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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this phenomenological qualitative study was to examine the experiences, moti-
vations, and perceptions of millennial generation faculty members who utilize service learning.
Eight faculty members were interviewed, and the three themes evident in the findings were: (a)
the role of the undergraduate experience, (b) an alignment with intrinsic motivations, and (c)

the perception of organizational fit.
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INTRODUCTION

Service learning within the broader
context of community engagement repre-
sents one of the largest innovations of the
past three decades in higher education
(O’Meara, Sandmann, Saltmarsh, & Giles,
2011). Understanding faculty motivations
to utilize service learning is critical for in-
stitutions that value this form of community
engagement and wish to increase faculty
involvement in the practice (Bringe, Reeb,
Brown, & Ruiz, 2016). Faculty members
have reported a plethora of motivations to
utilize service learning as a teaching meth-
odology (O’Meara, 2013), and participation
has been linked to faculty demographics,
life experiences, personal goals, epistemo-
logical perspective, and institutional influ-
ences (O’Meara, et al., 2011). The purpose
of this study is to specifically examine mo-
tivations of millennial generation faculty
members who utilize service learning. Mil-
lennials represent a growing faculty demo-
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graphic, and the findings from this project
may provide an initial understanding of
how this generation perceives and utilizes
service learning based on institutional and
personal variables.

Motivation Factors

The utilization of service learning is
more common when faculty members view
the practice as supportive of student learn-
ing (Abes, Jones, & Jackson, 2002; Bringle
& Hatcher, 2000; Hammond, 1994; McKay
& Rozee, 2004; O’Meara & Niehaus, 2009;
Parkins, 2008), are personally committed to
community engagement (Jaeger & Thorton,
2006), and/or identify as female, individu-
als of color, or early-career faculty (Astin et
al., 2006; O’Meara, 2008; Parkins, 2008).
Motivation has been linked to such factors,
but Vogelgesang, Denson, and Jayakumar
(2010) reported that, despite various per-
sonal or demographic influences, percep-
tions of institutional support in the promo-
tion and tenure process represented the pri-
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mary predictor of an engaged faculty mem-
ber.

Changing Faculty Demographics

Higher education is currently under-
going a major demographic shift as an in-
creasing number of faculty from the millen-
nial generation (born between 1980-1994)
begin replacing retiring faculty from earlier
generations in patterns similar to other
fields (Kilber, Barclay, & Ohmer, 2014;
O’Meara, 2013). The population of millen-
nial faculty may currently be small, but they
represent a population that holds multiple
intrinsic motivators for service-learning in-
volvement (O’Meara, 2013; Vogelgesang et
al., 2010). Defining a generation is not a
simplistic endeavor; however, Howe and
Strauss (2000) provided an explanation
through generational, or life cycle, person-
ality definitions. Generation personalities,
through this perspective, are defined by the
events and trends within their time, and
identified four generational archetypes:
prophet, nomad, hero, and artist. Howe and
Strauss (2000) situated millennials into the
hero archetype that is similar to young
adults during World War Il who were his-
torically civically minded and optimistic.
This iteration of the hero generation is de-
scribed as one of the most unique genera-
tions recorded, and the individuals identi-
fied within this generation are “beginning to
manifest a wide array of positive social
habits that older Americans no longer asso-
ciate with youth, including a new focus on
teamwork, achievement, modesty, and good
conduct” (p. 12). Additionally, a Pew Re-
search Center (2010) report stated that mil-
lennials are more comfortable advocating
on their own behalf, have progressive be-
liefs around society, operate from a more
hopeful life perspective, and are more inter-
nally defined.

Millennial Generation Traits

Seven traits have been used to de-
fine the millennial generation: special, shel-
tered, confident, team-oriented, convention-
al, pressured, and achieving (Howe &
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Strauss, 2000). The authors claim that this
generation has consistently been told that
they are special and important for the com-
munity. In addition, millennials have also
been sheltered from having to confront con-
flict and are not pushed to resolve conflict
on their own. The high levels of confidence
exhibited by millennials is, according to
Howe and Strauss (2000), partially due to
the fact that they are consistently told that
their generation has an incredible amount of
power and agency. Millennials are also gen-
erally team-oriented, focused on egalitarian
practices, and interested in community en-
gagement. Furthermore, this generation is
conventional, in that they believe in the
positive impact that government may have
on society.

Millennials in College

In addition to generational charac-
teristics, millennials entered college be-
tween the years of approximately 1998 and
2012, which represented a period of re-
newed civic interest among colleges and
universities. This interest was evidenced in
significant events, such as the creation of
the Campus Compact in 1985, the National
and Community Service Act in 1990, the
National Service Bill in 2003, Boyer’s
Scholarship Reconsidered (1990), Eyler and
Giles’ “Where is the Service in Service-
Learning” (1999), and the initial Carnegie
Community Engagement Classification in
2006. Therefore, it is feasible to describe
millennials as a generation categorized by
an affinity for civic engagement and that
entered college during a time categorized
by a renewed emphasis on civic engage-
ment.

Purpose

While there has been increasing at-
tention focused on the phenomenon of ser-
vice learning and faculty motivation to uti-
lize the practice in the literature, there is an
absence of investigations that specifically
address millennial faculty. The purpose of
this phenomenological study is to explore
motivations of millennial faculty members
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who utilize service learning and their per-
ceptions of the practice. The results of this
study will provide a mechanism to evaluate
similarities between millennial and older
generations reported in the existing body of
literature as suggested in a recommendation
for future research by O’Meara (2013).

Theoretical Framework

This study emphasized the potential
interactions between generational character-
istics and environmental influences on their
development as engaged faculty members.
Therefore, Astin’s  Input-Environment-
Output Model (1993) served as the frame-
work for this study, as it supports the per-
spective that individual, institutional, and
environmental influences serve as catalysts
when applied to exploring faculty motiva-
tions (O’Meara, 2013). Originally devel-
oped to explain the manner in which stu-
dent outcomes are affected by individual
characteristics and environmental factors,
the IEO Model also provides a “useful tool
for conceptualizing all of the potential in-
fluences on faculty motivation at different
points in a process such as involvement
with service-learning” (O’Meara, 2013, p.
221-222). Generational Theory (Strauss &
Howe, 1991) provided additional interpreta-
tion to the model by specifically contextual-
izing the individual input element of the
IEO model.

METHODOLOGY

Study Design

This study used a phenomenological
qualitative research design (Creswell, 2002,
1998) and sought to understand the experi-
ences, motivations, and perspectives of mil-
lennial faculty members who utilized ser-
vice learning. Phenomenology aims to
“identify and describe the subjective experi-
ences of respondents” (Schwandt, 2007, p.
226), and the phenomenological qualitative
design is recommended when the goals of
the research are to understand the meaning
of experiences of participants (Creswell,
1998). Specifically, the purpose of this
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study was to explore the interaction of gen-
erational characteristics and institutional
environments on millennial faculty mem-
bers’ commitment to service learning. This
study was designed with semi-structured
interviews and used qualitative procedures
of Colbeck and Weaver (2008), which pro-
vided a qualitative investigation into the
motivation patterns of 12 faculty members
engaged in public scholarship.

Participants

The eight participants were all mil-
lennial generation (born between 1980 and
1994), full-time faculty members who self-
reported using service learning in their
teaching. The group consisted of five fe-
males and three males from disciplines
within art, natural sciences, education, man-
agement and leadership, and psychology.
Six of the eight participants were at four-
year public institutions, and two were facul-
ty members at four-year private institutions.

Purposeful sampling was used in
order to identify potential participants with
a target sample of five to 10 individuals that
met the identified criteria. Participants were
initially invited through a mass email to a
national civic engagement organization’s
membership body, and two participants re-
sponded. In addition, to increase sample
size, recent recipients of young professional
awards for service learning and community
engagement were identified on a national
organization’s website and contacted
through their university-listed email ad-
dresses, yielding three additional partici-
pants. Snowball sampling was then used to
increase the initial group of participants
from five to eight.

Data Collection

Semi-structured interviews were
conducted by the two researchers, virtually
through Skype or through telephone when
virtual connection was unavailable for the
participant, and lasted an average of 30 to
45 minutes each. Participants were asked to
explain (a) their introduction and current
use of service learning, (b) their motivation
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to engage in service learning, (c) their per-
ceptions of institutional support of service
learning, (d) the prevalence of civic engage-
ment programs and service learning at their
undergraduate institutions, and (e) the influ-
ence of their undergraduate environment of
their development as engaged faculty mem-
bers. In addition, probing questions were
asked in order to prompt clarification and/or
elaboration of participant responses.

Data Analysis

Prior to thematic analysis, concepts
were set a priori based on the research ques-
tions and included the following: (a) moti-
vation patterns, (b) undergraduate experi-
ences, (c) methodology introduction, and
(d) perceptions of value. Divergent catego-
ries were also allowed to emerge based on
participant responses. In order to improve
trustworthiness of the study, member
checking (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) was used
as each interview was recorded, transcribed,
and returned to participants for validation.
Once validated, transcriptions and analytic
memos were initially analyzed through sep-
arate cross-case analyses (Eisenhardt, 2002)
in order to account for any potential re-
searcher biases. Following separate reviews
of the transcriptions and discussion of po-
tential themes, overarching themes were
identified through an open coding process.
Axial coding was subsequently used to
identify specific categories within the con-
cepts identified and to explore how the con-
cepts are or are not related. In addition to
the separate analysis, the trustworthiness of
the study was further increased through the-
ory triangulation as the findings were con-
textualized through Generational Theory,
the IEO Model, and multiple perspectives
of studies on service learning, faculty moti-
vation patterns, and institutional support of
community engagement.

FINDINGS

Three specific themes were evident
across the interviews: (a) the role of the un-
dergraduate experience, (b) an alignment
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with intrinsic motivations, and (c) the per-
ception of organizational fit within institu-
tions that value service learning and com-
munity engagement.

Undergraduate
Point of Entry

A key finding from the interviews
was that participants encountered one of
two very different experiences in regard to
the presence of service learning and com-
munity engagement during their time as un-
dergraduate students. These experiences, in
turn, greatly contributed to the initial per-
spective of service-leaning implementation
within their own teaching. Individuals who
attended institutions that provided experi-
ences immersed in service learning and
community engagement were motivated by
these experiences to become faculty mem-
bers who engaged the community as well.
However, those who reported undergradu-
ate experiences relatively void of service
learning and community engagement did
not become familiar with the practice until
after they became faculty members.

Five of the eight participants de-
scribed undergraduate experiences that im-
mersed them in service learning through the
undergraduate curriculum. When describing
their undergraduate institution, one faculty
member stated:

It was a Catholic/Jesuit institution.

That religiously affiliated value set

was very clearly communicated to

us. I remember some of the first in
formation I got as an accepted stu
dent was ‘these are the Service-

Learning classes that fill the core

requirements in your first year.” My

best friend and her husband were in
one of those classes; it was just part
of the culture, which is what you

did, from orientation, all through

commencement. It’s an obvious

thing.
This sentiment was consistent among other
participants reporting an undergraduate in-
stitution that emphasized engagement. Up-
on further questioning, these participants

Experiences: A Key
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identified these institutional environments
as key aspects of their development into
engaged faculty members.

I think if T wasn’t involved in the
community engagement work I was
as an undergraduate... I don’t think I
would have ended up going to grad-
uate school, specifically trying to
get engaged in community-engaged
scholarships... It’s really been the
whole entirety of my work. My re-
search plan when I went into gradu-
ate school was to become a commu-
nity engaged scholar, and [I] studied
community engagement and, you
know, ultimately try to transition
higher education that is kind of the
public purpose of the university.

I was a senior, and in my senior

year, and aptly noted that I was

spending all of my time in the com-
munity doing community service,
doing student leadership, running
programs to the institution, and was
spending little time in the laborato-
ry.... I think maybe it’s at the root.

We all draw from our own personal

experiences. You can’t divorce that,

for me. For me, that value-based
education had come out.

However, three individuals de-
scribed their institutions as very disen-
gaged. These institutions were very differ-
ent than the environments described by the
other five participants from engaged institu-
tions. One individual, when describing their
undergraduate institution, stated, “there
were clubs and student service organiza-
tions that do more service-oriented type
work, but I don’t remember anything else
that was course-specific.” A second faculty
member also reported their involvement
prior to becoming a faculty member as very
minimal.

I was an undergrad from 2000 to

2004 and I did zero service learning.

I did no volunteer work, really, out-

side of what I did for athletics. I was

on the field hockey team, and we

did some community work, but

Volume 9, Number 3

nothing really related to my academ-

ics. I went to a small private liberal

arts college; it just wasn’t on our
radar.

As a result, these individuals report-
ed very little understanding or motivation to
use service learning in their teaching initial-
ly. They admitted their courses were very
basic and mirrored the course design they
encountered as students. It was by accident
that they later became involved with service
learning.

I think maybe—unfortunately or

fortunately, however you look at

it—I fell into it accidentally. I taught

for a year at the University X as a

visiting professor before 1 got my

tenure-track job. That was my first
year of teaching full-time out of
grad school, and a colleague of mine
was teaching child development
with a Service-Learning paradigm,
and I had four new class preps, and
he just gave me his child develop-
ment class. He handed the course
over with a list of materials to help
me with my prep load and it was

Service Learning.

I got started in this back in graduate

school with X State and the geogra-

phy department. They have a service

-learning cartography class they

ended up doing for a few years.

They needed somebody to teach it,

and it was kind of a last- minute

thing.

The director of the Experiential

Learning Center came up to me and

was, like, “given all of the work

you’re doing with the community
partners and your class, you should
make this a designated course.” So |

did that. This is when I really started

incorporating projects into my class.

This is when [ started doing it more

intentionally and doing it with con-

scious thought as opposed to just
something that [ was doing.

All participants affirmed that their
undergraduate experiences affected their
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initial development as faculty members.
Those that came from engaged campuses
became engaged faculty members, and
those whose campuses were not engaged
began their careers as less engaged faculty
members. However, each individual ulti-
mately became involved with service learn-
ing through an institutional mechanism, in-
tentional or not. Each of the three faculty
from under-engaged undergraduate institu-
tions stated that a service-learning coordi-
nating structure or support system was very
important to their continued involvement
and growth as engaged faculty members.

A faculty member’s overall sense of
agency (i.e., confidence and self-efficacy)
serves as a key determinant of their in-
volvement in civic engagement initiatives
such as service learning (Baez, 2000;
Hatcher, 2008; O’Meara, 2013). O’Meara
(2013) indicated institutional interventions
such as faculty learning communities were
potential ways to support faculty agency
and improve their confidence in their abili-
ties to make a tangible difference. This was
evident as faculty development programs
demonstrated a valuable support structure
for faculty unfamiliar with service learning
due to the nature of their undergraduate ex-
periences. One participant specifically de-
scribed an intentionally designed fellowship
program as key in her sustained success im-
plementing service learning. Each of the
faculty members who reported lower levels
of engagement as students described some
type of institutional support mechanism
(i.e., fellowship program, service-learning
clearinghouse) as very important to not only
their initial involvement, but also their sus-
tained involvement in service learning as
faculty members.

However, the individuals from very
engaged undergraduate experiences demon-
strated levels of agency that clearly origi-
nated from their time as students. In addi-
tion, these individuals were often more ad-
vanced in the descriptions of their own
work as they routinely discussed their
teaching with aims of social change and
reciprocity. Their experiences as undergrad-
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uate students related to service learning al-
lowed them to frame how they delivered
their service-learning courses as faculty
members. Institutional support structures
were mentioned in these interviews as well,
but more in terms of the university’s
demonstrated value placed on service learn-
ing and other community engagement prac-
tices than as an influence or cause for their
own involvement in the practice. For these
individuals, the largest institutional impetus
for becoming an engaged faculty member
was participating in service learning as stu-
dents.

Motivations: Generation Exemplified
Intrinsic motivation. Intrinsic mo-
tivation and improved student learning were
the most evident sources of motivation fac-
ulty cited in using service learning. Each of
the eight cited a deep intrinsic motivation to
engage the community through their teach-
ing and referenced their beliefs in the role
of higher education within a democracy.
The connection between a personal com-
mitment to community engagement and the
use of service learning is supported within
the current body of literature across de-
mographics (Astin et al., 2006; Jaeger &
Thorton, 2006). Furthermore, this intrinsic
motivation also aligns with characteristics
generally associated with millennials
(Howe & Strauss, 2000). Sentiments such
as “personal motivation really comes from a
place that’s thinking above like equity, and
justice, power,” and “service learning is a
way to teach people the importance of giv-
ing back to their community in forms of
being engaged” were prevalent throughout
the interviews. Furthermore, one individual
extrapolated an alignment with personal
motivation and career purpose: “I just think
that higher education has a role in address-
ing public problems, especially in democra-
cies. Higher education not only has a moral
imperative to cultivate dispositions, atti-
tudes around democratic life—I think it’s
just intrinsic motivation.” Personal values
of altruism and community orientation posi-
tively influence a faculty member’s deci-
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sion to engage in service learning (Antonio,
Astin, & Cress, 2000; Astin et al., 20006).
Faculty participants in this project demon-
strated very similar values, and they articu-
lated a clear connection between their value
set and their careers.

Improved teaching. Five faculty
members described service learning as a
supportive model for student learning.
However, no evident connection was found
between sources of motivation and the man-
ner in which the faculty member was intro-
duced to service learning. The aspect that
differentiated the two groups was in how
the impact on student learning was de-
scribed. Individuals with a highly engaged
undergraduate experience tended to de-
scribe their sources of motivation with a
sense that “this is how learning should oc-
cur,” and those that had a less engaged un-
dergraduate background described service
learning by contrasting the strategy to tradi-
tional models (i.e., lecturing) and the posi-
tive effects of service learning.

Two participants who were highly
engaged as undergraduates described their
motivations in values-based terminology,
articulating a desire to “teach people the
importance of giving back to their commu-
nity in forms of being engaged.”

Personally, to me, it’s the most en-
gaging pedagogy. The material real-
ly helps you to put theory into prac-
tice, to understand complex con-
ducts, to become change agents. |
want my students to learn. I want
[them] to learn that they’re not in a
vacuum but in the context of the real
world. That’s where the Service-
Learning part really comes through
for me. They are not reading out of a
book and trying to relate that to their
life; they are actually doing what
they have been taught. I think ser-
vice learning is such a great oppor-
tunity to make people be practition-
ers.

In contrast, two faculty members
who were introduced to service learning
after becoming faculty described service
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learning through a comparison to traditional

teaching modalities.
My students were doing a ton of
work, and the work was pretty fan-
tastic. 1 felt really good about the
projects we were doing; but at the
end of the semester, those projects
just kind of sat on my shelf. Or they
wrote papers for me, and then the
paper was done and that was kind of
it. I felt like that was a shame, so
one of my biggest motivations was
for their work to have more of a

meaningful impact. Service-
Learning really allows that oppor-
tunity.

For the most part, it seems to get the
students much more engaged; it gets
them working with real world data,
real world problems. They come out
a lot better in a way than if they
were just doing run-of-the-mill labs.

Organizational Fit: The Ideal Employer
Millennials do not question if they
are right for the job, but rather if the job is
right for them (Caraher, 2014). This con-
cept was evident as participants discussed
whether service learning and community
engagement would continue to be a major
component of their career aspirations mov-
ing forward. Each participant stated that
service learning would not only be part of
their contributions as faculty, but it was an
expectation they had for their employing
universities. The millennial faculty mem-
bers described their faculty roles in terms of
their engagement, and they believed it was
the responsibility of their institutions to
support them through promotion and tenure.
Stipends and grants were mentioned, but
were seen as less essential. One individual
left an institution because it was not tenure-
track and went to another because it was a
tenure-track institution that valued service
learning. A second will be leaving their cur-
rent institution and will be seeking an insti-
tution that values service learning. Another
participant decided to leave their current
institution because their position was not
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tenure-track, and is only considering institu-
tions that value service learning in tenure
and promotion. When asked if this was a
significant aspect of their job search, the
participant responded:

It is definitely very important to me.

I’'m applying now, and there is one

job I really want because of that...

Wherever I go, I'm looking for

somewhere where faculty are really

supportive of that. It’s a major factor
for me.

Four of the participants interviewed
stated that they were happy with their cur-
rent institutions, and they felt supported as
engaged faculty members. One individual
clearly asserted that sentiment.

I chose very intentionally to come to

X because there’s a huge commit-

ment to civic engagement... So, if

you do service-learning or commu-
nity-based research, that’s viewed
very favorably in tenure and promo-
tion. And, frankly, I would not have
taken a faculty position if the uni-
versity did not value that work

[because] they know that’s how, if I

were to become a faculty member,

how I wanted to exist in academia,
as through this work.

However, even the faculty members
that feel supported have concerns about the
transition between an institution’s value in
rhetoric and its operation in regard to ten-
ure.

I can see this younger generation of
faculty members who are doing this;
however, when I have my conversa-
tions with them at conferences and
things, we always inevitably talk
about whether or not this work that
we’re doing is going to help or hin-
der tenure in any way... Even
though there’s these younger career
people that are doing it, a lot of us
were still kind of worried about
making sure we’re making the mark
for our research and scholarships
standards.
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Summary

The millennial faculty members par-
ticipating in this study demonstrated several
characteristics reported in the current body
of literature, as they were deeply motivated
by an intrinsic commitment to engagement
and social change, and they viewed service
learning as supportive of student learning.
These elements are characteristics of previ-
ous research on faculty motivation to use
service learning as well as work on millen-
nial generation traits. The effect on student
learning was also an evident source of moti-
vation for faculty participants. Furthermore,
millennial generation faculty members
share similar concerns over institutional
value placed on community engagement
and service learning to previous genera-
tions.

Intrinsic characteristics of motiva-
tion were consistent across all eight partici-
pants, despite two distinct sets of personal
educational experiences. Individuals who
encountered undergraduate experiences that
were entrenched in service learning and
community engagement sought paths that
allowed them to grow as engaged faculty
members. The traits of activism and en-
gagement often associated with millennials,
however, emerged in those who did not ex-
perience engaged undergraduate experienc-
es only after they became faculty members
who engaged in service learning. An insti-
tutional mechanism, intentional
(participants enrolling in a service-learning
development program) or not (participants
being placed as an instructor of a service-
learning course with little preparation), was
necessary for these faculty members to
adopt an unfamiliar teaching methodology,
despite intrinsic motivating factors to en-
gage in service learning. In either scenario,
the participants held latent motivations sup-
portive of service learning, but an environ-
mental variable was necessary for the mani-
festation of the motivations to use service
learning. Using the Input-Environment-
Outcome model, the role of the institution
was critical in allowing the personal inputs
to become outcomes.
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IMPLICATIONS AND FUTURE
RESEARCH

Faculty members become involved
in service learning in a variety of ways in-
ternal and external to the individuals
(Bringle, Reeb, Brown, & Ruiz, 2016). The
findings from the current study supported
both generational research that characteriz-
es millennials as intrinsically motivated to
be engaged citizens (Howe & Strauss,
2000), and existing research on faculty mo-
tivations to use service learning (O’Meara,
2013). The characteristics and motivations
articulated by the individuals interviewed
provide early inclinations that millennial
faculty members possess attributes that may
allow them to serve as early adopters in in-
stitutional efforts to advance service learn-
ing.

Astin’s  Input-Environment-Output
model served as the theoretical framework
for this study as a faculty member’s deci-
sion to engage in service learning and even-
tual outcomes (outputs) is influenced by
intrinsic characteristics and beliefs (inputs)
and extrinsic systems and processes
(environment). The model was originally
developed to explain the effects of student
characteristics and the college environment
upon various student outcomes, but the
model also provides an appropriate concep-
tual model for the study of faculty motiva-
tions due to an emphasis on values, process-
es, and outcomes (O’Meara, 2013). Each
faculty member demonstrated a process that
was congruent with the model as their in-
volvement in service learning and the part-
nerships developed was influenced by both
intrinsic characteristics and environmental
factors.

A key finding was the effect the par-
ticipants’ experience as undergraduate stu-
dents had upon participants’ pathways to
becoming engaged faculty members. Those
who were highly engaged as undergraduate
students at universities with a prevalence of
service learning and community became
very engaged faculty members from the on-
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set of their careers. They also sought out
institutions supportive of these efforts.
Those who were not engaged at their re-
spective universities began to use service
learning inadvertently through environmen-
tal interventions. This finding aligns with
existing research in which the institution is
described as a critical factor in a faculty
member’s decision to implement service
learning (Jaeger & Thorton, 2006; O’Meara
& Niehaus, 2009; Vogelgesang et al.,
2010). Regardless, each individual pos-
sessed personal motivations, encountered
an environmental signal (as undergraduates
or faculty) that engaged them with service
learning, and then became engaged with
service learning as professionals.

There are several implications of
these findings, and the role of the institution
in community-based faculty development
should not be understated. In order for the
intrinsic interests of the participants to man-
ifest in their teaching, the environment
needs to be, at least, supportive at the de-
partmental level. The subgroup of partici-
pants with engaged undergraduate back-
grounds discussed overarching institutional
support on service learning and community
engagement, but faculty members with un-
dergraduate experiences void of service
learning spoke more in terms of depart-
mental support and the presence of pre-
existing service-learning courses in which
they were placed. Therefore, institutional
leaders should view service learning as not
only a high-impact practice that supports
student learning (Kuh, 2008), but also an
intentional platform that supports faculty
engagement and development. This concept
aligns with the “Next Generation Engage-
ment Project,” which emphasizes the devel-
opment of civic engagement initiatives
geared toward the next generation of faculty
and students in  higher education
(Saltmarsh, Zlotkowski, & Horowitz,
2010). A primary element of the program
highlights early career faculty as well as
their theoretically higher levels of motiva-
tion to participate in community-based
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teaching and scholarship, given their expe-
riences as engaged undergraduate students.

Furthermore, the findings supported
a perception of service learning in terms of
not only faculty development, but also fac-
ulty recruitment and retention. Support was
necessary for intrinsic factors to manifest
within the participants interviewed, but
larger policies—such as the recognition of
service learning and community engage-
ment within promotion and tenure deci-
sions—were essential for those faculty to
remain with an institution. The state of
higher education is currently in flux with
large numbers of older faculty set to retire
(O’Meara, 2013), and millennials will be
needed to fill these voids. Institutions that
value community engagement can advertise
and promote the resources available to fac-
ulty, as values-based work is generally im-
portant to this generation (Caher, 2014).
The participants identified institutional sup-
port as a key component of their ideal insti-
tution. Several faculty members discussed
their desire to leave their current university
or stated that they left their previous univer-
sity due to a perceived lack of institutional
fit, in large part based on perceptions of too
little value placed on service learning and
community engagement. Faculty members
who were engaged as undergraduates also
expressed the importance of finding em-
ployment with engaged institutions, and
they reported having accepted positions at
their current institutions largely because of
its expressed emphasis on community en-
gagement. Faculty members who were late-
adopters after under-engaged undergraduate
experiences reported increased levels of
overall enjoyment in their teaching in com-
parison to their earlier models of instruc-
tion. They stated that they were more ful-
filled and happier in their roles and with
their institutions. Service learning, there-
fore, represents an intentional developmen-
tal opportunity for early-career faculty that
also supports faculty retention.

Additional research is needed to de-
termine how to best structure developmen-
tal opportunities for millennials in regard to
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service learning and engaged scholarship.
The current body of research includes vol-
umes of work investigating college learning
environments that best engage general char-
acteristics and preferences of this group
(Cavallero, 2013; Howard-Hamilton, Mar-
bley, & Bonner, 2011; Howe & Strauss,
2007; Natali, 2015; Stasio, 2013; Suh &
Hargis, 2016). However, little research ex-
ists on how these individuals learn as facul-
ty members, especially how their conceptu-
alizations of the practice may be affected by
their previous levels of engagement. The
faculty members who experienced very en-
gaged student backgrounds described their
conceptualization of service learning
through a predominantly political perspec-
tive, in which emphasis is placed upon ad-
dressing systemic issues (Butin, 2010). The
faculty members from non-engaged back-
grounds, in contrast, described their use of
service learning in a more technical concep-
tualization, in which emphasis is placed up-
on the structure, implementation, and pro-
cess of service learning (Butin, 2010). Fu-
ture research should attempt to investigate
how these mitigating factors may present
limitations in not only faculty development
and understanding, but also their actual de-
livery of the strategy.

CONCLUSION

The findings from this study depict
millennials as a potential demographic of
interest for administrators specifically seek-
ing to recruit, develop, and retain engaged
faculty members due to their generational
characteristics and experiences. Institutions
that value service learning and community
engagement appear to be at an advantage,
as participants in the study described en-
gaged institutions as ideal employers, which
provide organizational fit through a congru-
ence of values. Understanding motivations
and values will become increasingly im-
portant as faculty from previous generations
retire, and institutions transition from at-
tempting to appeal to millennials as poten-
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tial students to pursuing them as potential
employees.

Findings also support the instrumen-
tal role of the institution in supporting the
development of faculty as engaged practi-
tioners and scholars (Cooper, 2014). Each
faculty member interviewed encountered an
institutional intervention, either as students
or after they joined the faculty, which
served as a significant catalyst for their
community engagement. However, these
interventions were often haphazard or inad-
vertent. An increased emphasis should be
placed on the intentionality of interventions
(Chism, Palmer, & Price, 2013).

The implications also extend further
into recruiting, maximizing, and retaining
faculty. Higher education is in a period of
great change (Selingo, 2013), and the man-
ner in which this generation is mentored
may have significant effects on multiple
aspects of the professoriate and academia in
general. Generational Theory suggests a
cyclical nature in which the archetypes re-
peat. Millennials represent the current hero/
civic generation, and this archetype consist-
ently demonstrates a strong rise in political
power as a dominant generation (Howe &
Strauss, 2000). The next generation, by
contrast, will likely be a more recessive
generation that builds upon the constructs
of the previous generation. Therefore, if
properly emphasized and supported, the
possibilities for community engagement
presented by the impending rise in millenni-
al faculty members could be greater than
what has been, or will be, witnessed in dec-
ades.
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