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Abstract
Volunteering and service-learning (a pedagogical practice that combines volunteering with
university-level courses) are associated with positive academic, psychological, and prosocial
development in university students. Taking part in service-learning and volunteering is generally
assumed to contribute to student development (Chapter 1), although little is known about
students’ characteristics on entry into service-learning, specifically in comparison to
volunteering or non-volunteering students. Characteristics of students who participate in service-
learning or volunteering are shaped by institutional factors (Chapter 2) and are in turn related to
developmental outcomes (Chapter 3). The unique motives for university student volunteering,
particularly self-oriented motives such as career and understanding have likewise received little
attention (Chapter 4). This thesis is structured in five chapters. Chapter 1 is an overview of key
theoretical and practical issues in volunteering and service-learning research, including
volunteering and service-learning in Canada and at the University of Ottawa. Chapter 2 is a study
of 266 university students enrolled in developmental psychology courses offering elective
service-learning. A model of institutional structuring of volunteering and service-learning was
developed to examine students’ characteristics at entry into service. The study identified a novel
subset of service-learners (service-learners with no prior volunteering engagement) that have yet
to be examined in the literature. Chapter 3 is a longitudinal study, using the same sample as
Chapter 2, testing developmental change using multi-level linear modelling (students nested in
courses) to examine academic, psychological, and prosocial change over one semester, however,
few changes were found. Chapter 4 examined volunteering motivations and prosocial tendencies
among 270 undergraduate students, with the goal of testing the impact of motivations on

wellbeing. Supporting past research, the study demonstrated that other-oriented volunteer
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motives are associated with well-being, however, some self-oriented volunteer motives (career
and understanding motives) were positively associated with well-being contrary to expectations
and previous research. Chapter 5 integrates the overall findings from each chapter in a general
discussion, exploring: novel contributions of this thesis to the research literature, theoretical and
practical issues raised in this dissertation, the connection between results and issues raised in the

research literature, and limitations of the results with suggestions for future directions.
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Preface

This thesis examines community service in university students, examining both formal
volunteering and a pedagogical hybrid of volunteering and university education called service-
learning; concepts that will be described in more detail in the General Introduction in Chapter 1.
Research for this thesis was collected between October 2018 and March 2020* from two distinct
research studies. The first study, forming the data for Chapters 2 and 3, was conducted in a series
of psychology courses that featured service-learning. The data were collected in collaboration
and consultation with the Community Service-Learning Program (CSLP; the name for this
program changed midway through data collection and was formerly called the Michaélle Jean
Centre for Global Community Engagement) at the University of Ottawa. The CSLP runs the
service-learning program on campus, in addition to many other volunteering opportunities, is
recounted below. A second study, examining the motivations for volunteering, and making up
Chapter 4, will be described further below.

My thesis research began under the widespread assumption in the field that service-
learning is an enhanced form of volunteering, implying that service-learning should in general
produce enhanced impacts on students, and my primary focus was to examine the characteristics
and short-term impacts of student participation in service-learning on students’ academic,
psychological, and prosocial characteristics over a single semester, with pre- and post-testing and

compared to volunteer and non-volunteer students. The seeds of that project, though greatly

1 The timeframe over which | conducted this research is additionally relevant because, as will be noted below, two
major events occurred during that time. One arising earlier with the project and with no direct impact on data
collection, but relevance to the larger framework presented here, was the election of a conservative provincial
government in Ontario in 2018, whose priorities for university education as tied to work experience have
subsequently influenced the service-learning program at the University of Ottawa. The second was the COVID-19
pandemic, which directly impacted a planned study that was part of this project through the disruption of
volunteering opportunities.
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changed through the research process, is described below as the basis for Chapter 2 (focused on
the characteristics of students who engage in service-learning compared to those who volunteer
or do not volunteer) and Chapter 3 (focused on change over a semester).

Through the data collection and analysis described in this thesis, my view of service-
learning became more complex. Students in service-learning appeared to fall into two broader
categories, only one of which is described in the literature. The first category is composed of
students who were already volunteering, who then enrolled in service-learning. This category fits
well with the existing literature (i.e., where service-learning is an enhancement of volunteering),
wherein students who are already more academically engaged, more purposeful, and more
prosocial push their academic, psychological, and prosocial growth further through service-
learning. The natural comparison group for this service-learning group is university students who
volunteer but do not engage in service-learning. My work, however, identified a second category
or service-learner, one that, to my knowledge, is not described in the literature. The second
category is composed of students who are not engaged in volunteering and take up volunteering
through service-learning. The comparison for this group is the non-volunteering university
student, a group that has likewise received relatively little interest in the field of service-learning.

To make sense of the two groups of service-learners, also in relation to student volunteers
and non-volunteers, | began to consider the ways in which the institution influences who and
how students begin volunteering. The service-learning program at the University of Ottawa,
where the data for this thesis was collected, is optional for professors to adopt and for students to
participate in, a fact that allows for the possibility of the four groups of students described above.
I describe the particulars of the University of Ottawa’s service-learning program in Chapter 1.

Chapter 2 presents a model of institutional structuring of service-learning that contextualizes the
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role of the institution more generally. That model is then tied to some methodological issues
identified in the field, including self-selection (i.e., how students with specific characteristics
may be drawn to service-learning or volunteer opportunities) and research methodology (use of
volunteering comparison groups). | propose in that Chapter that the self-selection narrative
identified in some research is complicated by the presence of service-learners who are not
otherwise volunteering. The examination of change over a semester and in the four groups of
students was integrated into a Multi-Level Model (MLM) presented as a brief report in Chapter 3.
The discovery that students are drawn into service-learning from a non-volunteer background is
a novel finding in the literature which speaks to the importance of situating service-learning and
volunteering within institutional factors that influence participation. The work on institutions is
relevant in the context of a change of Ontario’s provincial government (which directly regulates
education). The government, elected in 2018, enacted policies that tied funding to post-
secondary institutions to evidence of job training and skills development of students. The CSLP
has consequently altered the way the service-learning program is managed and promoted. That
issue is returned to in Chapter 5, the General Discussion.

A second study was planned to examine the groups of students more carefully and in the
broader university context. Data collection for that study began in 2019 and recruited
volunteering and non-volunteering students. Owing to the relative rarity of service-learners
across the University, additional targeted recruitment was planned for that study, and posters
specifically recruiting service-learners were approved by the University postering service and
even put up outside the office that manages service-learning on campus, in mid-March 2020. The
arrival of the COVID-19 pandemic put a halt on student volunteering and data collection for that

project. The resulting study, though altered from its original intent, examines student motivations
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for volunteering as measured through the widely used Volunteering Functions Inventory, and in
relation to students’ well-being.
Plan of the Current Work

The introduction (Chapter 1) will present a brief overview of theories of volunteering
behaviour, theoretical roots of service-learning, and the role of service-learning at the University
of Ottawa. | then present information outlining rates of volunteering and patterns of volunteer
behaviour among young adults/university students. This will provide necessary contextual
information accounting for issues in the service-learning research (discussed below), including
comparisons with standard volunteering research and outcomes. Following which, | present
information on the role of prosocial and moral development on community service, including the
impacts of service-learning and volunteering behaviours. Finally, I discuss the overlooked role of
the institution on results and impacts of service among students, which also forms the basis for
Chapter 2 (and is discussed in detail there).

Chapter 2 of my thesis examines student characteristics at entry into service, comparing
volunteers, service-learners, and non-volunteers. Chapter 2 is a cross-sectional design intended to
highlight two groups of service-learners (one highly engaged and the other seemingly more
novice at volunteering), a finding that is novel within the field. | also examined the role of the
institution and a framework guiding researchers to consider/account for institutional structure of
their service-programs. This framework was developed in conjunction with Dr. Hammond,
building on others’ calls for greater awareness of self-selecting factors, as well as more rigorous
methods to better understand the impact of service (see Hart et al., 2014; Hébert & Hauf, 2015;

Yorio & Ye, 2012).
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Chapter 3 of my thesis builds on Chapter 2 and is a longitudinal study design that
attempts to examine the impact of service-learning and volunteering (i.e., testing the linear effect
over time of type and degree of service) on academic, psychological, and prosocial outcomes.
The analysis in Chapter 3 is based on the conceptual model proposed in Chapter 2 and draws
from the same sample of participants. Multi-level linear modelling was used due to nested
groups in our sample (students nested in courses), providing a robust examination of academic,
psychological, and prosocial change over the academic semester among students and between
volunteering groups. This type of analysis and the inclusion of comparison groups/validated
assessment measures is unique among service-learning research and uncommon among
volunteering research. The results of Chapter 3 were unique in that few changes were found over
time, inconsistent with previous research. This is discussed in detail in Chapter 3.

Chapter 4 is a cross-sectional study that was initially intended to be a longitudinal study.
the motivations to volunteer among undergraduate students and the impact of these motivations
on well-being. The data from Chapter 4 provide unique results testing the association between
self- and other-oriented prosocial attitudes, motivations to volunteer (self-and other-oriented as
well), and the relationship between these constructs and well-being. This is the first study to look
at self-oriented conceptualizations of prosocial orientation in the context of functional theories of
volunteering behaviour (discussed in detail below). The original goal of Chapter 4 was to
provide a comparison, like in Chapter 2/3, of volunteers, non-volunteers, and service-learners.
Unfortunately, the onset of COVID-19 and public health measures prevented the collection of

data among service-learners.
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Authorship Note
This dissertation comprises of a General Introduction (Chapter 1), three chapters (2 of
which, Chapters 2 and 4, are manuscripts under review at peer-reviewed journals), and a General
Discussion (Chapter 5). I am the sole author on Chapter 1, 3, and 5. Authorship for the two

manuscripts is noted below.

Chapter 2: Hill, R. & Hammond, S. I. (2021). Service-learning as entry into or enhancement of
university volunteering? Student characteristics at an elective service-learning institution.
| was the primary author of the manuscript, contributing to the theoretical model, and

conducting the data collection and analyses. Dr. Hammond collaborated on developing the

theoretical model, with research on schools as institutions initially collected for a chapter on
prosocial behaviour in schools, currently in press at Cambridge University Press (Hammond,

Hill, & Edwards, in press). That chapter, however, is wholly distinct from the present work.

Chapter 4: Hill, R. & Hammond, S.I. (2021). Looking beyond altruism to careers and
understanding: University students’ self- and other-oriented volunteer motivations in
relation to wellbeing.
| was the primary author of Chapter 4, doing the majority of writing, and all of the data

collection and analysis. Dr. Hammond contributed to writing.

Overall, the topic of my dissertation, service-learning, and volunteering experiences
among undergraduate students, was developed by me and Dr. Hammond. Together with the help
and advice of Dr. Patrick Hill, we developed the research design, methodology, and selected

measures/outcomes of interest. My thesis committee provided feedback on the research design,
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hypotheses, and variables of interest. The data for my dissertation was collected over a period of
4 years, representing two main methods of recruitment. For data for Chapter 2 and 3 were
collected from participants enrolled in developmental psychology classes (described in detail in
Chapter 2 and 3), while Chapter 4 data was collected from participants recruited through the
University of Ottawa’s online survey system (ISPR). Ethics submissions, participant recruitment,

data collection, data cleaning, and statistical analysis were all conducted primarily by me.
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Going to university or college is a major milestone for many young adults. It is a period
that can be fundamental in shaping who they will become in life, making this a critical period
developmentally in terms of academic, career, and personal development. Many students gain
their first experience with independence (e.g., moving out of their parent’s house, finding part-
time work, and more personal responsibility), and challenge beliefs and previously held ideas -
even adopting new beliefs to replace the old (Arnett, 2000, 2016). Volunteering or serving their
community provides university and college students formative experiences that can carry with
them into adulthood in the form of increased helping through civic engagement (Duke et al.,
2009) and volunteering as adults (Bowman et al., 2010). Volunteering is broadly defined (and
will be discussed in additional detail below) as a sustained or planned prosocial action intended
to benefit others without compensation (Hustinx et al., 2010). Volunteering is a key component
of a pedagogical practice called service-learning, where volunteering is enhanced through ties to
university courses and reflection (Butin, 2010). This thesis examines the service-learning and
volunteering behaviour of university students, with the former as the principal focus of study,
and understood as a subtype of more general volunteering and community service, and the latter
providing context for understanding the benefits and impacts of service-learning.

An Overview of Service-Learning

Service-learning programs in post-secondary institutions, sometimes referred to as
community service-learning, aim to promote community engagement through volunteer
experiences and provides a bridge between post-secondary institutions and their community
(Cox & McAdams, 2012; Jones & Abes, 2004). Broadly speaking, service-learning programs are
typically characterized by a combination of classroom instruction, community service or

volunteering, and reflection related to one’s experience in the community as means of fostering
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greater civic commitment (Lies et al., 2012; van Goethem et al., 2014). Service-learning
provides students the chance to apply skills and knowledge from class in the community, with
institutional and classroom support, while also providing benefits to the broader community
(Brandenberger, 1998). Service-learning is widely believed to be an effective practice; however,
some researchers have raised critical issues with service-learning research, specifically lack of
agreed-upon theoretical framework, issues with research methodology, and issues related to self-
selection (Hart et al., 2014; Hébert & Hauf, 2015; Yorio & Ye, 2012). Researchers adopting a
critical stance often examine service-learning in the context of the broader volunteering
literature, which will be discussed further below, whereas a great deal of service-learning
research operates more in isolation. Institutional actors (e.g., professors; administrators) tend to
view service-learning as an enhancement of volunteering and course material, however if the
components of service-learning are broken down, the service-learning experience does not
necessarily provide a novel experience compared to other forms of volunteering while enrolled
in course work and given that students may engage in reflection through course work and
spontaneously. The values in the field of service-learning portray service-learning as a
pedagogical strategy that shapes students academically and civically over and above course work
alone, but risks doing so without consideration of the impact of volunteering at the university
level (i.e., in the absence of service-learning).

The implementation of service-learning programs represents a shift in the role of
universities and colleges away from strictly classroom learning towards a more community-
oriented view of student development. Service-learning is described as a “High Impact
Educational Practice”, meaning that service-learning programs promote learning and student

retention compared to just course attendance alone (Bureau et al., 2014; Kilgo et al., 2015).
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Service-learning programs are generally characterized by many universities as an opportunity to
build career and extracurricular experience to entice students to participate. These programs also
aim to instill greater civic engagement through volunteering, a motivation to continue
volunteering, and, importantly, to foster or instill prosocial attitudes in students (Janoski et al.,
1998).

There are several reasons driving the implementation of service-learning type programs
and one is connected to rates of community service more generally, which appear to be declining
in the general population (Janoski et al., 1998; Putnam, 2000). Secondary and post-secondary
institutions have taken up the mantle of fostering community service behaviours (which include
volunteering or service-learning), although this largely starts in high school. However, in some
jurisdictions, the role of educational institutions begins even earlier. In Ontario, Canada’s most
populous province also has Canada’s sole mandatory volunteering program, which was
introduced in the high school curriculum to increase community service participation (Wray-
Lake et al., 2017). As a result, the most numerous group of volunteers in Ontario is high school
students (Yang, 2017). The effect of this program means that rates of volunteering increase from
the start of high school and peak at age 18 as students complete their volunteering requirements
to graduate. VVolunteering decreases post-graduation, in large part due to a lack of programing or
opportunity to volunteer (Wray-Lake et al., 2017). Volunteering does remain elevated among
university students compared to non-student peers in large part due to institutional culture,
student motivations (e.g., career advancement), and available opportunities to volunteer (Smith
et al., 2010). As mentioned, the post-secondary period is a key developmental stage, where
experiences engaging in community service (whether through volunteering or service-learning)

can foster greater community engagement, increased community service, and prosocial attitudes
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(Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010) maintained well into adulthood (Bowman et al., 2010). Service-
learning programs, therefore, are an important means institutions utilize to attempt to foster
greater prosocial commitments through volunteering.

Opportunities to participate in service-learning offered by an institution provides a path
for students to begin or increase their participation in volunteering through access to volunteer
experiences (either institutionally or in their community). Institutions influence student
experiences through culture and opportunities, meaning they are crucial to understanding
program effects (e.g., Hart et al., 2014; Meyer et al., 2019). This is particularly relevant
regarding how social structures interplay with students’ agency (e.g., students at an institution
with a long history of service-learning have different possibilities than students at an institution
with no history of service-learning; see Sokol et al., 2015). Furthermore, policies instituted at the
university (e.g., mandatory volunteering) and within courses by instructors (e.g., student
reflections) influence the effectiveness of volunteering or service-learning programs at fostering
change among students (Yorio & Ye, 2012). These issues stem from, in part, the fact that
service-learning is undertheorized within service-learning research in contrast to volunteering
theories. This issue and these questions are discussed in the introduction below and in Chapter 2
(which also proposes a conceptualization of different institutional structures impacting student
service trajectories).

Volunteering can be viewed through a variety of psychological and sociological
frameworks, meaning that the act of volunteering can, at the same time, be viewed as a form
of prosocial behaviour, civic engagement, networking, and career development. \Volunteering
thereby is a multifaceted construct and action that holds benefits to society, including to the

individual who volunteers. These benefits could also extend to psychological states such as a
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sense of purpose and wellbeing. Volunteering is not necessarily purely altruistic act, and many
volunteers endorse multiple motives that are self or other-oriented (explored in greater depth in
Chapter 4). Students who volunteer in general experience several benefits ranging the academic
(e.g., GPA), psychological (e.g., wellbeing, empathy), and vocational (e.g., career
opportunities/experience). Nevertheless, there is little information on the characteristics of
students who participate in service-learning, including whether service-learners differ from
volunteers and non-volunteers, primarily based on their previous volunteering experience, or
established prosocial attitudes between volunteering groups. Furthermore, few studies have
compared changes over an academic semester among service-learners compared to volunteers
and non-volunteers. Finally, there is little research testing the relationship between prosocial
characteristics and motivations to volunteer, and the impact of this relationship on volunteering
status and wellbeing.
Promoting Civic Engagement and Volunteering Behaviours

Post-secondary institutions play a formative role in the lives of young adults by
encouraging students to participate in their community through volunteering (Bringle & Hatcher,
2000) with the goal of promoting prosocial volunteering behaviour through community service
(i.e., volunteering or service-learning). Policies and programs, as mentioned, were created in
response to declining rates of volunteering (discussed in detail below), therefore, it is necessary
to understand the frequency and rates of volunteering behaviour among Canadians and students.
This will help better contextual why these programs exist, in addition to our findings about who
volunteers and their motivations.

Rates of Volunteering. In 2013, 44% of Canadians reported some form of volunteer work

according to Statistics Canada data. Young Canadians were most likely to volunteer compared to
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older age groups (15 — 19: 66% volunteered in 2013). The number of young Canadians who
volunteer may be influenced by the increasing number of provinces that require a specific number
of volunteer hours to graduate high school. Middle-aged Canadians (aged 35 — 44: 54%
volunteered in 2013) were the second most likely to volunteer according to StatsCan data. This
was attributed to the prevalence of parents volunteering in their child’s school (Turcotte, 2015).
Furthermore, there are differences between age-groups on the number of hours volunteered. Older
Canadians (e.g., aged 45+) are less likely to volunteer, but typically commit more hours when they
do (223 hours; Vezina & Crompton, 2012). The nature of volunteering among high school students
and young adults differs compared to older volunteers. Students engage in more episodic, short-
term volunteering, and individual motivations are “contextual”, such as being asked by a peer,
rather than a reflection of their identity as a volunteer (Marks & Jones, 2004). Similarly, young
adults volunteer more frequently, but episodically - donating fewer hours (on average 109 hours)
compared to older adults (Vezina & Crompton, 2012).

In Ontario, the rates of volunteering are highest among high school students (Yang, 2017)
— consistent with data collected by StatsCan. Reported volunteering rates then decrease
following graduation from high school and plateau in adulthood. This change in the amount of
volunteering at age 18 is largely attributed to mandatory high school volunteering and the
opportunities to participate in school-based helping (e.g., volunteering with food drives,
assemblies, or helping classmates; Wray-Lake et al., 2017).

The decreasing trend of volunteering behaviours is not universal in Canada, meaning that
some groups are showing increased rates of volunteering. Research findings suggest that level of
education, namely completing post-secondary education, is associated with increased

volunteering compared to the past. Volunteering rates also increase as reported household
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income increases. Similarly, employed Canadians are more likely to volunteer compared to
unemployed Canadians (50% vs. 34% respectively; Vezina & Crompton, 2012). Furthermore,
young adults in school differ in terms of rates of volunteering. For example, the volunteering rate
for Australian university students (aged 18-24) was 43.4% compared to 20.1% among same-aged
non-students based on census data (Smith et al., 2010). Similarly, career focused college students
were more likely to engage in episodic volunteer work rather than consistent or regular
volunteering (Handy et al., 2010), indicating that career motivations are another route to increase
volunteerism. This data suggests a shift away from more traditional forms of community service,
linked by participation in local institutions (e.g., churches, community groups), to volunteering
that is driven through school attendance, career advancement, and increased opportunities
through work or school. This highlights the prosocial, motivational, and institutional factors that
appear to influence who volunteers and why — including the shifting nature of these factors.
Volunteering and Service Promotion. For many years the family acted as the primary
initial educator for civic, moral, and prosocial actions, bolstered by local churches or religious
organizations, volunteer groups, and other community associations (e.g., Rotary Club). These
institutions and associations played the dominant role shaping prosocial attitudes and civic
engagement of adolescents as they matured (Janoski et al., 1998). Over the past 50 years,
however, fewer people overall are participating in these groups, leading to a reduction in the
number of people volunteering or committing to community service (Janoski et al., 1998;
Wilson, 2000). As these historically significant groups diminished in their influence as shapers
of prosocial behaviours, high schools, and universities increasingly formalized civic and
prosocial training into their curriculum. Secondary and post-secondary institutions created

programs and initiatives designed to foster greater civic engagement, long-term prosocial
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actions, with the aim of reducing declining rates of community involvement in students
(Henderson et al., 2007). These programs are largely intended to boost community engagement
among students, through actions like volunteering, political participation (i.e., voting),
fundraising, and advocacy for the marginalized.
Conceptualization of the Volunteer Experience: Theories of Volunteering and Service-
learning

Volunteering. Volunteerism (the action or behaviour of volunteering) is studied across
several fields and disciplines?, meaning there has been little consensus on a firm definition of
volunteering (Musick & Wilson, 2007). Furthermore, there are few theories to explain
volunteering; instead, most research is focused on describing the function of volunteering.
Definitions of volunteering are generally consistent in a few ways, despite lacking a
comprehensive theory or widely agreed upon definition. For example, Cnaan et al., (1996)
performed content analysis of over 200 definitions of volunteering and found that all included
some element of time, labour, and expertise which are donated and are provided without
compensation. Furthermore, Musick & Wilson (2007) proposed three ways to identify

volunteering behaviour to reconcile inconsistencies between researchers: that 1) the behaviour is

2 The field of economics provides a variety of theories to explain volunteering behaviour, since
volunteering constitutes a form of work and many organizations rely on volunteering to operate (Briggs et al., 2010).
Volunteering from an economics framework can be conceptualized in the following ways: 1) as a means of
investment, where the volunteer receives training or skills in exchange for volunteering (investment model). 2) As a
means to social benefits of boosts to internal well-being related to volunteering (called the consumption model). 3)
As a form of a collective action problem (the public goods model; Archetti, 2009).. The diversity of views also
highlights some of the challenges of studying volunteerism (act of volunteering) because each field approaches the
question from their own perspective (this thesis included). The economic framework described provides useful
context for the data presented in Chapter 4. underlies certain motivations (e.g., career, social) to volunteer examined
in Chapter 4. The consumption model fits closely with volunteering motivations driven by a desire alleviate guilt or
provide a boost to one’s ego (e.g., enhancement [described below]; Archetti, 2009; Clary et al., 1998) or to gain
status and image (e.g., public prosocial action; Carlo & Randall, 2002). While the investment model aligns closely
with career motivations and, as will be described in Chapter 4, appears to be a unique form of self-oriented
motivation, one that provides a positive boost to the volunteer (Stukas et al., 2014).
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not for financial gain, 2) the behaviour is performed by choice, 3) volunteering benefits a third
party and the volunteer (2007). The criteria put forth by Musick & Wilson (2007) are consistent
with our conceptualization of volunteering as a prosocial action intended to help others without
compensation.

Volunteering programs are generally intended to foster and promote prosocial behaviour
with the goal of establishing long-term volunteering behaviours. These programs are generally
guided by two perspectives. The first is the Normative perspective (Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010;
Janoski et al., 1998). The normative theory posits that an individuals’ values, beliefs, and social
norms drive volunteering behaviours. According to this view, individuals’ values are gained,
first, through experiences caring for others within their family, then later are fostered by other
organizations (e.g., school, church, volunteer groups), often through volunteering. The key idea
being that the act of volunteering becomes internalized by the volunteer as an expression
consistent with that person’s values and beliefs. The second perspective is Social Practice.
Social practice is based on the idea that volunteering and other prosocial behaviours are fostered
through repeated practical experiences doing volunteer work or prosocial acts. VVolunteering,
according to the Social Practice perspective, occurs through repeated experiences volunteering.
This view does not account for the values and attitudes of volunteers, nor are they necessary for
the formation of continued volunteering work. Instead, once individuals start volunteering, they
will begin to habituate to the act (Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010; Janoski et al., 1998).

Psychological perspectives on volunteering tend to focus on the developmental, moral,
and motivational characteristics or implications of volunteering (see Finkelstein & Brannick,
2007; Lies et al., 2012; van Goethem et al., 2014). Volunteering is generally viewed as a

prosocial behaviour intended to benefit others (including individuals, organizations, or
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communities; Musick & Wilson, 2007). However, the act of volunteering also appears benefits
the volunteer, meaning that it is not purely altruistic or one-directional in terms of the benefits
identified (Batson, 2010).

Other psychological perspectives on volunteering derive from motivational and
personality-based theories adapted to describe volunteering behaviours, unlike the normative and
social practice theories outlined above which dedicated specifically to explaining volunteering
behaviours. The theories most often used to predict volunteerism are Social Determination
Theory (SDT; Bidee et al., 2013; Deci & Ryan, 2012) and the Theory of Planned Behaviour
(TPB; Ajzen, 1991; Brayley et al., 2014). SDT proposes that humans have an innate drive
towards growth, mastery, and self-construction, seeking to challenge and increase their skills or
knowledge (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Human motivation and action are, according to SDT, driven by
innate psychological needs that when unmet prompt behaviour to fulfill those needs. Three needs
comprise SDT: autonomy (ability to choose actions), competence (gaining a sense of mastery),
and relatedness (connection to others; Deci & Ryan, 2000). Fulfilling these needs provides
individuals with motivation, which can be intrinsic (internally driven behaviour; generally done
because of enjoyment), extrinsic (externally driven behaviour; done to alleviate guilt, for praise),
or elements of both referred to integrated (expression of values that become internalized through
action; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Bidee et al., 2013). The TPB attempts to account for human
behaviour as a product of our cognitions and is comprised of three determinants: attitude
(positive or negative towards behaviour), subjective norm (social pressures towards the
behaviour); perceived control (degree of autonomy toward choosing behaviour; Greenslade &
White, 2005). Motivations to action are accounted for by the TPB through intentions, with higher

intentions predicting the degree to which people will work towards a goal. Social pressure,
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control, and attitudes all influence intention either increasing or decreasing the drive to act
towards a behavioural goal (Ajzen, 1991).

A more pragmatic and volunteering specific theory emphasizes the diverse range of
student motivations for engaging in community service and is based on the theory that different
motivations and characteristics can lead to the same prosocial action (volunteering), referred to
as the functional perspective (Pearl, 2017). Volunteering behaviour becomes sustained and can
be enhanced when the psychological motivations match the activities a person performs while
volunteering (e.g., gain career experience; helping others; Carpenter & Myers, 2010). Functional
drives can be conceptualized as other-oriented (done to help others, understand others, express
altruistic values) or self-oriented (done to alleviate own guilt, for status/gain, or to enhance own
esteem; Clary et al., 1998). Other-oriented motivations are associated with positive well-being
and more sustained volunteering, while self-oriented with lower well-being (Stukas et al., 2014).
However, students who volunteer endorse self-oriented motivations along with other-oriented
(although other-oriented tends to be ranked higher), but some evidence suggests that self-
oriented (including career motives) are negatively associated with volunteering and are not likely
to foster prosocial attitudes (Briggs et al., 2010). Volunteering, as mentioned, is not entirely
altruistic, with different pathways to action. However, it appears that primarily other-oriented
(e.g., values driven) motivations lead to more internalized and sustained prosocial volunteering
behaviours (Penner, 2002).

The functional approach shares some common elements and conceptual similarities to
SDT and TPB. The functional approach is similar to SDT in that internal and external drives
motivate action and when satisfied promote further action (Bidee et al., 2013). The SDT,

however, captures elements of motivation that align with specific characteristics of well-being,
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namely autonomy, mastery, competence, and relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryff & Kim,
2020). When applied to volunteering research, autonomy appears to be the main predictor of
sustained volunteering effort (Bidee et al., 2013). A TPB appears to take a more limited approach
to capturing social influences compared to the functional approach. Greenslade and White (2005)
recruited 81 volunteering adults to examine the effectiveness of functional approach or TPB at
predicting volunteerism. They found that a TPB better predicted the amount of effort and time
that participants volunteered (greater intention to volunteer) compared to the functional approach
(which still predicted a significant proportion of variance in volunteering behaviour). The
functional approach does not capture broader decision-making elements in a person’s decision to
volunteering, specifically the cost-benefit of doing so, but instead focuses primarily on the
individual motives (Greenslade & White, 2005). Despite conceptual overlap and predictive
validity, SDT and TPB theories are less frequently used compared to the functional theory of
volunteering. The volunteering functions inventory (VFI; see Chapter 4) is a widely used
measure of volunteering motives (Chacén et al., 2017) and the use in this thesis allows for
greater contextualization with broader research.

The functional theory of volunteering shares conceptual similarities with self-other views
of prosociality. Prior research has generally classified volunteering behaviour as a form of
altruistic helping behaviour (Kroll & Vogel, 2018). However, helping behaviours can be enacted
for different reasons, as demonstrated by Carlo et al., (2005) depending on the person and the
situation. This view of prosocial behaviour fits well with a functional approach to volunteering
and provides a novel way to view prosocial action, moving beyond the idea of just altruism or
helping. Volunteering is done to satisfy psychological drives that, when aligned sustain the

action of volunteering and these drives could include prosocial attitudes. This is explored in
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more depth and detail in Chapter 4, based on the functional perspective and building off previous
work testing the impact on wellbeing (Stukas et al., 2014). Furthermore, in Chapter 4, | extend
the functional perspective to prosocial attitudes and tendencies based on the work of Carlo and
colleagues (Carlo et al., 2005) looking at self-other perspectives on helping behaviours.

Volunteering is generally viewed as a prosocial action intended to help others and like
motivations, the tendency for someone to act prosocially can vary based on their underlying
prosocial attitudes (Kroll & Vogel, 2018). Traditionally, prosocial behaviour is conceptualized as
a combination of other-orientedness (i.e., altruism) and helpfulness (see Finkelstein & Brannick,
2007). Prosociality is predictive of volunteering and prosocial motivations generally determine
the degree that a person will spend time volunteering (Kroll & Vogel, 2018). Prosocial
orientation is associated with other-oriented values, increased time commitments to volunteer
organizations, and sustained behaviour beyond initial commitment (Penner, 2002). However,
traditional conceptualizations of prosocial orientation overlook student volunteers who are
motivated by self-oriented prosocial attitudes. Carlo et al. (2002) identified another dimension of
prosocial behaviour, characterized by status seeking, praise, and the possibility or reward (i.e.,
being seen to help others) named public prosocial attitudes (Carlo et al., 2002). Self-oriented, or
Public, prosocial attitudes produces action meant to enhance one’s own status or alleviate
negative self-states (Carlo et al., 2005; Carlo & Randall, 2002). The connection between public
prosocial motives is understudied in the literature, especially in relation to volunteering
behaviours. Furthermore, no study to date has examined the connection between functional
motives and prosocial attitudes among volunteers.

Service-Learning. Service-learning emerged from the work of John Dewey, an early

proponent of experiential learning. Dewey advocated for the role of educational institutions to
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shape civic engagement and civil behaviour (aka., prosocial behaviour; Giles & Eyler, 1994b).
Service-learning programs represent a practical attempt to connect Dewey’s theories of learning,
such as reflection, inquiry, and experiences and apply these theories within a curriculum (Kenny
& Gallagher, 2002). Service-learning stems from Dewey’s Principle of Interaction, which
proposes that learning is a transaction between the individual and environment. According to this
view, learning is dependent on students’ personal context and is connected to their experience of
the learning. If learning lacks context, then it becomes difficult for learners to reflect and connect
with course material (Giles & Eyler, 1994b).

Service-learning is now identified as a high-impact educational practice (Kilgo et al.,
2015). High-impact educational practices were developed to create better student engagement
with course material, increase student retention, and provide students with skills and experiences
to help them succeed post-graduation. High-impact practices include undergraduate research
projects, first-year seminars, and service-learning programs, which have been shown to help
improve academic outcomes among students (Kilgo et al., 2015; Kuh et al., 2008). It is important
to note that although service-learning has a rich background and a pedagogical framework
underlying its goals (e.g., reflection), the theory, understanding, and psychological mechanisms
are not as in-depth as they are in a conceptually related field: volunteering (Deeley, 2010).

Historically, service-learning programs developed on university campuses throughout the
United States (Kenny & Gallagher, 2002), but have been rare in Canadian universities, only
emerging in the past two decades (e.g., the University of Ottawa started in 2009). At their
inception, service-learning programs primarily had ties to religiously affiliated Christian
universities and colleges, reflecting its roots in certain Judaeo-Christian traditions (Kraft, 1996).

These universities have and continue to couch community service in practices and beliefs related
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to religious and moral practices of serving others. Starting in the 1980’s, a broader array of
secondary and post-secondary institutions in the United States started to adopt service-learning
as a method for students to gain extra-curricular experience related to their courses, to address
declining rates of youth volunteering, and to instill a sense of civic pride or virtue (Janoski et al.,
1998; Kenny & Gallagher, 2002; Kraft, 1996). These programs typically attempt to provide
students experiences where they can apply skills and behaviours from school, gaining
perspective on community challenges, and shaping a self-efficacy for students (van Goethem et
al., 2014).

Many secondary school districts have introduced volunteering programs as part of their
curriculum to boost volunteerism (Janoski et al., 1998). Generally, students are expected to
complete a specific number of volunteer hours to graduate. This policy is based on the social
practice theory of prosocial development, with the underlying goal to provide students with
practical experiences volunteering and hopefully foster greater community engagement,
increased community service, and prosocial attitudes (Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010). Compulsory
volunteering is a policy intended to promote the association with civic engagement and
participation in these programs, that is, instill a sense of volunteerism through mandated
volunteering (Yang, 2017).

Despite the widespread adoption of service-learning, there remains little agreement
between educators, administrators, and researchers on the basic principles of what constitutes
service-learning (Butin, 2010). From the Deweyan perspective, service-learning can be viewed
as a strategy rather than a philosophy or pedagogy (Butin, 2010). It is a program designed
explicitly to enhance learning and increase civic engagement, but implicitly to challenge or

transform students into civically active students. Advocates of service-learning differentially
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present the program as a pedagogy, a philosophy, or as a method to promote learning (Hébert &
Hauf, 2015). These presentations and definitions are often vague, leading to difficulty
conducting rigorous research and leading to little agreement on theories of service-learning
(Butin, 2010; Giles & Eyler, 1994a).

Issues with consistency of service-learning definitions were identified by researchers
early in the adoption and promotion of service-learning, i.e., that programs and research lacked a
theoretical framework (Giles & Eyler, 1994b). In fact, historically, proponents of service-
learning have generally resisted formulating theories and conducting systematic research on the
effects of service-learning programs. This position is often highlighted as a strength with the
rationale that knowledge or experiences are lost or overlooked when attempting to quantify
service-learning outcomes (referred to by one author as “arborescent thinking” meaning thinking
that attempts to quantify every metric; Le Grange, 2007)3. According to Butin (2010), using
quantitative research practices to determine the effects of service-learning is impossible because
there are too many confounding variables involved. Butin’s view is rooted in a view of service-
learning that is political and anti-foundational (see footnote 3) which is contrary to the structure
of this thesis, however there is merit to his point as evidenced by meta-analyses of service-

learning outcomes that demonstrated small effect sizes (see Hébert & Hauf, 2015; Warren,

3 Butin (2010) discusses 4 different theoretical perspectives to service-learning research and promotion.
They are technical, cultural, political, and antifoundational. These different perspectives are often at odds with one
another, leading to issues ranging from theory of service-learning, goals for promotion, and, of course, research.
Technical perspectives on service-learning focus on quantifying key elements of service-learning, such as
characteristics, outcomes, and aspects of program delivery. Research from a technical perspective tends to focus on
issues related to efficacy, outcomes, and process of change. Cultural perspectives focus on individual students
experiences in service-learning, including meaning-making and identity. Political perspectives emphasise the
transformative nature of service-learning, as well as the potential for programs to challenge norms, hierarchies, and
power structures. Finally, the antifoundational perspective seeks to shake-up the system by “disrupting” ways of
learning and thinking. Antifoundational perspectives deny ideas of singular truth or knowledge and instead believe
that knowledge is local, individual, and contextual (i.e., it is firmly post-modern; Butin, 2010).
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2012). The historical tension between advocates and researchers of service-learning reflect a
broader clash of research cultures between social sciences and education departments, where
there is less adherence to more technical forms of research. This would account for the continued
resistance to formulating a common conceptualization of service-learning, including the lack of
applied research into the effects of service-learning programs.

Like service-learning, volunteering definitions can be wide ranging depending on the
discipline (Cnaan et al., 1996). However, unlike service-learning research, psychological
perspectives on volunteering have attempted to assess volunteering behaviours more rigorously
from a moral or functional perspective (Clary et al., 1998; Finkelstein & Brannick, 2007),
integrating motivations, identity, and prosocial tendencies. Though Butin and others may
disagree with this approach, service-learning research would benefit from a greater emphasis on
research methodology (van Goethem et al., 2014), operational definitions, and greater accounting
of the role/structure of the institution on outcomes (Hart et al., 2008). This shift would provide
more accurate estimate of the effects (Yorio & Ye, 2012) and more flexibility when promoting
service-learning programs to a diverse array of students.

For the purposes of this thesis, the definition of service-learning reflects the components
and structure of the service-learning program at the University of Ottawa. It is self-described as
service-learning and is comprised of the main components of service-learning set out in the
research literature as a high-impact educational practice, namely that service-learning students
participate in the following: volunteering, course instruction, and formal reflection on their
volunteer experience (Butin, 2010; Hart et al., 2014; Kilgo et al., 2015).

This thesis focuses primarily on the role of volunteering behaviours on prosocial change

among students in service-learning or volunteering on their own. However, other researchers
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have emphasised the reflection aspect of service-learning as the key mechanism of change (see
Richard, 2017). It appears that reflection does account for some of the benefits of service-
learning, but, for reasons outlined in the preceeding paragraphs, a degree of caution is required
when interpreting results due to methodological and assessment issues (van Goethem et al.,
2014). The impact of reflection is not directly assessed in this thesis, instead | focus on the
characteristics of students who participate and how the experiential effect of volunteering
(through service-learning or others) impacts students over a semester. However, reflection is a
component of the service-learning program at the University of Ottawa and was integrated into
the coursework for students in this sample. Therefore, while not directly assessed, reflection
remains a component of service-learning that differentiates it from volunteering in this thesis.
Impact of Service-Learning and Volunteering

There is a broad consensus among researchers that volunteering and service-learning are
beneficial for students (Handy et al., 2010). Volunteering, through service-learning or on their
own, provides students a sense of community and increases their connections among members of
particular groups (e.g., religious groups, neighbourhoods, and broader communities; Stukas et
al., 2016). The benefits demonstrated in the literature are similar for volunteering and service-
learning. Both experiences provide students with experiences that are educational, psychological,
and prosocial (Cruce & Moore, 2007; Janoski et al., 1998; Smith et al., 2010), and both involve
some aspect of volunteering. However, service-learning is differentiated primarily by the
institutional support provided and the explicit focus on reflection (Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010;
van Goethem et al., 2014). More recent longitudinal data suggest a positive increase in prosocial
behaviour based on student experiences with service-learning, as well as increased self-efficacy

(belief in their own actions to help others) and prosocial behaviour one year later (Christoph et
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al., 2014).

Volunteering, whether in high-school or post-secondary, appears to foster a positive
association between volunteerism-promoting programs and engagement among adolescents (see
Frumkin et al., 2009). The act of volunteering can increase connections between seemingly
disparate groups by expanding individuals’ sense of community and expanding their view of
others (an element of empathy). Positive experiences volunteering can lead to increased future
volunteering and a greater sense of community for the volunteer (Musick & Wilson, 2007). The
connection between volunteers and the community underlies the relationship between a sense of
social/civic connectedness and volunteering (Stukas et al., 2016).

Academic Impacts. The impacts of service on academic performance are not consistent
throughout the literature. Students in service-learning are believed to benefit from community
experiences that also promote academic development, and practical course related knowledge
(Cox & McAdams, 2012). Some studies suggest a positive relationship between academic
outcomes among service-learners and a positive association between service-learning and self-
reported grade point average (GPA; Gutierrez et al., 2012; Lockeman & Pelco, 2013; Warren,
2012). Service-learning participation is also connected to increased student retention and
graduation rates after completion of a service-learning program (Gutierrez et al., 2012), however
this cross-sectional study may have suffered from self-selection bias because participation
required applying, undergoing training, and significant time commitments. The authors
attempted to address this issue by including a comparison group, however grade point average
was self-reported.

More recently, Hebert and Hauf (2015), attempting to address previous methodological

shortcomings, examined academic development between students enrolled in courses with
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mandatory service-learning and students enrolled in courses without. They assessed academic
development using test-retest methods and focused on 3 variables to determine academic
achievement (e.g., final exam marks, a course specific assignment, and course evaluations).
Students also self-reported their academic development, practical skills gained, interpersonal
skills, and civic responsibility. Their results suggest students in service-learning did not differ in
terms of course marks or ability to develop better course specific knowledge compared to
students who did not enroll in service-learning. Service-learners, however, self-reported
improved academic development, interpersonal skills, and civic responsibility that they attributed
to their experiences with service (Hebert & Hauf, 2015). This suggests the impact of service-
learning is connected to a perception of increased competency, confidence, or proficiency
stemming from experiences working in the community that may not be directly captured by
academic outcomes (i.e., GPA) alone. This is also consistent with Warren (2012)’s meta-analysis
on the effect of service-learning on learning outcomes, however, even this study is not without
issue. Warren conducted the analysis of only 11 included research studies out of 14, comprising
2129 research participants. Warren’s (2012) meta-analysis assessed the academic effects of
service-learning and concluded there was a positive effect of service-learning on academic
outcomes. These results likely over-estimated the effect sizes (e.g., final grades) by including
self-reported academic achievement (self-reported had higher Cohen’s d) rather than more
concrete measures (lower Cohen’s d).

The results outlined above are likely due to a lack adequate and consistent definitions of
learning outcomes (Warren, 2012) — an issue stemming from inconsistent conceptualizations of
service-learning in the field more generally — or reflect other variables distinct from GPA (e.g.,

increased self-efficacy). Additional attempts have been made by researchers to systematically
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examine the relationship between volunteering programs and academic learning outcomes using
additional meta-analyses, but sourced studies often suffer limitations in terms of design,
inclusion, and methodology (van Goethem et al., 2014). The available data suggest service-
learning provides broader benefits to learning not captured by GPA or course outcomes. In other
words, benefits of community service influence identity formation, self-esteem/efficacy, which
lead to higher self-reported skills, i.e., improved general learning, but not course specific
learning (Hébert & Hauf, 2015).

Data from research on the effect of volunteering on academic outcomes suggests a more
complicated picture. Bowman et al., (2010) conducted a longitudinal study to assess the
relationship between volunteerism in university and adult well-being finding a negative
relationship between volunteering and GPA. The findings were based on data provided from 416
first year undergraduate students assessed again as seniors and 13 years post-graduation. Their
results suggest volunteering can present competing demands on academic goals, a finding that
runs counter to many claims made in other research studies (Bowman et al., 2010). Their results
are based on volunteering in general, rather than specific outcomes based on service-learning
programs, therefore it is possible that institution-support service-learning allow for a balance
between academic demands and time commitment for volunteering. Further research on the
effect of volunteering or service-learning is needed.

Psychological Impacts. The effect of volunteering or service-learning programs on
psychological outcomes is complex. Students generally report increased connection to the
communities where they volunteered, as well as increased well-being, satisfaction, and self-
esteem/self-efficacy (Kilgo et al., 2015). Among volunteers and service-learners the act of

helping produces increased positive attitudes towards others (Leung et al., 2012), positive affect



TAKING PART 23

and positive well-being (Finkelstein & Brannick, 2007), and psychological flourishing (Nelson et
al., 2016). The frequency of volunteering predicts higher scores on purpose in life among
volunteers, with higher happiness or pleasure associated with higher wellbeing and volunteering
(Okun & Kim, 2016). In sum, these studies suggest that volunteering and service-learning
provide broad increases in psychological well-being (e.g., purpose; Okun & Kim, 2016), as well
as increased positive affect, esteem/efficacy, and flourishing — all elements indicative of
increased psychological functioning.

The effect described above appears cyclical. Psychological outcomes increase in response
to volunteering, leading to a cycle driven by positive experiences and positive well-being.
Greater well-being then leads to increased desire to continue volunteering (Mestre et al., 2019).
Individuals who are happier, report higher well-being and lower depression scores, are more
likely to invest their time volunteering, which works to further boosts their positive
psychological outcomes (Thoits & Hewitt, 2001), a process of internalizing that is believed to
underly the effect of fostering prosociality and connected with well-being (Finkelstein et al.,
2005; Nelson et al., 2016). It is likely that the mechanism for change (the cyclical relationship
described above) occurs over a much longer time frame than most studies (e.g., academic
semester). Like academic outcomes, the research supporting the longer-term impacts of service-
learning suffers from a lack of methodological rigour and use of validated outcome measures
(Hart et al., 2014) As a result, service-learning outcomes may reflect students own perceptions of
change rather than more concrete change and some research designs appear to limit the
effectiveness demonstrated by volunteering programs (Yorio & Ye, 2012; Hébert & Hauf, 2015;
this is part of a larger debate about methodology, change, and role identity that is beyond the

scope of this thesis).



TAKING PART 24

Prosocial Impacts. The impact of service-learning and volunteering appear complex
because shifts in prosocial motivation can result from external factors, for example, following a
disruption to a person’s life (e.g., getting a job; recent military experience; Kroll & VVogel, 2018).
Furthermore, the relationship between prosocial behaviour, tendencies, and volunteering or
service-learning appears bidirectional, leading to a reciprocal relationship (e.g., Carlo et al.,
2015). As a result, prosocial tendencies and behaviours can spur greater volunteering, but so too
can volunteer experiences or other life changes. Tendencies (i.e., propensity to help others and
improve society), similar to personality traits, can influence the relationship between
volunteering behaviours and well-being (i.e., those who have more prosocial tendencies were
more likely to volunteer which predicted greater well-being; Bowman et al., 2010; Livi et al.,
2020). This is consistent with other longitudinal research of civic engagement among young
adults that found stronger reported connections with family, school, and community predicted a
greater propensity to volunteer, leading to more volunteering as a young adult (Duke et al.,
2009).

As mentioned, empathy and prosocial behaviour appear to have a bidirectional
relationship, both increasing the tendency to engage in helping behaviours (Carlo et al., 2015).
This is similar in function to the psychological benefits of volunteering outlined above, where
experiences volunteering increase wellbeing, leading to a greater propensity to volunteer.
However, there is little research that directly examines the relation between service-learning
participation and volunteering (most research compares service-learning to control groups, if
comparison groups are used at all; Hart et al., 2014) on prosocial development. Additionally,
there is little information available of the prosocial characteristics or individual differences of

students who participate in service-learning (Cruce & Moore, 2007) compared to volunteering
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and even non-volunteering students. Specifically, whether concurrent volunteering (in addition to
service-learning programs) differentiates between students on psychological well-being, as well
as on prosocial motivational factors and empathy-based decisions to help others.

Characteristics of Students in Service-Learning or Volunteering

The above theory, rationale, and research highlights the complexity of promoting
prosocial attitudes and outcomes among students using experiences of volunteering as an
intervention. Service-learning aims to increase long-term prosocial behaviour through
volunteering. However, volunteering drops once the opportunity and need are gone (i.e.,
graduation), and the “mitigating” effects of service-learning appear minimal in reducing the drop
in community service during transition to adulthood (Wray-Lake et al., 2017). It appears that
most students who continue to volunteer do so based on their academic, psychological, and
prosocial characteristics. More and more studies support this interpretation by demonstrating the
importance of self-selection factors and inherent prosocial attitudes already present among
volunteers (Hart et al., 2008; Meyer et al., 2019).

Alternatively, the institution does play an important role in terms of increasing access and
promotion of community service. This is illustrated by the fact that post-secondary students
volunteer more compared to non-students of similar age (Smith et al., 2010). Volunteering and
community service in university appears to provide greater rewards in terms of social
connections, career or job experience/resume building, or students simply have more
opportunities to volunteer, for example, through service-learning programs (Haski-Leventhal et
al., 2010; Pearl, 2017). The role of self-selection likely influences the degree of community
service participation present among post-secondary students who volunteer. For example,

students who volunteer are more prosocial, empathic, and motivated to help compared to other
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students (Meyer et al., 2019) and to non-students. Therefore, university students have more
opportunity to volunteer (institutional role) and are more likely to engage in prosocial actions
based on existing prosocial traits (self-selection; Okun & Kim, 2016).

Academic Characteristics. Students who participate in service-learning or volunteer
more frequently appear more academically engaged. Students in service-learning tend to earn
more credits compared to students who did not enrol in service-learning (Warren, 2012). In
addition, some service-learning programs require opt in based on current grades or essays as a
form of application (Thomas et al., 2021). In Meyer et al.’s (2019) study, students were required
to apply to a course to participate. In both cases, more exceptional and goal-oriented students
were selected into service-learning courses. Furthermore, students who were already engaged in
their campus community (e.g., member of a fraternity or learning community member) were
much more likely to volunteer compared to non-community members. Students who worked few
or no hours, were enrolled in arts, humanities, and education (compared to professional
programs), and those who reported an A average were all more likely to report volunteering
behaviours (Cruce & Moore, 2012). However, other research suggests that high GPA could be a
barrier to volunteering for students more generally (Bowman et al., 2010), possibly due to an
emphasis on coursework during a semester rather than volunteering.

Psychological Characteristics. Students’ personality disposition also influences the
decision to participate with extraversion and agreeableness identified as two personality domains
most associated with the decision to engage in volunteer work (Wilson, 2000). VVolunteering is
associated with lower self-reported depression scores among volunteers (Thoits & Hewitt, 2001),
as well as higher emotion regulation abilities, interpersonal skills, and more positive emotionality

compared to non-volunteers (Matsuba et al., 2007). Those who do not volunteer report lower
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self-esteem, higher social anxiety (Handy & Cnaan, 2007), which appears to reduce the
likelihood of volunteerism (Wilson, 2012).

As discussed above, there is considerable research looking at predictors/correlates of
volunteering. However, less is known about the predictors associated with volunteering among
university students. Findings from a large national sample (N = 12 855) of university students
conducted in the US and some Canadian post-secondary institution suggest that students with
moderate to high levels of civic mindedness were more likely to report volunteering behaviours
compared to their low-civic minded colleagues (Cruce & Moore, 2012).

A recent longitudinal study by Christoph, Gneiwosz, & Reinders, (2014) examined the
relationship of service-learning and prosocial behaviour among 2408 German adolescents (aged
14-15). They found a positive increase in prosocial behaviour when their experiences with
service-learning and agency were positive, leading to increased prosocial behaviour one year
later. In other words, prosocial students will seek out prosocial experiences and positive
experiences volunteering further reinforce prosocial behaviour (Christoph et al., 2014), while
negative experiences volunteering can reduce the future intentions to volunteer (Taylor &
Pancer, 2007). These results further suggest that volunteers are more likely to be prosocial, more
likely to seek out opportunities to volunteer or help others (Meyer et al., 2019; Thomas et al.,
2021) meaning that programs for volunteering are likely self-selecting highly engaged students.
This further complicates the assessment of the impact of service program outcomes echoing the
findings and suggestions of Yorio and Ye (2012) regarding inflated or deflated outcomes based
on institutional and methodological factors.

Prosocial Characteristics. Volunteering is viewed as a prosocial helping behaviour

intended to benefit others (Thoits & Hewitt, 2001), meaning it is often examined from a moral
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development framework, including the role of empathy and prosocial attitudes underlying who
volunteers and why. According to Batson (2010), empathic concern is a pathway to prosocial
behaviour. There appears to be a strong link between empathy, prosocial behaviour and helping
behaviours. However, the reasons for helping vary from person to person, some more self-
oriented, while others are other-oriented (e.g., empathy; Batson, 2010).

Certain individual traits appear to increase the likelihood that a person will engage in
prosocial helping behaviour such as volunteering (Briggs et al., 2010; Carlo et al., 2005).
Prosocial motivations or orientations appear to be relatively stable traits predictive of time spent
volunteering (Livi et al., 2020). Development of empathy and prosocial reasoning in adolescence
is linked to later altruistic and prosocial behaviour and this relationship appears connected to a
persons’ moral reasoning and emotional concern for others (Mestre et al., 2019). The implication
is that early experiences can shape a person’s tendencies to engage in prosocial helping (Carlo et
al., 2003). Prosocial disposition is just one aspect of prosociality predicting volunteering or
helping behaviour. Empathy (e.g., perspective taking, empathic concern) is another important
element of prosocial action (Penner & Finkelstein, 1998).

Prosocial attitudes and orientation describe the intersection of beliefs, values, traits, and
motivations, but appears to be primarily composed of two constructs: empathy and helpfulness
(Finkelstein et al., 2005). Prosocial behaviour is often defined as helping others for altruistic or
values laden reasons (see Finkelstein et al., 2005). Helping others is not only done for altruistic
reasons and can, like motivations research suggests, be done for more selfish or self-oriented
reasons (Carlo et al., 2005) meaning that traditional views of prosocial behaviour may be too
narrowly focused. Altruistic or values based other-oriented motivations, such as a desire to help

others or their community, represent more typical expectations about who volunteers and why,
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although more recent research suggests that volunteers do so for a variety of motives, including
self-oriented motivations like career, social, or to alleviate ego distress (Chacon et al., 2017). The
underlying motivation can differ between self-other, but the outcome remains the same,
volunteering behaviours. This is described above as the functional approach to volunteering
(Clary et al., 1998).

The volunteering functions measure is widely used in research on volunteering and
volunteering motivations. It is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 4. Like volunteering
motivations, prosocial orientations can be delineated along self-other dispositions or attitudes
(Carlo & Randall, 2002). Other-oriented (such as altruism) or self-oriented (such as public i.e.,
helping others for reward or to gain status) are a novel way to view prosocial behaviour.
However, the relationship between volunteering or service and public prosociality on these
outcomes is not known. Volunteering done for status or recognition has been overlooked in the
volunteering and service-learning literature, including the impact of this disposition on expected
outcomes among students.

Institutional Characteristics. One important, and often overlooked element is the role
and structure of the institution in promoting or providing access to volunteer opportunities (i.e.,
is voluntary, mandatory, short duration vs. more consistent; Bureau et al., 2014). This can
influence who volunteers and why through opportunities available, culture, or policies intended
to promote volunteering/service. For example, some institutions rely on mandatory volunteering
policies or service-learning participation and students who believe the requirement to volunteer
is overly controlling (removing autonomy) are less likely to volunteer in the future (Dienhart et
al., 2016). Students who feel pressure to participate in service-learning do not appear to exhibit

the same boost to prosociality compared to students who do not feel pressured; furthermore,
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volunteering because of institutional requirements or social pressure was negatively associated
with prosocial value orientation (Horn, 2012).

Program policies guiding the implementation of service-learning and volunteering,
therefore, affect the efficacy of programs on students. Mandatory programs can suppress
volunteering behaviours (Stukas et al., 1999), while voluntary programs can lead to issues of
self-selection (Meyer et al., 2019). Furthermore, both attitudes and participation as a
volunteering influence likelihood of future volunteering and this relationship is reciprocal, but
prosocial attitudes are a stronger indicator of the decision to volunteer (Janoski et al., 1998). This
means some students (typically lower on prosocial tendencies or civic orientation) benefit from
mandatory volunteering in school, but those higher on civic orientation do not (since they are
already higher on prosocial values i.e., ceiling effect; Schmidt et al., 2007). However, few
studies have examined the institutional effect or accounted for the structure of service-learning
when assessing the characteristics of students or the impact of these programs on facilitating
change in students (van Goethem et al., 2014; Yorio & Ye, 2012).

Service-Learning and Volunteering Promotion at the University of Ottawa

The community service-learning program at the University of Ottawa, now called the
Community Service-Learning Program (CSLP), helps connect students to community
organizations, providing training, structure, and better support for students/faculty/community
partners. It is up to each individual professor to opt-in to service-learning, therefore not every
course offers a service-learning component. Service-learning is optional for students in courses
where professors have opted in. The CSLP partners with professors to offer experiences
volunteering that align with course material and content. Representatives present the benefits of

service-learning to students at the start of the semester to recruit students to the program.
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Students register with the CSLP to keep track of their volunteering hours. Students who agree to
participate commit to providing at least 30 hours of volunteer time with the relevant
organization. At the end of the semester students are required to complete an assignment
outlining their experience volunteering, which is done in lieu of other course assignments
(usually instead of a final paper) — consistent with the principles of reflection that underly
service-learning practices (van Goethem et al., 2014). Students who complete their service-
learning commitment are provided with a “co-curricular record”, which is a transcript for extra-
curricular activities tracked by the university.

The service-learning programs original goals were to: 1) “foster social responsibility,
leadership and skills development, whatever students’ level of engagement”; 2) “to cultivate
impact-driven partnerships to address community priorities and improve student learning”; 3) to
connect students to local and international community engagement opportunities”
(servingothers.uottawa.ca/about, n.d.). The CSLP promotes service-learning to students by
highlighting skills and knowledge development, academic success, practical career experience,
and increasing knowledge of social or civic issues (servingothers.ca/volunteering/community-
service-learning, n.d.).

Service-learning at the University of Ottawa is explicitly marketed primarily as a
program to increase academics and career opportunities, tapping into students’ self-oriented
motives and attitudes. The program does highlight the importance of civic engagement, but this
IS not prominent or as explicit as the career/academic motivations. The shift by CSLP to promote
self-oriented motives for volunteering, outlined above, is primarily in response to provincial
post-secondary funding policies. A new provincial government in Ontario was elected in 2018

and enacted new policies designed to encourage post-secondary institutions to focus on job
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training and skills development of students. The new policy identified several metrics to assess
whether institutions are effective in this goal by measuring the income of graduates, increasing
experiential learning opportunities, number of students employed in their field, and institutional
graduation rates. Universities must demonstrate they are meeting these criteria and have the
data/outcomes to support further funding (Crawley, 2019). This policy means that a large portion
of public funding for universities is tied to the ability of the institution to demonstrate success on
the above outcomes. As a result, many institutions have shifted away from language promoting
other-oriented values and moved to language demonstrated the career and skills development
aspect of community service. This was a change that occurred during data collection for this
thesis. It is therefore difficult to say what the full impact is on the data, but also how the
currently collected data will be comparable to any future data. This further highlights the
complexity of assessing service-learning and volunteering impacts at the individual, classroom,
and institutional level, while acknowledging the important role of education policies (which
differ from province to province). This is discussed further in the discussion.
Research Overview and Rationale

Service-learning, which includes volunteering as a key component, is assumed to have
positive benefits for students because of the integration of volunteering/academics and this is
generally supported by the research literature (van Goethem et al., 2014; Warren, 2012; Yorio &
Ye, 2012). Nevertheless, there is little information on the specific characteristics of students who
participate in service-learning courses, how they differ from volunteers and non-volunteers. For
example, service-learning programs may attract highly prosocial and engaged students, many of
whom likely volunteer already. This could impact both the impact of the program and potentially

undermine the program goals of fostering prosocial behaviours among university students.
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Students generally report diverse volunteering motives in addition to prosocial attitudes towards
community service based on their unique experiences and goals (Cruce & Moore, 2007), but the
relationship between other/self-oriented motives and prosocial attitudes has not yet been
examined.

This thesis will present the results of two studies submitted for publication in peer-
reviewed journals, and one additional study building upon Chapter 2’s results/data. Refer to
Appendix A for overview of variables (and corresponding measures) tested in each Chapter. The
first study (Chapter 2) is a cross-sectional design that examined psychological, prosocial, and
academic characteristics of students enrolled in service-learning, non-service-learning
volunteers, and non-volunteering students. Chapter 3 is a longitudinal study assessing the impact
of service-learning and volunteering over a period of 1 semester. Chapter 3 is an attempt to
address methodological issues present in previous research and to better distinguish the impact, if
any, of service-learning compared to volunteering. Chapter 4 is a cross-sectional study testing
the relationship between self-and other-oriented prosocial attitudes and volunteering motives
among a broader sample of undergraduate students. The goal of the Chapter 4 is to address gaps
in knowledge regarding the relationship between prosocial and volunteering functions,

specifically with a focus on the impact of self-oriented motivations on well-being.



TAKING PART

Chapter 2
Service-Learning as Entry into or Enhancement of University VVolunteering? Student

Characteristics at an Elective Service-Learning Institution

34



TAKING PART 35

Abstract
Service-learning is a pedagogical practice that enhances university coursework with
volunteering. Current challenges for the field are understanding the benefits of service-learning
in relation to volunteering, and with regards to pre-service student characteristics. Although
students are the focus of service-learning research and practice, nevertheless, understanding the
institutional structuring of students’ service-learning is needed to understand its benefits. A
model of institutional structuring of service-learning (offered or not; elective or mandatory) is
presented and used to inform a study of 266 undergraduate students’ academic, psychological,
and prosocial characteristics in an elective service-learning course. The study revealed four
groups of students: service-learners with prior volunteer engagements; volunteers; non-
volunteers; and service-learners with no prior volunteer engagements. The paper is the first to
identify and examine service-learners with no prior volunteer engagements, and to situate these
students in the context of other service-learners, volunteers, and non-volunteers. Although
service-learners with prior volunteering engagement resembled volunteers, service-learners with
no other volunteering engagement differed from all other groups. The findings are discussed with
regards to the benefits of service-learning and volunteering in a variety of institutions.

Keywords: service-learning, volunteering, college student development, institutions
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Service-Learning as Entry into or Enhancement of University Volunteering? Student
Characteristics at an Elective Service-Learning Institution

Service-learning is a widely implemented (see e.g., Chiang, 2008; Webb, 2017) and
transformative (Felten & Clayton, 2011) pedagogical strategy that pairs university courses with
volunteering placements (Butin, 2010) to foster students’ academic and civic development
(Janoski et al., 1998; Lies et al., 2012). The field of service-learning has a rich theoretical
background, drawing on work by Dewey and others, that positions service-learning as an
enhancement of both volunteering and the classroom (Cruce & Moore, 2007). That positioning is
challenged by a relative dearth of empirical support for the benefits of service-learning over
volunteering (see Hart et al., 2008, 2014). Many research studies demonstrate that both service-
learning and volunteering are associated with positive academic, psychological, and prosocial
development (Bowman et al., 2010; Conway et al., 2009; Haski-Leventhal et al., 2019; Warren,
2012). Service-learners and volunteers have higher GPAs (Gutierrez et al., 2012), report greater
well-being and purpose in life (Okun & Kim, 2016), and are more prosocial outside of their
volunteering activities (Penner, 2002) than are non-volunteering students. In the case of
volunteering, however, many of its purported benefits reflect pre-existing characteristics of
engaged students who “self-select” into volunteering (e.g., Cemalcilar, 2009; Johnson et al.,
1998; Meyer et al., 2019).

Service-learning may function similarly to volunteering, with many of its purported
benefits already present in those students drawn to service-learning. The possibility that engaged
students similarly self-select into service-learning has yet to be directly examined (Hart et al.,
2014). Research on service-learning often relies on designs or methods that focus narrowly on

service-learners (Furco & Root, 2010), for example examining a single classroom (e.g., Meyer et
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al., 2019) or through qualitative measures that emphasize the transformative aspects of service
(Thomas et al., 2021), without examining these students in comparison to volunteers and non-
volunteers (Furco & Root, 2010). These studies support the idea that service-learners are
exceptional students drawn to learning and helping others but shed little light on the
characteristics of service-learners in a larger academic context (van Goethem et al., 2014). One
goal of the present paper is to examine the academic, psychological, and prosocial characteristics
of service-learning students in comparison to student volunteers and non-volunteers to better
understand the issue of self-selection.

From an institutional perspective, understanding the mechanisms of service-learning in
college student development is also important to inform the practical decisions of actors
(administrators, faculty, and students) who structure and participate in service-learning. Beyond
these practical issues, institutions tend to fade into the background in service-learning research
relative to students, even though institutions of higher-learning generate and shape opportunities
for students to serve, structuring the spaces in which students apply and develop their agency
(Sokol et al., 2015; Thomas et al., 2021). Although students are the focus of service-learning
research, nevertheless, understanding the institutional structuring of students’ service-learning is
needed to understand its benefits. The approach taken in the present paper initially flips the
student-centered approach on its head, with an examination of the structuring of service-learning
by institutions, which have long been recognized as important, but typically given little direct
attention in research on service-learning (Brandenberger, 1998), to generate a fresh perspective
on student development, one that has important bearing on the question of self-selection into

service-learning.
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The paper first presents a model of institutional structuring of volunteering and service-
learning as mandatory or elective (see Yorio & Ye, 2012) . The model shows how, in principle,
up to four separate groups of students can emerge at an institution that offers service-learning as
an option: service-learners with prior volunteer engagements, volunteers who do not opt for
service-learning, non-volunteers, and service-learners with no prior volunteer engagements. The
model reveals the possibility of two distinct groups of student service-learners, those who enter
service-learning with prior volunteering engagement, representing a more standard view of
service-learning as an enhancement of volunteering, and those who enter college volunteering
through service-learning. A study that examines undergraduate students’ characteristics in an
institution with elective service-learning and finds that a minority of service-learners begin
service with no volunteering engagements, and that their academic, personal, and prosocial
characteristics differ from other service-learners, volunteers, and non-volunteers. The study also
demonstrates that service-learners with prior volunteering engagements largely resemble other
student volunteers. The approach taken here thereby allows for two firsts: an examination of
service-learner chara