium

High

African American/ Black

Asian/Asian American

Latina/o

Multiracial

White

African American/ Black

Asian/Asian American

Latina/o

Multiracial

White

African American/ Black

@end

male
female
male
female
male
female
male
female
male
female
male
female
male
female
male
female
male
female
male
female
male

88

Mean

3.4
3.8B
3.65
3.64
3.8
3.8b
3.86a
3.84
3.73
3.7Be
3.d6
3.7B
3.88
3.70
3.719
3.8l
3.8b
3.88
3.76
3.7Be
3.85

SE

0.04
0.03
0.03
0.03
0.03
0.02
0.04
0.03
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.03
0.02
0.03
0.03
0.02
0.02
0.01
0.01
0.04

Felf)
2.27(8, 47808)

0.02



Table 4.10 continued

Multiple Comparison Test for Citizenship as a Fumtif the Interaction between Parent(s)/Guardiaffducation

Level, Race/Ethnicity, and Gend& = 47,898)

Citizenship Scores Per Academic Term
(possible range of scores 1-5)

Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Education  Race/Ethnicity @end
African American/Black  female
Asian/Asian American male
female
Latina/o male
female
Multiracial male
female
White male
female

Mean

3.89

3.69
3.73
3.85
3.79
3.75
3.88be
3.7Bc
3.81

SE Felf) p

0.04  2.27(8, 47808) 0.02
0.03
0.03
0.06
0.05
0.03
0.03
0.01
0.01

a = significantly higher than White when all elsenans the same

b = significantly higher than Asian/Asian Americahen all else remains the same
¢ = significantly higher than parent(s)/guardiargdlcation group one (no college experience) andtaitege experience) when all

else remains the same

d = significantly higher than parent(s)/guardiargglication group three (advanced degrees) whefsalf@mains the same

e = significantly higher than male when all else eéms the same

Partial eta squared (effect size) = 0.000

Note 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral ,Agree, 5 = Strongly agree
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Parent(s)/guardian(s) education level, race/etitgjagyender, and service group.
Due to the complex nature of this interaction efsard an effort to provide clarity for the
reader, the mean scores and standard errors arepaoted throughout this section, but
are provided in Table 4.11. Asian/Asian Americarleaaan the first service group
(mandatory volunteers) and in the “high” parengsatrdian(s) education category
(advanced degree) scored significantly higher thair corresponding participants in
both the “low” (no college experience) and “mediufodliege experience) categories of
parent(s)/guardian(s) education. Multiracial matethe first service group (mandatory
volunteers) and in the “low” parent(s)/guardiargducation category scored significantly
higher than their counterparts in the “medium” gaty.

White females in service group two (non-mandataiynteers) who were in the
“high” parent(s)/guardian(s) education group (aaeahdegree) scored significantly
higher than those who were in the “medium” pargfg(ardian(s) education group
(college experience). Asian/Asian American fematethe second service group (non-
mandatory volunteers) and who were in the “hightep&(s)/guardian(s) education group
scored significantly higher than those who werboth the “low” and “medium”
parent(s)/guardian(s) education groups. White malése third service group (never
volunteered prior to college) and were in the “Highrent(s)/guardian(s) education
group scored significantly higher White males wharevin the “low”
parent(s)/guardian(s) education group(no collegep&nce).

Within the “low” parent(s)/guardian(s) educatiategory (no college

experience), Asian/Asian American females, Latitumlents, White males and females,

90



who did any service prior to college, i.e. groupg or two, scored significantly higher
than those who had never volunteered prior to gelléatina students in this education
category and in service group two (hon-mandatofynteers) reported significantly
higher scores than those in service group threee(nslunteered prior to college).
Multiracial females in this education category amthe second service group (non-
mandatory volunteers) reported significantly higbeores than those in service groups
one (mandatory volunteers) and three (never voluatebefore college).

For students in the “medium” parent(s)/guardiae(B)cation category (college
experience), White males, African American/Blackesaand females, Asian/Asian
American males and females, and Multiracial femalke did any service prior to
college (groups one and two) scored significanigpér than those in service group three
never (volunteered before college). Latino studentkis group fared similarly;
however, Latinas showed significantly higher nunslder those in service group one
(mandatory volunteers) than those in service gtbuge (never volunteered prior to
college). In addition, White males in this categang in service group two (non-
mandatory volunteers) reported significantly higbesres than those in the service group
one (mandatory volunteers). In addition, Multirdereales in service group two (non-
mandatory volunteers) reported significantly higbesres than those in service group
three (never volunteered before college). Theremweasignificance for Multiracial male
and African American/Black students in the “mediupaient(s)/guardian(s) education

category.
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Within the “high” parent(s)/guardian(s) educatgnoup (advanced degree),
White females and males, African American/BlackesaAsian/Asian American
females, and Multiracial males in service group fwon-mandatory volunteers) reported
significantly higher scores than those in servicaug three (never volunteered before
college). Asian/Asian American males in this ediocatategory who engaged in
mandatory service demonstrated significantly gresteres than the other two service
groups. There was no significance for Latina/osl|tivacial females, and African
American/Black females.

For males in the “low” parent(s)/guardian(s) ediacalevel (no college
experience) within the mandatory service groupicaft American/Black, Latino, and
Multiracial students scored significantly higheathAsian/Asian American respondents.
For females in these same categories, African AsarfBlack, Multiracial, and White
students reported significantly higher scores thsian/Asian American respondents.

When examining males in the “low” parent(s)/guangs) education level (no
college experience) within the second service g(oop-mandatory volunteers), African
American/Black, Latino, and White students reporgeghificantly higher scores than
Asian/Asian American respondents. For females @selcategories, African
American/Black, Latino, Multiracial, and White parpants reported significantly higher
scores than Asian/Asian American students. In addiMultiracial students
demonstrated significantly higher scores than Wstiielents.

Observable differences emerged with males in ling™parent(s)/guardian(s)

education level (no college experience) withinttined service group (never volunteered
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prior to college). African American/Black studepesformed significantly higher than
White and Asian/Asian American students, and Afriéanerican/Black females scored
significantly higher than Asian/Asian American fdema

For males in the “medium” parent(s)/guardian(s)aadion level (college
experience) within the mandatory service groupicaft American/Black students scored
significantly higher than White participants. Ind#itbn, both African American/Black
and White males and females in the “medium” pasfgQardian(s) education level
within the mandatory service group reported sigatfitly higher scores than Asian/Asian
American students.

For males in the “medium” parent(s)/guardian(s)aadion level (college
experience) within the second service group (nondatory volunteers), African
American/Black, Latino, Multiracial, and White respglents demonstrated significantly
greater scores than Asian/Asian American studémtbese same categories, African
American/Black, Multiracial, and White females ebited significantly greater scores
than Asian/Asian American females, while African @&mcan/Black females showed
significantly higher scores than Whites.

African American/Black and Multiracial males irettmedium”
parent(s)/guardian(s) education level (college agpee) within the third service group
(never volunteered prior to college) scored sigatfitly higher than Asian/Asian
American students. There was no significance agaasal groups for females in these

categories.
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There was no significance found for males in thighi” parent(s)/guardian(s)
education level (advanced degree) within the mamgatervice group. However, African
American/Black and Multiracial females showed dligantly higher scores than
Asian/Asian American students.

African American/Black, Multiracial, and White negl in the “high”
parent(s)/guardian(s) education level (advancedegggvithin the second service group
(non-mandatory volunteers) revealed significantghlr scores than Asian/Asian
American students in the same categories. Addilipn&frican American/Black and
Multiracial female students demonstrated signifitagreater numbers than Asian/Asian
American students.

There were no significant differences for studemthie “high”
parent(s)/guardian(s) education level (advancedegggvithin the service group that had
never volunteered prior to college.

For students in the “low” parent(s)/guardian(s)eation level (no college
experience) within service group one (mandatoryisey, White females scored
significantly higher than their male counterparts ¢he opposite was true for Latinos
and Latinas. For students in the “low” parent(sfglian(s) education level within the
second service group (non-mandatory volunteers)titdcial females scored
significantly higher than males. For students is tlow” education category in service
group three (never volunteered prior to collegehité/females scored significantly

higher than White males.
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Within the “medium” parent(s)/guardian(s) educatievel (college experience),
White females in both groups one (mandatory volersieand two (non- mandatory
volunteers) scored significantly higher than tlegirresponding males.

Lastly, for students in the “high” parent(s)/guarqs) education level (advanced
degree) and first service group (mandatory serylwath Multiracial and White females
scored significantly higher than males in thesaigso For students in the “high”
education category and in the second service gioup-mandatory volunteers),
Asian/Asian American and White females demonstraigaificantly higher scores than
Asian/Asian American and White males. Multiracefales in the “high” education
group who had never volunteered before collegeestcsignificantly higher than
Multiracial males in the same category.

Summary

As a result of the four-way analysis of varianad| hypothesis two was rejected
since there were two significant main effects of/®e group and race/ethnicity, and two
significant interaction effects of parent(s)/guards) education by race/ethnicity by
gender, and parent(s)/guardian(s) education byeatmecity by gender by service group.
Although these three groups evidenced statisticajgificant differences, it should be
noted that the partial eta squared (effect size@éah of these groups was extremely

small. Thus, these results must be read with cautio

95



Table 4.11

Multiple Comparison Test for Citizenship as a Fimciof the Interaction between Service Group, Ratteficity, Gender, and

Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Educatidrevel(N = 47,898)

Citizenship Scores Per Academic Term
(possible range of scores 1-5)

Service Group Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Ed. = Race/Etkinic Gender
Mandatory Low African American/ Black male
female
Asian/Asian American male
female
Latina/o male
female
Multiracial male
female
White male
female
Mandatory Medium African American/ Black male
female
Asian/Asian American male
female
Latina/o male
female
Multiracial male
female
White male
female
Mandatory High African American/ Black male

96

Mean

3f92
3.01
3.68
3.68
3.9dfi
3.81
3.96f
3.86
3.78
3.86fh
X8
3.88
3.@2
3.7
3.88
3.88
3.86
3.98
3.84f
3.8fh
3.96

SE B p

0.06 5.67(16, 47808) 0.01
0.04
0.04
0.03
0.04
0.03
0.07
0.04
0.02
0.02
0.05
0.03
0.04
0.03
0.04
0.03
0.04
0.03
0.02
0.01
10.



Table 4.11 continued

Multiple Comparison Test for Citizenship as a Fimciof the Interaction between Service Group, Ratteficity, Gender, and
Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Educatidrevel (N =47,899

Citizenship Scores Per Academic Term
(possible range of scores 1-5)

Service Group Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Ed. = Race/Etkinic Gender Mean SE B p
Mandatory High African American/Black female 381 0.07 5.67(16,47808) 0.01
Asian/Asian American male 3.5bce 0.08
female 3.48 0.08
Latina/o male 3.65 0.06
female 3.71 0.06
Multiracial male 3.74 0.09
female 3.6fh 0.07
White male 3.57 0.03
female 3.6 0.03
Nonmand. Vol. Low African American/Black male 3f94 0.04
female 3.8D 0.02
Asian/Asian American male 3.72 0.03
female 3.78 0.02
Latina/o male 3.8 0.04
female 3.86f 0.03
Multiracial male 3.81 0.03
female 3.8@dfgh 0.02
White male 3.8df 0.01
female 3.86f 0.01
Nonmand. Vol. Medium African American/Black male 9Qcf 0.03
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Table 4.11 continued

Multiple Comparison Test for Citizenship as a Fimciof the Interaction between Service Group, Ratteficity, Gender, and
Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Educatidrevel (N =47,899

Citizenship Scores Per Academic Term
(possible range of scores 1-5)

Service Group

Nonmand. Vol.

Nonmand. Vol.

Never Volunteered

Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Ed.

Medium

Race/Btkinic

African American/Black

Asian/Asian American

Latina/o

Multiracial

White

High

African American/ Black

Asian/Asian American

Latina/o

Multiracial

White

Low

African American/ Black

98

Gender

Mean

female 3.93fg

male
female
male
female
male
female
male
female
male
female
male
female
male
female
male
female
male
female
male
female

3.6
3.76
3.96F
3.84
3.86f
3.96f
3.84f
3.8th
Gc8
3.7
3.47
3.5@bch
3.62
3.71
3.7ef
3.70
3.66f
3.6Bch
3.94g
3.96

SE

0.02
0.02
0.02
0.04
0.03
0.02
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.08
0.05
0.06
0.06
0.08
0.06
0.05
0.05
0.02
0.02
0.05
0.04

B
5.67(16, 47808)

0.01



Table 4.11 continued

Multiple Comparison Test for Citizenship as a Fimciof the Interaction between Service Group, Ratteficity, Gender, and
Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Educatidrevel (N =47,899

Citizenship Scores Per Academic Term
(possible range of scores 1-5)

Service Group Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Ed. Race/Htkinic Gender Mean SE B p
Never volunteered  Low Asian/Asian American male 23.8 0.03 5.67(16,47808) 0.01
female 3.82 0.03
Latina/o male 3.92 0.05
female 3.87 0.04
Multiracial male 3.83 0.03
female 3.92 0.03
White male 3.84 0.02
female 3.87 0.01
Never Volunteered Medium African American/ Black lema 3.9% 0.04
female 3.96 0.03
Asian/Asian American male 3.73 0.03
female 3.84 0.02
Latina/o male 3.81 0.06
female 3.86 0.04
Multiracial male 3.90 0.03
female 3.95 0.02
White male 3.86 0.01
female 3.90 0.01
Never Volunteered High African American/ Black male 3.65 0.10

female 3.76 0.10
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Table 4.11 continued

Multiple Comparison Test for Citizenship as a Fimciof the Interaction between Service Group, Ratteficity, Gender, and
Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Educatidrevel (N =47,899

Citizenship Scores Per Academic Term
(possible range of scores 1-5)

Service Group Parent(s)/Guardian(s) Ed. Race/Btginic Gender Mean SE B p
Never Volunteered High Asian/Asian American male 3.52 0.07 5.67(1m@EB) 0.01
female 3.53 0.09
Latina/o male 3.80 0.17
female 3.63 0.12
Multiracial male 3.51 0.07
female 3.80 0.08
White male 3.68 0.02

female 3.65 0.03

a = significantly higher than low parent(s)/guardgreducation group (no college experience) wheels¢ remains the same
b = significantly higher than medium parent(s)/gu@nds) education group (college experience) wheelsg¢ remains the same
¢ = significantly higher than service group threever volunteered prior to college) when all elseams the same

d = significantly higher than service group one (ohtory volunteers) when all else remains the same

e = significantly higher than service group two (roandatory volunteers) when all else remains theesa

f = significantly higher than Asian/Asian Americaspondents when all else remains the same

g = significantly higher than White students wheretde remains the same

h = significantly higher than males when all elseaes the same

i = significantly higher than females when all alsmains the same

Partial eta squared (effect size) = 0.001
Note 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral Agree, 5 = Strongly agree
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Ancillary Analyses

Service group by type of serviéeseries of four one-way ANOVAS were
conducted to determine the extent to which studertsn the three service groups
participated in the four types of service that casgzl the composite community service
hours variable. Tables 4.12 — 4.15 present the shaad standard errors of these tests.
Table 4.12

Means and Standard Errors for the Effect of Ser@ceup on Community Service Hours
“As part of a class”(N = 25,163)

Variable Mean SE

Community Service Hours Per Academic Term
(possible range of scores 0-6)

Mandatory Volunteers 0.66 0.01
Non-mandatory Volunteers 0.62 0.01
Never Volunteered 0.64 0.04

Note 0 = 0 hours, 1 = 1-5 hours, 2 = 6-10 hours, 34 hours, 4 = 16-20 hours, 5 =

21-25 hours, 6 = 26-30 hours.
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Table 4.13

Means and Standard Errors for the Effect of Ser@ceup on Community Service Hours

“With a student organization{N = 25,163)

Variable Mean SE

Community Service Hours Per Academic Term

(possible range of scores 0-6)
Mandatory Volunteers 1.55 0.02
Non-mandatory Volunteers 1.55 0.01
Never Volunteered 1.31 0.05

Note 0 = 0 hours, 1 = 1-5 hours, 2 = 6-10 hours, 34 hours, 4 = 16-20 hours, 5 =

21-25 hours, 6 = 26-30 hours.

Table 4.14

Means and Standard Errors for the Effect of Ser@ceup on Community Service Hours

“As work study”(N = 25,163)

Variable Mean SE

Community Service Hours Per Academic Term

(possible range of scores 0-6)
Mandatory Volunteers 0.31 0.01
Non-mandatory Volunteers 0.28 0.01
Never Volunteered 0.27 0.03

Note O = 0 hours, 1 = 1-5 hours, 2 = 6-10 hours, 3418 hours, 4 = 16-20 hours, 5 =

21-25 hours, 6 = 26-30 hours.

102



Table 4.15

Means and Standard Errors for the Effect of Ser@ceup on Community Service Hours
“On my own” (N = 25,163)

Variable Mean SE

Community Service Hours Per Academic Term
(possible range of scores 0-6)

Mandatory Volunteers 1.44 0.02
Non-mandatory Volunteers 1.52 0.01
Never Volunteered 1.27 0.05

Note 0 = 0 hours, 1 = 1-5 hours, 2 = 6-10 hours, 341 hours, 4 = 16-20 hours, 5 =
21-25 hours, 6 = 26-30 hours.

Service grouplt is likely that the mandatory service group quived students
with various motivations and prior inclinationsgerve that were not addressed in this
study. Thus, it is possible that were group twanfneandatory volunteers) and group
three (never volunteered prior to college) combimeo one new group and compared to
the existing mandatory volunteer group, there mighsimilar patterns of motivation
represented in each group (i.e., those more asdriebned to serve) and results that
could prove useful in further examining mandata@gge. Thus, the three groups were
reconfigured and two one-way analyses of varianeewattempted for each dependent
variable (i.e., community service participation anttzenship) to further discern whether
or not there were differences between the manda&mjce group and the new mixed
service group (non-mandatory volunteers and stsdeho never volunteered prior to
college). Each test demonstrated that there wasgmificant difference between the
mandatory volunteers and the mixed group (non-nmangaolunteers and those who

had never volunteered prior to college), as preskmt Tables 4.16 and 4.17.
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Table 4.16

One-Way Analysis of Variance Results for the EGE&ervice Group on Community
Service HourgN = 47,898)

Variable Mean SE &) p

Community Service Hours Per Academic Term
(possible range of scores 0-24)

Mandatory Volunteers 2.06 0.04 10.525(1, 478889
Mixed Group 2.05 0.03

Partial eta squared (effect size) = 0.000

Note A score of “0” corresponds to a “No” responsedonmunity service participation
in college and “0” hours reported for all four typef community service participation in
college. A score of 24 corresponds to a “Yes” reasedo community service
participation in college and “26-30 hours” reporfedall four types of community
service participation in college.

“Mixed Group” corresponds to the grouping of nonadatory volunteers and students
who never volunteered prior to college.
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Table 4.17

One-Way Analysis of Variance Results for the Etié&ervice Group on Citizenship
ScoreqN = 47,898)

Variable Mean SE &) p

Citizenship Scores
(possible range of scores 1-5)

Mandatory Volunteers 3.85 0.01 6.405(1, 47828p
Mixed Group 3.84 0.01

Partial eta squared (effect size) = 0.000
Note 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neu#ral,Agree, 5 = Strongly agree

“Mixed Group” corresponds to the grouping of nonadatory volunteers and students
who never volunteered prior to college.

Mandatory service respondents who never volunteprier to college A cross
tabulation was conducted to further examine ifipgrants who indicated that they had
engaged in mandatory service in high school (sergroup one) also indicated that they
had never volunteered prior to college. The resiulhis analysis demonstrated that 804
respondents fit this category, approximately hgleecent of the total MSL sampld €
50,378).

Summary

This chapter described the results of analysdsatbige performed to address the
two research questions in this study. First, dptige findings were presented, followed
by the univariate analyses. Null hypothesis one gsted due to significant differences
that were found with the main effects of serviceuyr, gender, and race/ethnicity. Null
hypothesis two was also rejected due to signifidéiferences that were found with the

main effects of service group and race/ethnicisywall as a three-way interaction effect

105



of parent(s)/guardian(s) education level by rabefetty by gender, and a four-way
interaction effect of parent(s)/guardian(s) educatevel by race/ethnicity by gender by
service group. Ancillary analyses were conductefditiner understand the composition
of community service participants in college, thféedences observed among the service
groups in this study (mandatory volunteers, non-gagory volunteers, and students who
never volunteered prior to college), and whetharairthere were students who indicated
that they attended high schools with mandatoryisetyut did not volunteer prior to
college. Chapter Five will expound upon these figgiwith interpretations of the results,

implications for practice, and directions for fuguesearch.
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CHAPTER 5
Discussion

The principal focus of this study was to determifrtaere were differences in
community service participation and citizenship agnandergraduate students based
upon community service participation prior to cgke In particular, this study looked at
groups of students who were mandatory high scholointeers, non-mandatory
volunteers prior to college, and students who ngekmteered prior to college, and
whether or not differences resulted in communityise participation hours and
citizenship scores while in college. Due to priesearch that addressed the effects of
gender, race/ethnicity, and parental educationoomngunity service participation, and
the notion that engagement in community service l@ag to active citizenship among
youth, this study addressed the following questions

1. Are there differences in college student pgrditon in community service

based upon students’ community service particypgprior to college, in

particular those who were mandatory volunteetsgh school, non-mandatory

volunteers prior to college, or students who nexdunteered prior to college,

when considering gender, race/ethnicity, and gé¥guardian(s) education

level?

2. Are there differences in college student citg&tep based upon students’

community service participation prior to college,particular those who were

mandatory volunteers in high school, non-mandatotynteers prior to college,

or students who never volunteered prior to collegeen considering gender,

race/ethnicity, and parent(s)/guardian(s) edundaoel?
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In this chapter, results of the statistical anedyare summarized with discussions
of each finding. Implications for practice are thgresented, followed by
recommendations for future research, and finalhyitations to this study.

Summary and Discussion of Results

To explore differences among the four categorieaiables in this study, a four-
way ANOVA was conducted for each of the two reskeapeestions mentioned above.
Significant findings emerged and resulted in aat@p@ of both hypotheses. This section
will address these findings and further discusséselts.

Community Service

A univariate four-way analysis of variance (ANOV#as conducted to
determine if there were differences in communityise hours across the four
independent variables of service group (mandatmly school volunteers, non-
mandatory volunteers prior to college, never vadentd prior to college), gender,
race/ethnicity, and parent(s)/guardian(s) educdéwel (“low” = no college experience,
“medium” = undergraduate degree, associate’s degresome college experience,
“high” = advanced degree). Significant differeneesse found for the main effects of
service group, gender, and race/ethnicity. Postésts were performed for service group
and race/ethnicity to investigate where the diffiees lay.

Differences by service group significant main effect was obtained for the
service group variable, and a subsequent Bonfepasti hoc analysis was conducted to
investigate found differences. The mandatory sergioup (group one) reported
significantly greater community service hours ifi@ge than the group that had never

volunteered prior to college (group three). Ostalgsthis finding suggests that requiring
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service in high school may result in a greaterliliaod of student volunteering in
college, and supports Metz and Youniss’ (2003)aedestudy that found that high
school students who were less inclined to serveebgaged in mandatory service,
increased their intentions to serve, as comparstlttents who were less inclined to
serve and did not engage in mandatory service.

However, the ancillary one-way ANOVA presentedgmbially confounding
results. These results demonstrated that whenrgiaelined to serve (non-mandatory
volunteers) and those less inclined to serve (nevlemteered prior to college) were
combined into one group and then compared to thedatary service group, there was
no significant difference in community service h®performed. This finding alludes to
the possibility that the original significant difesce between groups one (mandatory
service) and three (never volunteered prior toeg@) may be less a testament to the
effects of mandatory service, and more a resulagbus inclinations toward service
represented within the mandatory service groups Tihding is especially salient given
the impetus for mandatory service programs to esgecommunity service participation
among youth (Smolla, 2000). Although this study wid address students’ motivations
for service, this finding may support detractorsnandatory high school service who
purport that it has a minimal impact on later comityservice participation due to the
lack of an intrinsic motivation to serve (Marks &nks, 2004; Sobus, 1995). A caveat to
this finding is that the composition of the mandgteervice group regarding tendencies
to engage in community service was unable to béoexqgbin this study.

Mandatory high school volunteers and non-mandatolynteers prior to college

performed significantly greater service hours ttteose who never volunteered prior to

109



college. As mentioned, it is conceivable that thendatory service group in this study
was comprised of students who patrticipated in batindatory and voluntary service,
although this distinction was unable to be verifiédhe composition of the mandatory
service group is indeed mixed, the above findingminiscent of Hart et al’'s (2007)
study that demonstrated that both voluntary andethservice (participation in both
mandatory and voluntary service) predicted volumbgewith youth in young adulthood,
although mandatory service alone did not.

Non-mandatory volunteers (group two) reported ificantly greater service
hours than both mandatory volunteers and thosengkier volunteered prior to college.
This finding suggests that high school students aigomore inclined to serve on their
own continue in that vein in college, above anddmelystudents in the other two service
groups. This finding endorses prior research thatfbund a greater likelihood for
students who attended a high school without redusegvice to volunteer in young
adulthood, when compared to students who attendhghaeschool with service
requirements (Planty & Regnier, 2003; Raskoff & &en, 1999). It is important to be
mindful of the community service variable in thtady (composite variable of service as
part of a course, on one’s own, as part of worklygtand as part of a student group) since
it is likely that students who were previously ineld to serve in high school were also
more apt to partake in any and all of the aboveiseioptions.

Differences by gende€onsistent with prior research (Astin & Sax, 19P8te et
al., 2006; Metz & Youniss, 2005; Niemi et al., 20@esterle, Johnson, & Mortimer,
2004; Sax, 2004; Youniss et al., 1999), the maecebf gender was significant at the

.001 level. As might be expected, females repastguificantly greater service hours
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than males. This finding may illuminate what pressdheorists have posited, that women
tend to be more involved in helping behaviors theen due to early socialization toward
nurturance (Gilligan, 1993; Rhoads, 1997). Howesaerpte of caution is that there were
significantly fewer males than females in this gtudhich may have affected the
outcome.

Differences by race/ethnicitpimilar to prior research, there were significant
differences in community service participation hge/ethnicity. Upon further
examination of multiple comparisons using a Borderpost hoc test, findings revealed
that African American/Black, Latina/o, Multiraciand White respondents reported
significantly greater service hours than Asian/Asfanerican students. This finding
seemingly countermands the results of Planty ¢2806) in which they found that
Asian-American high school students were more madito engage in service than all
other racial/ethnic groups. One possibility is timattivations to serve shift from high
school to college. In addition, the sample sizthefAsian/Asian American identity
group in this study is quite large compared to jmew studies. This discrepancy may
illustrate the range of within-group differenceattlkexist among the many ethnic groups
represented in this one racial category. A thirplaxation may reflect what Wang,
Hempton, Dugan, and Komives (2007) described adtaral phenomenon of
Asian/Asian American students’ avoidance of extrec@es on Likert scale items
within the MSL survey. Although the community see/participation items were not
based on a Likert range, it is possible that thisnqomenon is transferable to other types

of items. Noteworthy is that the effect size wa¥00.
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Counter to previous findings (Dote et al., 2008leE Giles, Stenson, & Gray,
2001; Musick, Wilson, & Bynum 2000), African Ameaig/Black students were more apt
to engage in significantly greater service houahtWhite students. That this finding
offsets prior research may be in part due to greatmbers of African American/Black
student participation in this study compared topstudies, and the inclusion of students
from historically black colleges and universitibsth of which may have generated a
greater variance of student experiences withirdtta.

A significant effect of parent(s)/guardian(s) edlugn level was not detected. This
is surprising given prior research on the posiéffect of parental education on
community service participation (Davila & Mora, Z@Q Lopez et al., 2006; Marks &
Kuss, 2001; Metz & Youniss, 2005; Niemi et al., @0%ouniss et al., 1999). The lack of
significance among the parent(s)/guardian(s) edutgroups may be due to the
arrangement of the variables into “low,” “mediumayid “high” categories, which may
have affected the variance of this factor and ratéd the potential for an interaction
effect. Additionally, there was no significant irdetion effect among the four variables
of interest in this study. This result may be btitable to the distribution of service hours
that emerged when groups were separated by mubigégendent variables.

Citizenship

A univariate four-way analysis of variance was amtdd to determine if there
were differences in citizenship scores acrossdheihdependent variables of service
group, gender, race/ethnicity, and parent(s)/gaafd) education level. In this study,
citizenship referred to attitudes and behaviore@aged with active engagement in one’s

community. Significant differences were found floe tmain effects of service group and
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race/ethnicity. In addition, interaction effectsfaged for parent(s)/guardian(s) education
level by race/ethnicity by gender, and service grow parent(s)/guardian(s) education
level by race/ethnicity by gender. Post hoc tegigevperformed for these variables to
investigate where the differences lay.

Differences by service group.Bonferroni post hoc analysis demonstrated that
service group one (mandatory volunteers) and gtewopgnon-mandatory volunteers), i.e.
those who had volunteered prior to college in scapacity, reported significantly higher
citizenship scores than group three (never voluateprior to college). These findings
support the notion that engaging in any servicergdad college corresponds to a greater
civic orientation and inclination toward communiyyolvement. These results also
support previous research that has demonstraiad kdtween community service
participation and citizenship attitudes and beh@v{dstin & Sax, 1998; Astin, Sax, &
Avalos, 1999; Eyler & Giles, 1999; Sax, 2004; Tay8oTrepanier-Street, 2007). An
additional explanation is that students who areaged in community service may
recognize and relate to the language of “commuratyd thus respond more readily to
guestions about community that comprise the cishgnscale.

Similar to the results in research question orendatory volunteers reported
significantly greater citizenship scores than stuslevho had never volunteered prior to
college. The ancillary one-way ANOVA demonstratedttwhen students inclined to
serve (non-mandatory volunteers) and those lesis@alcto serve (never volunteered
prior to college) were combined and compared tartaadatory service group, there was
no significant difference in citizenship scoresisiimding suggests that the original

significant difference between group one (mandaseryice) and group three (never
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volunteered prior to college) may have been a teduhe range of student inclinations
toward community involvement represented in the aadéory service group, and less
likely evidence of the potential effects of managteervice. This finding is important
given the rising popularity to mandate high sche®ice in order to instill civic and
social values among youth.

Unlike research question one, the results of rebeguestion two demonstrated
no significant difference between service group (man-mandatory volunteers) and
service group one (mandatory volunteers), whiclakpéo the potential contribution of
either type of community service to the developndritizenship as defined in this
study. On the other hand, it is possible that fiemdince between groups one and two
was found because commitments to community padiicip are easier to espouse than
are actual hours performing an activity in one’moaunity. Similarly, responses to
citizenship measures may be socially desirable.

Differences by race/ethnicitis a result of further post hoc analyses using the
Bonferroni test, significant differences emergedagiracial and ethnic affiliations.
Multiracial and African American/Black participargsored significantly higher than
White participants. This finding supports Jones Hilb(2003), McNally (2004),
Swaminathan (2005), and Weah et al. (2001), whertessthat a community orientation
is often a natural extension of communities of colm addition, it is possible that
students with non-dominant identities may be moaotined toward a civic orientation as
a result of life experiences, in ways that diffi@mh White students who tend to embody
greater positions of privilege (Johnson, 2006)sTmding is also similar to Dong’s

(2005) results in which she found that African Aroan/Black students in residential
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learning communities scored significantly higher‘owerall level of civic engagement”
(i.e., community service participation, social resgibility, civic empowerment,
appreciation of diversity, and moral values develept) than White students in these
communities.

A consistent finding was that Asian/Asian Americandents scored significantly
lower than all other racial/ethnic groups in thisdy. Similar to this discovery, Dong
(2005) found that students in residential learrmagimunities who identified as African
American/Black, White, and Other (American Indigtspanic, multi-racial, and those
not included), scored significantly higher on asseof civic empowerment than their
Asian American counterparts. Civic empowerment deffned as the extent to which
respondents felt they could make a difference thers. These findings may be due to
the difficulty with grouping numerous Asian/Asiamm&rican ( = 3,779) ethnicities
under one monolithic category. In addition, Wangnkbton, Dugan, and Komives
(2007) compared the response styles of Asian/A&rarrican respondents with other
racial/ethnic groups within the MSL study. Throubkir analysis of the data, they found
that discrepancies in scores were attributablag¢astrvey design and a tendency for
Asian/Asian American respondents to avoid extreaoees on Likert scales.

Differences by parent(s)/guardian(s) educatiorelexace/ethnicity, and gender.
As might be expected from prior research on pafedhacation as a predictor of
community service, White males in the “low” (no legie experience) and “medium”
(college experience) parent(s)/guardian(s) educaoup scored significantly lower
than those in the “high” (advanced degree) par¥gt(ardian(s) education group on the

citizenship scale. However, there were no othetifigs within other racial/ethnic
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categories except for Multiracial males. Multirderaales in the “low” group scored
significantly higher than those in the “high” growich is counter to prior parental
education research which suggests that Multiraneles in the “low” education category
may be more community-oriented than those in thgh'heducation group. This finding
may be attributable to the extent to which groumpdifferent positions of privilege are
socialized, particularly for this identity groupathhas rarely been incorporated into
service literature and thus has been sparselynetssh It is interesting to note that there
were no significant differences among males andafemin the other racial/ethnic groups
of color or for Multiracial females; thus, infereggcare difficult to discern with these
inconsistent findings.

African American/Black, Latina, Multiracial, and e females in the “low”
education category reported significantly greaterss than Asian/Asian American
females in the same education category. In additiearly all racial/ethnic male groups
in this category, except for White males, repodigphificantly greater citizenship scores
than Asian/Asian American males. Similarly, Africamerican/Black, Latina,
Multiracial, and White males and females scorediSaantly higher than Asian/Asian
American males and females in the “medium” educagimups. African American/Black
males in both the “low” and “medium” education giges scored significantly higher
than White males in these groups, although in thgh” education category, significance
did not occur. Instead, the only significance fal@s in this category occurred with
African American/Black and White males scoring #igantly higher than Asian/Asian
American males. With somewhat consistent findireggarding significantly lower scores

among Asian/Asian American participants, this pmaonon may be due to cultural
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phenomena that include an avoidance of extremesaor Likert scales (Wang et al.,
2007). However, other findings were inconsistertt aray result from unique differences
among these students, as well as the interactionutifple identities and experiences that
are too complex for a four-way ANOVA.

Although there was no significant main effect g@nder, there were a few
significant findings in this interaction effect thaere not surprising given other research
on women and service (Astin & Sax, 1998; Dote ¢t24l06; Metz & Youniss, 2005;
Niemi et al., 2000; Oesterle, Johnson, & Mortin#04; Sax, 2004; Youniss et al.,
1999). For instance, Multiracial females in theglhii education group scored
significantly higher than their male peers, and Wemales in the “low” and “medium”
education categories scored significantly highanttheir White male counterparts.

Differences by parent(s)/guardian(s) education lerace/ethnicity, gender, and
service groupSeveral statistically significant interaction etieavere found within this
four-way grouping. Although it is important to inpeet four-way interaction effects, it is
difficult to make meaning since there is no priesgarch that addresses the four-variable
groups in this section, and findings within thestetiactions were variable. Such scattered
findings may be attributable to the interactionmofltiple identities and experiences that
are once again too complex for a four-way ANOVA.

Implications for Practice

There were several foci of this study. The firssw@ further examine the notion
purported by educators that community service @asdtion is an impetus for the
development of active citizenship among youth. Bhigly demonstrated that both

groups that participated in service prior to calémandatory high school volunteers and
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non-mandatory volunteers prior to college) scofgdiBcantly higher on the citizenship
measure than the group that had never volunteeradtp college. This finding appears
to lend credence to the idea that community seqvarécipation is connected to attitudes
and behaviors associated with actively engagirangis communities, which is also
supported by previous research (Astin, Sax, & Aval®99; Eyler & Giles, 1999; Sax,
2004; Taylor & Trepanier-Street, 2007).

Since a primary mission of many colleges and usities is to prepare students
for engaged citizenship, further integration of coumity service into the curriculum may
serve to catalyze civic attitudes and behaviorsrasdudents. Although several
challenges to these efforts may be present, sutdsasrce allocation to faculty (Colby,
Ehrlich, Beaumont, & Stephens, 2003; Scales & Raggdrtain, 2004) and subsequent
faculty resistance (Giles & Eyler, 1998; Herzbut§94; McNally, 2004; O’'Byrne, 2001;
Vogelgesang & Astin, 2005), higher education adstrators may be able to use studies
such as this one, as well as prior research omtluence of community service on civic
behaviors, to advocate for the systems and stegtgeded to support faculty members
in endeavors to foster community service as a dbfoluactive citizenship. These might
manifest in tenure rewards for service-learningjpsuit in scholarship that addresses
service-learning, and resource allocation suchnas€ial and human resources. Thus,
administrators and policy makers on college campus®e the opportunity to not only
espouse the values of citizenship so often toutedission statements, but to also enable
faculty members to incorporate community servide their courses.

Curricular service tends to be mandatory in natobogvever, unlike high school

mandatory programs in which service hours are aftealogued without meaning

118



attributed to the service performed (Jones, S&&asiorski, 2008), service-learning
programs are apt to incorporate reflection deennéidal to deriving meaning from
students’ learning (Eyler & Giles, 1999; Jacoby9@.9Radest, 1993; Sheffield, 2005).
This kind of meaning making requires time and epengthe part of both professors and
students, as well as skilled facilitation in thasdroom. Collaboration with student affairs
educators may enhance this work, given their tngim student development and
facilitation, as well as the highly visible co-agular emphasis on community service at
institutions of higher education.

As mentioned, this study suggests that commueityice participation in high
school has the potential to connect to one of tredsgof higher education, i.e. instilling
civic responsibility among youth. The community\see variable consisted of several
types of volunteering, including “on one’s own” dfad a member of a student group.”
Therefore, the development and support of co-aularcservice programs may further
promote the notion of community care inherent is #tudy’'s definition of citizenship
(e.g., working for the common good, community batient, civic responsibility). In
addition, fostering these programs may contribata tampus environment that
encourages service, a premise that has provenssiokcm prior research as a predictor
of increased civic outcomes (Marks & Jones, 200émilet al., 2000; Planty & Regnier,
2003; Raskoff & Sundeen, 1999; Stukas, Snyder, &\;[1999).

Another aim of this study was to contribute to siparse body of literature that
examined differences among the intended outcomesaatiatory service. As mentioned,
this study’s findings demonstrate a connection goester civic and community

orientation for students who engaged in mandatiyly &chool service, versus those who
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never volunteered prior to college. Although thisdy did not address mandatory service
in college, these findings have implications folleges and universities, largely religious
and private, that currently require community seevior graduation. For example,
despite the fact that mandatory volunteers perfdrmere community service than
students who never volunteered prior to collegenaatory volunteers reported
significantly fewer community service hours thamsanandatory volunteers. Thus the
integration of mandatory service into the collegperience may prove fruitful for further
instilling an ethic of service among students whghtnot otherwise participate, but
may not manifest differences among students whalegady prone to volunteering.
Questions also remain regarding the inclinatidrstwdents within the mandatory
service group in high school to engage in commusgtyice and citizenship while in
college. Ancillary ANOVAs that further delved intbe significant differences for
mandatory volunteers revealed no differences inmeamty service participation or
citizenship when mandatory volunteers were comperedmixed service group (non-
mandatory volunteers and students who never vatoedieprior to college). Thus the
original significant differences between mandatasiunteers and students who never
volunteered prior to college may in part be duthtopresence of students who were
already inclined to serve. Thus, further consideradf the cost-benefit analysis of
mandatory service is important before allocatirgpteces and advocating for mandatory
service programs. It should be noted that institutype may confound these results
since graduates of religious institutions may cgpoind to greater community service
participation than graduates of public universifidegelgesang & Astin, 2005).

However, institution type was not examined in stisdy.
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Additional conceptual questions regarding the ontes of mandatory service
exist as a result of this study. In particulary@ss tabulation of respondents who
indicated that they attended high schools with gatidn requirements revealed that 804
of these students also responded that they didalonteer prior to college. It is possible
that these students did not fulfill their requirentsefor various reasons, such as
transferring to a new high school or due to perkoineumstances that inhibited the
completion of their requirement. However, this figimay also mean that some students
who engaged in mandatory service did not view tiveirk as voluntarism, but simply as
one of several graduation requirements necessadefyree completion. Similarly,
Jones, Segar, and Gasiorski (2008) noted thatstisitieey interviewed regarding their
mandatory service requirements narrowly defined temmunity service experiences
for credit, and did not connect other types of camity service participation “through
their churches, families, or community organizasiofp. 27) with their service
requirement. These findings raise questions aset@fficacy of mandatory service as a
means for developing civically engaged youth, aacessitates a more thorough
examination of the use of service hours as a baem@ civic engagement. In addition,
such findings generate further questions regartheglifferential language of service
used by educators and young persons to define bfpssgagement.

A note of caution in the interpretation of thesalings is imperative since little
variance was explained by the two ANOVAs used is $itudy, as evidenced by the
virtually nonexistent effect sizes for all signdiat findings. Thus, although there was
statistical significance in both research questitims practical implications of these

findings call for further research.
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Directions for Future Research

Mandatory Service

As mentioned, results were interpretable in distand sometimes diverging
ways regarding the significant differences assediatith mandatory service. For
instance, mandatory volunteers participated in nsergice than students who never
volunteered prior to college, but non-mandatoryuntéers engaged in greater service
than both groups. In addition, the results of dagil ANOVAs made it unclear if the
composition of the mandatory service group (i.arjad inclinations to serve for students
within this group) may have biased the resultdefdtudy. Before human, financial, and
social capital are allocated to high schools tcettgy mandatory service programs,
further research into the nature (e.g., intringcsus extrinsic) of student service is
needed, as well as its effect on the intended owtsoof service.
Race/Ethnicity

A consistent finding throughout this study wag theian/Asian American
students tended to score significantly lower thdn@oracial/ethnic groups for both
community service participation and citizenship swgas. The citizenship scores were
gauged on a Likert scale, although community serparticipation was constructed as a
composite variable of service hours performed. Wetrag. (2007) suggested that an
Asian/Asian American avoidance of extreme scorekikert scales may be
demonstrated within the MSL data and serve astaraliibhenomenon in survey
research. This interpretation may also translatgher types of survey items, as
indicated by the significant community service mapation findings. To make stronger

inferences into these findings, supplementary tptale analysis may provide insight
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into the pattern of low scores among Asian/Asianefinans, the cultural implications of
extreme score avoidance for future survey desitpesgeneral patterns of service
involvement for Asian/Asian Americans, and the akte which there may be within-
group variability that is affecting the outcome.

Another consistent finding was that African Amean¢Black students scored
significantly higher than White students on botimoaunity service participation and
citizenship, which is counter to prior service#ire (Dote et al., 2006; Eyler, Giles,
Stenson, & Gray, 2001; Musick, Wilson, & Bynum 2p0Burther examination of
response patterns for African American/Black stusl@mthis sample may shed light on
some of these findings. This is especially trueegiprevious research suggesting that
community engagement is a fundamental value wifliiitan American communities,
and is not always evidenced in community serviseaech (Marks & Jones, 2004). In
addition, these results may be reflective of tlewrporation of items into the MSL
survey with which African American/Black studentsma readily identified, when
compared to prior survey research items.

Motivations for Service

To more fully understand student motivationsrigage in community service, a
gualitative inquiry is warranted to explore thefpund and unique experiences that
influence service participation. Such analysis rflayninate the extent to which
mandatory service affects persons who are moressrihclined to perform service, and
further delineate the motivations of students withil comparison groups in this study.
This analysis might also elucidate participatiottgras and outcomes for students

engaged in mandatory and/or voluntary service,ebas the particular types of service
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that are favored by diverse populations in theseparison groups. Lastly, this type of
inquiry would likely assist high school administreg and teachers in the intentional
planning and implementation of meaningful servioegpams, particularly those who are
able to select agencies with whom students willkworfulfill their graduation
requirements.

Ways in which the composition of the service guere able to be explored
was through ancillary analyses of the types ofiserperformed (i.e., as part of a class,
as part of a student organization, as part of gtukly, on one’s own). Across all service
groups, most service hours were spent “on one’s‘awd “as part of a student
organization,” the latter of which could also bestvued as on one’s own when
compared to work study or class service. Non-mamgatolunteers showed the greatest
participation in service “on one’s own,” which miag further evidence of an intrinsic
motivation to serve among those more inclined tobearmmmunity service participation.
Although this information may provide insight itkommunity service preferences for
each of the service groups, general differencesd®t the means of service participation
within each type of service were minimal. This drsplead of means among the
comparison groups may be attributable to the respdem which asked for a range of
service hours rather than actual hours performemiéing options for students to
respond with actual numbers of hours, or with theiquency of involvement (e.g., once
per day, per week, per month), might provide a nao@irate understanding of the data.
In addition, the lowest numbers of service hourseaped for the work study option,
which may be due to the survey design in whichelveais a skip pattern to the original

dichotomous (i.e., yes/no) response asking whetheot one engaged in community
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service participation while in college. If respontiewere participating in community
service through work study alone, they may not rensvered “yes” to this question
since students are paid for this work and may asbaate work study with community
service participation. Eliminating the dichotomajugestion, and thus the skip pattern,
may alleviate this issue in the future.

Citizenship

Students in both service groups (mandatory andmamndatory volunteers), i.e.
those who performed service in any capacity poadllege, scored significantly higher
on the citizenship scale than students who nevieinteered prior to college. Although
this finding suggests that there is a correlatietwieen both voluntary and/or mandatory
service and citizenship, and a correlation analysollege community service
participation hours and citizenship was positivedrson’s r= 0.28), this study did not
attempt to establish a latent construct that linkese two variables in a causal fashion,
and the correlation between the dependent variatdedow. However, results of this
study support the potential connection between conityservice and citizenship. Thus,
further research is merited to determine if thermifact a latent construct underlying
these two variables within this study.

A three-way interaction of service group, parefg(sardian(s) education, and
race was statistically significant. However, muéipomparison tests were mixed and
inconsistent, implying a need for further reseantb the various dimensions of socially
responsible attitudes and behaviors, and the xteons of multiple identities with
citizenship. An even more complex finding was therfway interaction that was

detected. A four-way interaction is an “exceedingjfjicult” (Price, 2000, § 7) analysis
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to describe, according to Dr. lan Price of the @nity of New England. With individual
differences that may speak to the unique, intersgaientities and experiences of
students that are likely present in this studythier qualitative inquiry may be
particularly useful to more fully understand thengexities of students’ multiple
identities and experiences, including those preskmt this study (gender, race/ethnicity,
and parent(s)/guardian(s) education level).
Contributing Factors of Service

Since very little variance was explained in thigly, more research is needed to
examine other contributing factors associated watlinteering behaviors, and the
impetus for students to engage in community seraeecitizenship. A multiple
regression analysis using variables commonly agsstiwith community service
participation may further elucidate relationshipsoag the three groups of students
examined in this study, particularly with variabtaat were not incorporated into these
tests because they were not part of the MSL datiaegrwere not considered primary
predictors. These variables might include pareantadime (Marks & Jones, 2004;
Vogelgesang, 2005), a childhood value of serviaghénhome (Eyler & Giles, 1999;
McLellan & Youniss, 2003; Metz & Youniss, 2005; Rieet al., 2000; Raskoff &
Sundeen, 1999), employment status (Oesterle é&tCfl4; Dote et al., 2006; Youniss et
al., 1999), religious activities (Marks & JonesP20Vogelgesang), engagement in co-
curricular activities (Hart et al., 2007), clasarsting, age, peer group involvement,
institution type (Vogelgesang & Astin, 2005), lacatof service (Astin & Sax, 1998),
duration of service (Astin & Sax), and motivatidos service. It might also be useful to

look at other dimensions of service participatisuch as the degree of service
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participation (e.g., once per day, per week, pentmgoer academic year), type of service
performed (e.g., tutoring, working in a homelesslign), behavior measures associated
with community service, and the nature of the i§suleeing addressed by service (e.g.,
gentrification, health care). This information wauikely prove useful for high school
educators and policy makers who are inclined towardg mandatory service as a
vehicle for sustained community service participat@nd citizenship, particularly as they
design, fund, and advocate for program developnigmtes of service may also reveal
patterns of participation for men and Asian/Asiamekican students who scored
significantly lower than their counterparts witlive gender and race/ethnicity groups
respectively.
Limitations

Within this study there were several statisticalnificant findings that will
likely be useful to the field of education; howeM@nitations were present in the design
of this investigation. To begin, there were pot@rttireats to both internal and external
validity. Due to the nature of the web-based suraegontrolled environment in which to
administer the survey was not feasible and thysoregents were able to complete their
surveys regardless of location or time. Regardssges of external validity, there may
exist a population threat, or non-response biasgsgender and race were used as
grouping variables. Specifically, there was a highegticipation rate of women than
men, and an under-representation of African Amesand Latinos (S.R. Komives,
personal communication, November 12, 2007). It khba noted that attempts to obtain

valid responses were numerous, as discussed inéhdpee.
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Second, the two groups of students in this stuldy did not attend a high school
with a service graduation requirement were assdsgéte question, “Prior to college, to
what extent did you volunteer?” Although this meastid not specifically refer to high
school participation, it seemed appropriate sinex 80% of public high school students
participated in community service in 2004 (KielsereiScales, Roehlkepartain, & Neal,
2004) and private high school students in both 18861999 were more inclined to
report participation in community service than thgiblic school peers (Kleiner &
Chapman, 2000).

Third, the MSL instrument used cross sectionad dlaat incorporated
retrospective responses to a one-time survey. Thesjse of Astin’s (2003) input-
environment-output model in the survey is a modifrersion of a true I-E-O design that
is based on data collected at different pointsnet Since retrospective responses test
respondents’ ability to recall experiences, theueacy of these results tends to be low
(Shiffman, Huford, Hickcox, Paty, Gnys, & Kassed9Y). For instance, findings from
Shiffman et al.s’ 12-week time lapse study dematstt that retrospective responses
were rarely accurate for both objective (e.g. vétois) and subjective data (e.qg.,
attitudes). To reflect a true I-E-O model of cobegfudent development, surveys would
have been administered prior to college, and & reifit times throughout college.

Fourth, although statistically significant findsgre important to report and
interpret, all statistically significant analysesthis study demonstrated effect sizes that
were virtually nonexistent. Consequently, resutisitdd be read with caution (Moore,

1995; Pallant, 2007).
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Fifth, data were used from 52 postsecondary urigiits across the United States.
Due to the large institutional sample and the axiprately 50,000 student responses that
yielded a 37% response rate, there is sizable geradility; however, few community
colleges are represented and no Tribal Colleges wmeluded. Additionally, students
who identified as Native American/American Indiaares removed from this study due to
missing cell counts in the primary analyses. Thaesion of this student population
limits the depth of understanding about communrgtyige and citizenship that can be
demonstrated in higher education, as well as withimidentity group in particular.

Sixth, family participation in service and parnpation in religious activities are
predictors of community service participation; hoee these variables were not
included in the MSL survey and are thus not inctliohethis study. In addition,
employment status has contributed to the literdbasee on community service
participation, but results are sparse. Howevaes, possible that the variance accorded this
variable was addressed by the use of parent(siiguds) education level as a grouping
variable in the two questions under investigation.

Last, the MSL survey relied on self report datat there subject to various
interpretations, in particular with the languageommunity service and citizenship.
Throughout service literature and research, the teommunity service” is given
multiple meanings and is often used interchangeatity “service-learning” and
“voluntarism,” despite attempts to separately defimese terms. In addition, several
researchers have referred to the language of comtyragia natural extension of the
experiences of persons of color (Jones & Hill, 20@8Nally, 2004; Swaminathan, 2005;

Weabh et al., 2001); yet, service research doese®rh to capture these complexities of
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language, culture, and affiliation that are substaior future research. Thus, students
may have responded differently to these questiaddlzese different meanings may be
reflected in the results of this study.
Conclusion

The primary purpose of this study was to inveséighfferences in community
service participation and citizenship among collsgelents, based upon community
service participation prior to college. Additionalriables of interest were integrated into
the design of this study given their predictive lgies regarding community service
participation. These included gender, race/ethnieibd parent(s)/guardian(s) education.
Through a four-way analysis of variance, statidijcsignificant main effects were found
for the variable of community service participatigpecifically service group,
race/ethnicity, and gender. An additional four-veaalysis of variance evidenced
statistically significant citizenship scores foetimain effects of service group and
race/ethnicity, and interaction effects of paréig(sardian education by race/ethnicity by
gender, and parent(s)/guardian education by rdoedgtty by gender by service group.

Multiple comparison procedures revealed compeliindings. In particular,
Asian/Asian American students reported significatdlver service hours and citizenship
scores than all other racial/ethnic groups. In @aidi African American/Black students
scored significantly higher then White studentdoth dependent variables in this study.
Mandatory volunteers reported significantly grea@mmunity service hours and
citizenship scores than students who never voluatiegrior to college; however, non-
mandatory volunteers performed even greater sehaoes than the mandatory

volunteers.
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This study presented findings that have impligaitor practice and future
research. This is especially true at a time wheorsdary institutions, policy makers, and
now college educators, are advocating for mandaeryice as a graduation requirement
in an effort to cultivate civic and social values@ng youth. However, the variance
explained in each of these tests was extremelylsthas, interpretations of results may
be strengthened by further analyses of predictareables not used in this study, by an
examination of student motivations and inclinatitmserve, and through further
exploration of the intersections of experiences idedtities that may contribute to

community service participation and citizenship.
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Appendix A: MSL Reliability Tables

Reliability Levels for All Scales Tyree| DuganREVISED | MSL Pilot | MSL 2006
Consciousness of Self .82 .79 .78 .83 .79
Congruence .82 .79 .79 .85 .80
Commitment .83 .84 .83 .87 .83
Collaboration A7 .82 .80 .83 .82
Common Purpose .83 .80 .81 .87 .82
Controversy with Civility .69 71 72 A7 g7
Citizenship .92 .90 .89 .92 77
Change .78 .82 .82 .83 .81
SCALE PREVIOUS MSL PiLoT MSL 2006
RELIABILITY RELIABILITY RELIABILITY
Employment None A7 -
Characteristics Scale Off
Campus
Employment None 45 -
Characteristics Scale Off
Campus
Cognitive Development, NSLLP .81 a7 .79
Pretest (precog)
Cognitive Development, NSLLP .82 .82 .85
Post test (pstcogq)
College Activism Scale None .84 75
(active)
College Activism Scale None .80 .81
(passive)
Student Government None -.36 -
Scale (sga)
LID Scale (lid) None .83 -
LID Stage Three None .83 73
LID Stage Four None .80 .76
Pre-College Leadership None .85 -
Confidence (preled)
High School Involvement None .75 -
(preinv)
SRLS Pretest (srlspr) None 72 -
Leadership Efficacy None .81 .86
Pretest (effpre)
Leadership Efficacy Post None .89 .88
Test (effpst)
Diversity Discussions NSLLP .86 .90 .90
(divdis)
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Diversity Outcomes NSLLP .88 .88 .88
Pretest (divpre)
Diversity Outcome Scal¢ NSLLP .73 27 31
(divpst)
Pre-antecedents for - .82
leadership scale (preant)
Pre-involvement scale: - 71
on campus (prinon)
T7

Pre-involvement scale:
off campus (prinof)
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Appendix B: MSL Instrument

[ MULTLINSTITUTIONAL STUDY OF LEADERSHIF

Revised 80106 Version 12 1 |

NOTE:

This is & paper and pencil versiom of what will be presented as
an on-line weh survey. Skip patterns will antomatically take
the respondent to the appropriate section. Shaded sections,
items will be nsed in split samples amd will wot be asbed of all
participants,

COLLEGE INFORMATION

1. I¥id vom begin college at your current institntion or
elsewhere? [Choose One)

o Started here
o Srarted elsewhere

1. Thinking abont this academic term, how would yon
characterize vonr enrollment? (Choose One)

o Full-Time
o Less then Full-Time

3. What is vour current class level? [Choose Cne)

o Fuost veas/freslunan
o Soplomore

o Junior

o Semior

o Gradvate smdent

o Orher

4. Are yon coirrenth working OFF CAMPUS?
[Circle one) YES NO

i Fr ot

da. Approctimately how mary hows do youn werk off campuis moa
typical 7 day wesk?

L 1

Al In vour primary off campus positdon, bow frequently do
yom:  (Circle one for each item)

1 = Never 3 = Often

1 = Soametimes 4 = Very Often
Perform repetitive Bsks. ....o.oee e 1 3
Coisider options before makmg decisions....... 1 2 3
Perform strnctired tASKS ..., 1 4
Harve the autheority fo changs the way soms

thimgs ars done : e e |
Coordinate the work of odhers ... | e S B |

Work with others on 8 team . ovnmenmnanaann 1 2 3

5. Are yon cnrrently working ON CAMPUST

(Circle ong) TES NO
5n. Approximately how many hours do you work on canmpues
m a typacal 7 day week?

L1

Sh. In your primary position, how frequenthy do vou:
(Circle one for each 1tem)

1= Never 3 = Often

e

fi. Inan average academic term, do von engage in

Ay community service?
TES NO

In aiy average acadense term. approXimately how many lours
do you engage In commnmity servics? (gircle ons for each
category ).

As part of a class

015 6-lk 11-13 1620 21.25  M&E0
With a student organization
015 &I 11-13 1620 21-25 2630

As part of a work study experience
015 &1 11-15 1820 21-25  2&3

3

015 610 1115 1820 225 2EH

7. Check all the following activities you engaged in during

vour college experience.
o Smdaed abroad

o Experienced a practicum, infermship, field experience.
co-op experience, or clikcal experience

o Participated in a leaming compmmity or ssme other
fommal program where groups of students take tao or
more classes together.

o Envolled in a culminating senior experience |capstone
corse, thesis ete,)
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| MULTLINSTITUTIONAL STUDY OF LEADERSHIP

Revised 801106 Version 12 2|

o Mo of the above

YOUR PERCEPTIONS BEFORE ENROLLING 1¥
COLLEGE

Leading others._. X e |

(']
a

Cirgniazing a gwp & tasks 1o mmpllsh

ageal. . 1 I 3
Takine idtiative B dmprove mumhm;g... il ¥ 3
Working with a teaan ona group progect ...l 23
9, Looking back ta haw aften did
vl engage im the Tallowing sctivities:
(Cmele ome respowse for esch )
1= Never 5= 0Hlen
1= Sometimes 4 = Very CHien
Pedfomumg volmteer woek ... 123
Participating in student chibs! gronps, 1 3
Participating in varsry spoats 1z 3

Took lesdership posstions in student

chibs, growpsarsports ... ] 2 O3
Participafing in eomumumniry oTgamizations

(e, clurelh youh group, soours) . 1 2 3
Taking leadership pos:mm L ey

CTETIME RS .. o TN I |

Participating in activism in any fomm

(e g petitions, mlly, protest) oo 2003
Gertritgg no knowy peopli from backgrowsds

clifTierent Hiam your oot .. 1 2 3
Learmng abont cultures different from your

Wl T I S S

Partseipating i teaiing o education that
developed vour leadeshapskills. .1 2 3 4

10, Loaking back to fefie you staried coltege, pleas

Imdicate your agrecment with the following ems by
choesing the number that most closely represented
opimien about that statement AT THAT TIME:
[Circle one respanse tor each.)

1= Stramgly disagree 4= Agree

1= Disagree &= Stromgly Agree

3 = Neutrul
Heanmg differences m npmmus enniched miy

thinkimg ... i ool 23 405
1 sl b self st 1 2 3 4 B
I wearked well m changing emironments 123 45
I emjoved working with others foward

eomnen @OAls.. e 23 4 F
1 el nupyseelf accovmtable for mpmmbulme;

I agree o ... CTRPS [ o o S
1 wrarked well w]u:nI kuﬂ\rt}l.l::nl.l.eclwe

walues of & groap. o N W S -
My belaviors reflected my beliefs oo 1 23 405
I vahsed the oppormmmes thar allowed e 10
coatribute bo my couumuity, 123 4 5

1la. Before you starved college, how woald vou describe the
nmount of lendership experience you hove had (e.g..
student clubs, performing groups, service organizations,
Jobs)? Plense circle the appropriate mmher

Meexpemience 1 2 3 4 5 Extemsive experience

11b, Befose you stared college. how often didd athers give
vou positive feedbnek or encournge your keadership ability
(2., feachers, aadvisors, memninrs)?
Please circle the appropriate mnunber
Mewer 1 2 3 4 5§ frequently

11e, Befoae youn saarted collepe. How would you have
rencted to being chosen or appainted the keader of &
group? Please circle the approprinte mumber
Very 1 2 3 4 § wery
uncomforahle connfortahle

10, Befone you stared collepe. how often did you see others
be effective lemders?

Flease cirche the approprste munber

Mever 1 2 3 4 5§ frequently

11e. Befoae yvou sanrted college, how often did yeu think
of yoursell as & leader

Please circle ihe approprse munber

Mever 1 2 3 4 5 frequently
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[ MULTEINSTITUTIONAL STUDY OF LEADERSHIF

Revised SO006 Version 12 3]

YoUR EXPERIENCE IN COLLEGE

i)

13. Shwoe starting eslbops, how eften hve yon:

been an imvalved member ar active participant in gollege
g anizatiom?
203 4 % Muchof the te
held a leadership position ina college organization? (foc
example, servimg as an officeror o chib or crgaization. enpeain
of am athletic tenm. first chair m a nmsical growp, section editor of
thie e spupeer, cliairperson of a connmnee)

Mever 1 2 3 4 5 Much of the mime

been an imvalved member ar active particlpant im an off-
organizstbon (e.z. PTA, church group)?
Mever | 2 3 4 3 Wuch of the time

beld a leadership position ina community srganization? (for
example, serving as an officerar a chub or crganizaton, leader

n vouth gronp, chairperson of & commiries)
Mever | 2 3 4 3 Wuchof the time

YOUR STUDENT GROUP INWOLVEMENTS

14, Which of the following kinds of student groups have you
been imvolved with dering ollege?
{Check all lve categonies that apply)

o Acndemic’ Deparimental’ Professional (e, Pre-Law
Soctety, an acadenue fratenary, Engneenng Club)

o ArtsTheater/ Music (e.g., Theater group, Marching Banc)

o Campus-wide programming grovgs {2 g, progrm board,
filnw series bonrd, a nmlticulmml progranmsing
aomiiee)

o Cultumal’ Intenssional {eg, Black Student Unicm.
Genman Club)

o Henor Society (e.g., Omicren Delia Knppa [ODK],
Maorrar Board. Phi Beta Baopa)

o Livingsleaming programs (e.z., lamgnage house.
leadership fkoors, ecology balls|

o Lendership (e.g., Peer Leacership Program. Emergimg
Leaders Frograni)

o Media (e p.. Campus Radic. Smdent Newspapez)
o Military ez, ROTC)

o Mew Snadenr Tramsitions (6. admussions ambessador,
arventation adviser}

o Pam prode | group {e.z., B
henlth echicarars)

peer

o Polineal’ Advesacy e, College Democrats, Snidents
Agamst Sweatshops)

o Religious {e.g . Campus Cnsades for Clnst, Hillel)

o Service (e g, Cirele K, Alphn Pli Omega [APO])

o Culturally based fintenuties and soronties (2.2, Mational
Pan-Hellemc Comerl (NPHC) groups such as Alpha Pla
Alpha Frasernity Ine., or Latine Gresk Conneil groups
snch as Lombda Thein Alphn)

o Social fratennnes of sororrees (e gz, Pashellenie oo
Interfmbermity Comncil groaps soch as Sigma Fle Epsilon
ar Kappa Kappa Gaouna)

o Spoats- Intercollegiate or Varsity (e g NCAA Hockey,
Waisary Soccer]

o Spoats- Chib (e Clab Velleyhall)
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| MULTEINSTITUTIONAL STUDY OF LEADERSHIP BRevised 80106 Version 12 4
o Sports- Leisre o Intravmiral fest Intramsncal flag foorball, LT | i e MEVEE OMER Several many

Fock Chimbang)
Empliyers v o imm s . mever once severnl many

o

Specinl Inverest (ex: Comedy Group)

Srucennt governape groip (ex! Sodent Government
Association, Residence Hall Association. Interfratenmry
Cionnpzil

o

1E. Ak any tinae during vour collepe experience, how often have
vou heen in mentoring relntionships where another person

intentionally assisted vour growth or connected yvom in
apporiunities fer career and personal development?
Tindneane luonw qusany tivnes

Student affnirs stnfl

{e.g., u sindent orgnnication ndvisor, career comnsefor, the Dean

of Stwdents, or reshbanes hall eoordimatory:
wever ohee several namy

tlhl

137

Community members ... mever once several many
Other student mever once several many

16, During interactions with ather students outside of class,
how often have vou done each of the Follawing in an
avernge school yenr?  (Circle one for each )

1 = Mever 3 =1{Mien
1 = Sometimes 4=Very (Mien

Talkend b dafferent lifesryles’

(3
k.

Held discussions with students whose
peersonal valies were very different

Dhscimssed major social issues such s
preaace, humman rights, and usisee ... |

Heeld disenssions with snudents whose
teligaonns beliefs were very different
from your o

Driscirssed vour views abom
vkt e Tism amd diversiry ..

Held discussions with snidents whose
pralatical apmions were very different

DEVELOPMING YOUR LEADERSHIP ABILITIES

17 Shnge stapting gollegs, how nvamy times have you
participated in the Tollowing types of training or
education thot developed your leadership skills {ex:
courses, Resident Asistant irniming, orgnnization
retreats, job tralning) (Circle ope for each.)

2 3

17a- Short-Term Experiences (ex ixhividual oo one-tine
wionkshope, tetears, eomferences, leciires, or Wwainiag)
Mewver oee several many

17h-Muslerate-Term Experbences (ex n smgle conrse,

umiliiple or cngoing refreats, conferences, instimies,

warkshops, amdior wamemg
Mever oK

D younr ex perieice mvolve iy academic coumses?
YES MO

a.  How many leadeship courses have vou
completed?

[ ]

several  many



MULTEINSTITUTIONAL STUDY OF LEADERSHIP

Hevised 80106 Version 12

b, How nsmy other courses have von taken that
comtrabuted 1o youur beaderslap abalities (g etlics
comrse, personal development courses. nanagement
comrses |7 Kagp i mnd yow maght have doken swch a
crmrse bar 3t did mar samirifre fa vour fnm'ul*sﬁqr.

[ ]

17e- Long-Term Experiences (ex mnlii-semester leadership
progrant, leadevshop certificate progon, beaderslip o oo

HIEAJOL, SR lesadbers ant, lving-lesming ik
- I%eq: gﬂg :exlem.T Y g

Which of the following Long-Term Activities did vou
experiemes? (eleck all thar apply)

o Emerging or Mew Leaders Program
Peer Leadership Progmm
Leadershap Certificate Program
Muli-Semester Leadership Program

[= R =]

[=]

o Semsor Leadership Capsione Expenence

o Eessdential Living-leammg leadership progmm
o Leadership Minor

o Leadership Major

o Orher

ASSESSING LEADERSHIF DEVELOFMEST

18. Please imdicate your agreemsnt ar disagreement with the
Tallowimg items by choosing the number that most elosely
repiresents your opinion aboul that statement,

(Crcle omye vespnsse for esch.)

For she statesrents fead refer fo o grong, think of the mos
effective, functivnal groap af wiick yoa Tave been @ part. This
mxight ke n formal ergnnization or an informal study growp.
For consistency, use the same groap in all vour responses.

1 = Strongly disagree 4= Agree
I = Disspree = Strongly Agree
3= Neutral

(]
a2

e

Tamy apen to others” idess 1
Creativity can oo from conflicr._ ...
1 valve datberences mathers ... ]

[
-

[
[

P
WA

1 am able io arhienlate nry pnonbes...... 1 2 3

Hearing differences in opinions enricles
my hinking...

i

r
.
-

T have low self esteem

()
e
-

s

1 stmpgle when group members ave
idens that are different from mime 1

ol
3
n

i
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Transateon weakes awe mweondorable .1
I am usimlly sl comtident ... ... ]
I am seen as somecme who works

well with athers |

Gireater hanmony can come out of
disagreement......

I am comdortable metating nevw ways of

laoking ar things |
My belsaviors are mupnmn with m5-

belnefs. . . |
1 am commutied 1o a collechve purpose

s gronps o which [ heloog |

It is important o develop o econumon
divecrion i a ;:mw m el o [.r.e1
arythmg dodie. S S
1 respect opuxicns other tha my owi ... 1

Change bnngs nesw life to an

A AR ZATIoa_. [PU—
The thmgs about which I feel pamnﬂar\e

havve prionty ooy bife ]
T comaribate: to the goals of the group |

There i mg} :n.d-:nnq: mumhm@ it
TEW WAy — |

Tam vmcomfariable when someone
disngrees with me 1

T ke enyvself premy well
1am willmg to devobe the tmee and energy
4o e that are moyportant o me.._..._... ]
Tatick with offers r]uwgh daffienlt
TEs S—

When theere is & couflict between two
pecple. ane will win and the otler
will lose . S |

C“t‘mm1|xal.¢s:|mu|cmufnrlnhle 1

I0 b mgrortant 10 e o et oy belefs.

1 am focused on my respansibilities.. ... 1
Tean wnke a difference when | wark

witly athers an a tnsk |
a-:nw]g; Tistens to what otlsers lsave o

=y Jpsv— |

thimk it is impartant to kiow other
e s pricaities |

(B

(=]

It

(3

b

(3

b

(3

=]

(B

(]

(=]

rad

)

rad
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Appendix C: MSL Consent Form
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Appendix D: MSL Email Invitation
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Appendix E: MSL Demographic Characteristics

Demographic Characteristics of MSL RespondéNts 50,378)

Variable n Percent
Gender
Female 30,960 62
Male 19,183 38

Students of Color (African American/Black, Americkudian/Native American,
Asian/Asian American, Latina/o, Multiracial) 14,262 28

Class Standing

Freshmen/First Year 11,461 23
Sophomore 10,884 22
Junior 14,289 26
Senior 14,289 29
Transfer Students 12,300 24
Full Time Enrollment 47,435 94
First-Generation College Students 7,181 15
Lesbian/Gay/Bisexual 1,700 3
Transgender 43

Source Dugan, J. P., Komives, S. R., & Segar, T. C. 200
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Appendix F: ANCOVA Procedures

The analysis of covariance, or ANCOVA, adds aillafecomplexity to the
analysis of variance (ANOVA) test and permits tesearcher to compare groups while
controlling for an additional variable or multiptariables. Controlling for the additional
variable(s), or covariate(s), is used when theareber believes said variable(s) will
confound or influence results of the dependentalde(s). Covariates are generally
determined based on prior research and theorétamakeworks which lead the researcher
to determine potential factors that may influeresuits (Pallant, 2007). A benefit of
using this method is that by removing the influentéhese factors, the power of the F-
test used to determine differences among the graapsincrease. However, central to
discussions of ANCOVA is that the potential for @ibtng a significant result is lessened
since controlling for the covariate removes the@fbf the covariate as well as some of
the treatment effect.

According to (Pallant, 2007), covariates shouladbetinuous variables. In this
study, parent(s)/guardian(s) education level iltiserved as a continuous variable due
to its ordinal nature in the MSL design. Prelimyanalyses were conducted to ensure
that all assumptions of the ANCOVA were met forleeesearch question. In order to
meet the assumptions of ANCOVA, the assumptiomdSNDVA were first addressed.
Therefore it was critical to make certain thataddbervations were independent of one
another, that there was a normal distribution ofes, and that there were equal

variances among groups.
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Community Service Participation in College

First, because participants completed their swegependently of others, i.e.
participants were not administered surveys in gsoups unlikely that the MSL violated
the assumption of independent groups. Secondi@ghésn was used to analyze the
distribution of scores. Third, the Levene’s testdquality of variances was used to test
for homogeneity of variances, although the ANOVAdbust to violations of this
assumption if the sample size is large enoughgRgll

After conducting initial analyses described abdikie,test for homogeneity of
variances was violated. However, Moore (1995) ndtitetlthe ANOVA is robust to this
failure if the ratio of standard deviations of thggest to smallest group is less than two
to one. This ratio was met for each variable. Sécomependent observations were
assumed since this survey was not administeretbtgpg of participants; rather, it was
sent to individual email addresses. Third, the mgtion of a normal distribution of
scores failed due to 47.5% of students having tedaero service hours while in
college, although there appeared to be a normaédor the other 52.5% who reported
service hours greater than zero; neverthelesaRgR2007) advised that the ANOVA is
robust to a non-normal distribution if there isaege sample size, i.e. greater than 30
participants. Thus, the sample in this study wéicsent to move forward with the
ANCOVA.

In order to meet the assumptions particular to AICAVA, it was important that
covariates were reliably measured, correlated sogmitly with the dependent variable,
and demonstrated a linear relationship with theeddpnt variable. First, the covariate

was measured and tested for internal consistenpgra®f the survey instrument design
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and did not pose a threat to reliability. Secontrpesearch has demonstrated a
relationship between parent(s)/guardian(s) educddieel and community service
participation. Third, this study incorporated thppeopriate steps to check for linearity
within each group through scatterplot analysis,clvtwas conducted for each level of the
independent variable.

In addition, a test for homogeneity of regressitmpes was performed in order to
understand the influence of treatment on the cat@measurement (Pallant, 2007). This
procedure was conducted via a statistical tesigoifecance, to determine if there was an
interaction between the treatment (the three levelse independent variable) and the
assumption. In the first research question reggrdammunity service participation, the
service group variable passed the test for homatyeoferegression slopes but failed for
gender and race/ethnicity and the covariate waspd.

Despite this finding, there is ample literaturatteupports parent(s)/guardian(s)
education level as a predictor of community serpiadicipation; thus, the researcher
recoded parent(s)/guardian(s) education levelge@ping variable of “low,” “medium,”
and “high,” to be used as a main effect in a foagr@NOVA with service group,
gender, and race/ethnicity as the four independambles. In this categorization of
parent(s)/guardian(s) education level, “low” encasged the items “Less than high
school diploma or GED” and “High school diploma®ED,” “medium” was
characterized by “Some college,” “Associates def@e‘Bachelors degree,” and “high”

referred to “Masters degree” or “Doctorate or pssfenal degree.”
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Citizenship

The three groups in this study were compared tof skiferences existed in their
attitudes and behaviors regarding citizenship aasored by the citizenship scale. A
three-way ANCOVA was first anticipated as the ajppiatte test to identify existing
differences among the three levels of the indepetnesriable under investigation, and
the citizenship scale was coded so that group mezuld be assessed. Since community
service participation and citizenship have oftearbpurported to be two facets of the
same phenomenon of civic engagement, the covdoiathis test was also
parent(s)/guardian(s) education level.

As mentioned in the previous section with regaodsommunity service
participation, all assumptions of ANCOVA were teifer the citizenship variable,
including the assumptions of ANOVA (independencelagervations, normality, and
homogeneity of variances) and assumptions of ANC@\éhability of the measure,
correlation with the dependent variable, lineardyd homogeneity of regression slopes).
Upon conducting initial analyses, the test for hgereeity of variances was violated.
However, Moore (1995) noted that the ANOVA is ratuasthis failure if the ratio of
standard deviations of the largest to smallestgisuless than two to one. This ratio was
met for each variable. Second, independent obsensaivere assumed since this survey
was not administered to groups of participantdiegtit was sent to individual email
addresses. Third, the assumption of a normal bligtan of scores was met. Thus, the
sample in this study was sufficient to move forwaith the ANCOVA. Gender and
race/ethnicity passed the tests for homogeneitggression slopes but service group did

not and as a result, the covariate was droppedciteasis finding, there is ample
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literature that supports parent(s)/guardian(s) atio level as a predictor of community
service participation; thus, the researcher recpaeent(s)/guardian(s) education level as
a grouping variable of “low,” “medium,” and “hightd be used as a main effect in a
four-way ANOVA with service group, gender, and rvatenicity as the four independent
variables. In this categorization of parent(s)/giei(s) education level, “low”
encompassed the items “Less than high school dgplnGED” and “High school
diploma or GED,” “medium” was characterized by “Sopvllege,” “Associates degree,”
and “Bachelors degree,” and “high” referred to “Mas degree” and “Doctorate or

professional degree.”
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