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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

America has a strong tradition of voluntary action for the public good. This 

philanthropic tradition has created a vibrant and diverse civil society. Often described as 

a fundamental aspect of American culture (Toqueville, 2000), the voluntary spirit is 

considered to be both a “salient element in American life” (Sullivan, 2005a, p. 206) and a 

“tradition in jeopardy” (Payton, 1999, p. 481). Critical inquiry into voluntary action is an 

emerging area of study and a host of questions as to why and how voluntary action 

sustains itself in American society await to be answered through empirical research. The 

well-being of American democracy is dependent upon the active participation of its 

citizens in both political and civic life.  

As a multi-disciplinary field of inquiry, philanthropic studies seeks to understand 

both the voluntary action of individuals and the role of nonprofit organizations in civil 

society (Bielefeld, 2004; Steinberg, 2004; Young, 1988). Volunteers represent all ages 

and come from all walks of life; volunteers include children and parents, youth and senior 

citizens, athletes and Hollywood stars, laborers and CEO’s, and college students and 

professionals. The voluntary action of individuals who give resources to others (e.g., 

time, money, talents) occurs for a variety of reasons. The voluntary impulse can be 

inspired by a desire to achieve like-minded goals (Toqueville, 2000), a sense of personal 

or religious calling (Coles, 1988), a sense of civic responsibility or moral obligation 

(Bangert, 2005; Dewey, 1927) a creative impulse to make the world a better place 

(Payton, 1988), or simply because one was asked to participate (Janoski, Musick & 
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Wilson, 1998). The voluntary impulse is shaped by traditions that are learned in families, 

religious organizations, schools, communities, clubs, and professional organizations. 

Each of these social organizations is vitally important to sustaining this aspect of 

American life (Bellah, Madsen, Sullivan, Swidler & Tipton, 1985; Colby & Damon, 

1992; Daloz, Keen, Keen & Parks, 1996). 

Professionals1 who contribute their time, skills, and expertise to others to achieve 

the collective good are the focus of this research. Understanding the characteristics of 

such professionals can contribute to more informed strategies to sustain this aspect of the 

philanthropic tradition. Many contend that American society2 has historically had a social 

expectation of professionals to serve the public good (Flores, 1988; Kimball, 1995; 

Sullivan, 2005b) and that professionals are to be “on call” regardless of the hour, to serve 

others (Sullivan, 1988). This has been described as a “public character” (Pribbenow, 

1997) and “the philanthropic dimension of the professional ideal” (Payton, 1999, p. 494). 

Yet, this dimension is the least understood aspect of professional life (Kimball, 1995). As 

noted in Meaningful Work, “voluntary service beyond minimum requirements is an 

important aspect of professionalism, yet it has received little attention in the study of 

professional ethics” (Martin, 2000, p. 51). 

In the early 20th century, John Dewey (1859-1952), an American philosopher, 

used the term “civic-minded professional” to describe a professional who had the public 

interest at the forefront of their professional work and a sense of civic responsibility to 

                                                 
1 The definition of profession and professional used is this research is broadly defined as “a profession 
consists of a group of people [professionals] organized to serve a body of specialized knowledge in the 
interests of society” (Appelbaum & Verone, 1990, p. 4).   
2 This dissertation will focus on professionals in American society.  See Sullivan 2005b, pp. 54-55 for a 
succinct discussion of the difference between the “social contract” of professionals in American society 
compared to their counterparts in Europe.   
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conduct their work to advance the social good (Dewey, 1927). More recently, William 

Sullivan (1988, 1995, 2004, 2005b) and others (Bellah, et al. 1985; Dzur, 2004; Freidson, 

1994; Kimball, 1995; Martin, 2000; Peters, 2004) have discussed varied aspects of the 

civic-minded professional. Their work has provided a conceptual framework for 

understanding the service ethic that is entwined with the public purposes of the 

professions.  

A qualitative case-study conducted by Peters (2004) focused on the concept of the 

civic professional in higher education. Funded in part by the Kettering Foundation and 

the W.K. Kellogg Foundation, he used a narrative inquiry and conducted five in-depth 

interviews with a faculty member from the Department of Landscape Architecture, 

Cornell University, to determine the “reconfigurations” and “resistances” to the role of 

being a service learning instructor. His key question was to explore the promise and 

challenge of using service learning as a pedagogy to educate the civic professional. He 

noted that  

Civic professionals view themselves as active participants in civic 
life…They must cast their identities, roles, and expertise around a 
democratic, public mission, suffusing their technical competence with 
civic awareness and purpose. (Peters, 2004, p. 48) 
 

This involves “opening professionals’ eyes and imaginations to the civic responsibilities 

and possibilities of their work” (Peters, 2004, p. 49). Peters stated the need for a 

significant research agenda to be developed and pursued to understand the concept of 

civic-minded professional.  

Peters (personal communication, 2005) reinforced that little research has been 

done in the area of the civic dimension of professional life. The term civic-minded 

professional has not yet been operationalized for empirical research in order to make a 
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distinction between the degree to which a professional is civic-minded in terms of their 

responsibilities and actions to work with others to achieve the public good. This research 

will advance understanding of the public roles of professionals in society, an area of 

study that has yet to be fully explored (Kimball, 1995; Martin, 2000; Peters, 2005). 

The literature review traced the concept of civic-minded professional to identify a 

multi-disciplinary conceptual framework. Civic-minded professionalism is a theoretical 

concept that has been discussed across a number of disciplines including education 

(Fairweather, 1996; Peters, 2004), history (Kimball, 1995), law (Rhode, 2005), medicine 

(Bangert, 2005; Inui, 2004), philosophy (Dewey, 1927; Martin, 2000; Smith, 2005; 

Sullivan, 1988, 1995, 2004, 2005b), political science (Brint, 1994; Dzur, 2004; 

Toqueville, 2000), psychology (Gardner, Csikszentmihalyi & Damon, 2001; Colby & 

Damon, 1992), and sociology (Bellah et al., 1985; Daloz et al., 1996). Each disciplinary 

lens provided a different perspective on the concept of civic-minded professionalism. 

Statement of Problem 

Despite the varied disciplinary perspectives, there were three key problems that 

emerged with the term civic-minded professional. The first problem was the lack of a 

clear conceptual definition of the term “civic-minded professional” in the literature. 

There was a need to clarify and clearly describe the concept in order to identify 

characteristics of a civic-minded professional that could be measured through empirical 

research (Pollock, 2005). The second problem was the lack of inclusion of philanthropic 

studies in understanding and framing the concept of civic-minded professional. The 

literature on civic-minded professional has resided primarily in the disciplines of 

philosophy and political science. Philanthropic studies provided an additional lens and 
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important perspective for understanding the concept of civic-minded professional, 

particularly the dimension of giving professional time in service to others.  

The third problem related in part to both the first and second, was the lack of a 

standardized set of procedures for measuring the construct civic-minded professional as 

either a dependent or independent variable in empirical research. This limits the ability of 

researchers to differentiate between the degree to which professionals are or are not civic-

minded. This also limits the ability of researchers to determine which pre-existing 

conditions (e.g., age, gender, membership in voluntary associations, profession, religious 

attendance) and which interventions (e.g., international humanitarian service trip, pro 

bono program, service learning in higher education) may or may not contribute to 

developing civic dispositions and behaviors of pre-professionals and professionals. 

Additionally, this limits the ability for longitudinal studies to understand a trajectory of 

development of a civic-minded professional across college, professional education, and 

professional life.  

Statement of Significance 

Operationalizing the term civic-minded professional, that is translating the 

concept into a set of procedures through which it can be measured (Pollack, 2005), could 

increase the conceptual understanding of civic-minded professional and increase the 

ability for “empirical tools to craft and evaluate interventions” (Peterson & Seligman, 

2004, p. 3). To take a theoretical concept and operationalize the concept into a valid scale 

for empirical research is a complex task, and one that has yet to be done for the concept 

of civic-minded professional. Operationalizing the concept civic-minded professional 

contributes to the ability to conduct empirical research on the philanthropic behavior of 
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individuals, in this case professionals, who work with others to achieve the common 

good. This research contributes to understanding this important dimension of professional 

life by adding to prior qualitative research on civic-minded professionals (Bangert, 2005; 

Daloz et al., 1996; Peters, 2004).  

This research provides understanding of the complexity of the term civic-minded 

professional. The term has been discussed from various disciplinary perspectives (e.g., 

education, law, medicine, philosophy, political science, psychology, sociology) and the 

lens of philanthropic studies deepened understanding of the concept. Exploratory factor 

analysis of the Civic-Minded Professional (CMP) scale provided empirical evidence of 

the complexity of the term by identifying five factors (i.e., Voluntary Action, Identity and 

Calling, Citizenship, Social Trustee, Consensus Building) as dimensions of the construct.  

The importance of this research lies in the future use of the CMP scale for 

educators and practitioners who design programs to support the civic and voluntary 

participation of professionals. This research will increase the capacity for empirical 

research on the civic-dimensions of professionals by measuring civic-mindedness as 

either an independent or dependent variable. Colleges and universities, as well as higher 

education organizations (e.g., American Association of State Colleges and Universities, 

Association of American Colleges and Universities, Campus Compact, New England 

Research Center for Higher Education), are placing increased emphasis on the role of 

higher education in society. This call for civic engagement has influenced the roles and 

work of faculty and many faculty now integrate teaching, service, and research in the 

community and with community partners (Bringle, Hatcher & Clayton, 2006; Bringle, 

Hatcher, Jones & Plater, 2006). Faculty engagement has increased yet “significantly little 
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is known about what has led faculty to practice engagement or how personal, 

institutional, or environmental factors shape their professional lives” (Sandmann & 

O’Meara, 2007, p. 1). This research contributes to understanding the personal 

characteristics of faculty who are civically engaged. 

The research also contributes to the responsibility of higher education to develop 

civic learning outcomes for graduates.3  Limited empirical work has been done to 

operationalize these civic learning outcomes. This research has added to this work by 

identifying the domains that comprise the concept civic-minded professional, translating 

these dimensions into knowledge, skills, and disposition, and creating a scale to measure 

the construct. 

Research Questions 

The purpose of this research study was to define the concept civic-minded 

professional and operationalize the concept into representative variables to measure the 

knowledge, skills, and dispositions of professionals. This research integrated theory and 

research findings from philosophy, political science, and philanthropic studies to 

conceptualize the term civic-minded professional and was the basis for developing forty-

four items on the Civic-Minded Professional (CMP) scale. This research was designed to 

answer the following primary question:  

� Can the concept of civic-minded professional be defined and operationalized into 

a scale? 
                                                 
3 For example, the Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) has identified essential 
learning outcomes for higher education, and included is educating students for personal and social 
responsibility.  This learning outcome includes “civic knowledge and engagement, both local and global” 
that is “anchored through active involvement with diverse communities and real-world challenges” 
(AAC&U, 2007, p. 12). Similarly, the American Association of State Colleges and Universities 
(AASC&U) has sponsored the American Democracy Project since 2002, and a task force was formed in 
October 2007 to create rubrics to assess civic learning outcomes for undergraduates.  
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Additionally, the research was designed to answer three secondary questions: 

(1) Is the scale to measure civic-minded professional a reliable scale?  

(2) Is the scale to measure civic-minded professional a valid scale in particular 

contexts? 

(3) Does the scale measure differences between and among known groups? 

Overview of Methodology 

Quantitative methodology guided the development of this research (DeVellis, 

2003; Dooley, 1995; Gravetter & Wallnau, 2007; Pollack, 2005; Worthington & 

Whittaker, 2006). This decision was made for a number of reasons. First, a body of 

literature and previous qualitative research projects provided a conceptual understanding 

of the concept of civic-minded professional (Bangert, 2005; Daloz et al., 1996; Peters, 

2004). Qualitative research was valuable to exploring concepts because it probed 

respondents through interviews, focus groups, and open-ended questions. This inductive 

research method generated understanding about the construct (Schervish, 2005). 

Quantitative methodology and analyses of data added additional insight to the dimensions 

that comprised this concept. 

Second, quantitative research methods were used to analyze the reliability and 

validity of a questionnaire (Dooley, 1995, Pollack, 2005). For a “scale to be valid and 

possess practical utility it must be reliable” (Cortina, 1993, p. 101) and this is best 

evaluated through statistical analysis of responses on a questionnaire. For this research, 

reliability was measured by Cronbach’s alpha to evaluate the internal consistency of the -

items on the Civic-Minded Professional (CMP) scale. Analyses were also conducted to 

evaluate the validity of the CMP scale. Construct validity of the CMP scale was 
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measured in a number of ways including convergent validity using Cronbach’s alpha as a 

measure of internal consistency, exploratory factor analysis, and Cronbach’s alpha for 

each factor. Concurrent validity was evaluated by correlating scores on the CMP scale 

with scores from three other scales including, (a) Civic Engagement Index (Indiana 

University-Purdue University Indianapolis, 2005), (b) Public Interest subscale from 

Public Service Motivation scale (Perry, 1996) and (c) items from the New England 

Research Center for Higher Education.   

Third, I am most familiar with quantitative research methods and survey 

construction through research conducted with Dr. Robert Bringle over the past ten years. 

This quantitative research has included research on service learning and retention 

(Hatcher & Bringle, 2001), campus-community partnerships (Bringle & Hatcher, 2006), 

reflection (Hatcher, Bringle & Muthiah, 2004), and volunteer motives (Bringle, Hatcher 

& MacIntosh, 2006). Each of these research projects required the development of a self-

report questionnaire and quantitative analysis of the data. I value the quantitative research 

paradigm because I believe that results from quantitative research hold greater promise 

for testing of theory and generalizability of results than qualitative research. 

Overview of Research Design 

This research focused on the development and evaluation of the CMP scale and 

measured differences between and among known groups on the CMP scale. The 

population for this study was faculty in higher education. A pilot study was conducted in 

April 2007 to fulfill course requirements for Research Methods in Political Science 

(Y580). This pilot provided useful preliminary information about the reliability and 

validity of the CMP scale and confirmed the feasibility of the research design. Faculty (n 
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= 149) from Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis (IUPUI) participated in 

the pilot study. The Public Role of Professionals (PROP) questionnaire was distributed to 

faculty through an online survey software tool Check Box. Data were analyzed and 

findings influenced (a) the forty-four items on the CMP scale used in the current 

research, (b) the inclusion of the Civic Engagement Index (IUPUI, 2005), and (c) the 

inclusion of the Public Interest Subscale (Perry, 1996) on the PROP questionnaire. 

This research was endorsed by two national organizations; the New England 

Research Center for Higher Education (NERCHE) and national Campus Compact. Staff 

at each of these organizations provided a list of names and campus affiliations for faculty 

who were nominated for national awards between 1999 and 2005. NERCHE provided a 

list of faculty nominees for the Ernest L. Lynton Award for the Scholarship of 

Engagement. Campus Compact provided a list of faculty nominees for the Thomas 

Ehrlich Faculty Award for Service-Learning. Respondents were then asked to provide 

names of two faculty colleagues who (a) they respected for their research or teaching, and 

(b) were not involved in community-based research or teaching service learning classes. 

Thus, the sample was comprised of Nominees and Non-Nominees.  Responses of 

participants this national sample (n = 373) were analyzed to evaluate the reliability and 

validity of the CMP scale. 

The following chapter describes the literature review in philosophy, political 

science, and philanthropic studies. The literature review provided the conceptual 

framework for this research and thirty-two characteristics of civic-minded professionals 

were identified in the literature. Based on these characteristics, forty-four items were 

developed for the CMP scale. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 This chapter begins with a description of philanthropic studies, the study of 

voluntary action and nonprofit organizations.  This field uses a multi-disciplinary 

approach to understand complex concepts such as the civic-minded professional, the 

focus of this study. The chapter describes literature from philosophy, political science, 

and philanthropic studies that provides a conceptual understanding of the concept and 

characteristics of civic-minded professionals. Each of these perspectives contributes to 

understanding the function of professionals in society and the personal attributes of civic-

minded professionals.  

Background on Philanthropic Studies 

Clarifying how this research contributes to philanthropic studies is essential; 

therefore this literature review begins by providing a conceptual definition of 

philanthropic studies and philanthropy. This task has been the topic of conversation and 

deliberation among the faculty of Philanthropic Studies at Indiana University through 

position papers and public forums (Bielefeld, 2004; Burlingame, 2004; Payton, 2004; 

Steinberg, 2004; Turner, 2004). A definitive answer on the scope of philanthropic studies 

has yet to be reached. 

In these deliberations, and consistent with the literature in the field (Friedman, 

2003; Mirabella, 2000; Powell, 1998; Powell & Steinberg, 2007; Young, 1988) there is 

often a bifurcated approach to discussions on philanthropy. Philanthropy is seen either as 

the work of nonprofit organizations that fill the niche between government and business 
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to provide public goods and services (Douglas, 1987; Hansmann, 1987; Salamon, 1987; 

Steinberg, 1998; Weisbrod, 1977, 1986), or the work of individuals and groups to achieve 

their personal or mutual goals (Adams, 1986; Craig, 2005; Payton, 1988; Schervish, 

2005; Wuthnow, 1991). Additionally, the study of philanthropy can focus on how 

nonprofit organizations secure funds through government contracts, grant-writing, or 

fundraising, or on why individuals give generously of their money, time, or talents. 

Bridging this apparent divide is one of the goals of philanthropic studies.  

Philanthropic studies can be defined as a multi-disciplinary field of study of the 

(a) voluntary action of individuals and organizations, (b) which are motivated by ideals, 

(c) to redistribute resources to others, (d) to achieve the collective good. The distinction 

between multi-disciplinary and interdisciplinary lies in the degree to which disciplines 

intersect to understand a phenomenon. At this point in time, the field is more multi-

disciplinary than interdisciplinary in that it accepts a wide range of disciplinary 

perspectives (Bielefeld, 2004). This multi-disciplinary nature is valued as an internal 

strength of the field (Katz, 1999) as different disciplines, primarily in the social sciences, 

are brought to bear on understanding voluntary action and nonprofit organizations 

(Powell & Steinberg, 2007; Smith, 1975).  

As a field of study, philanthropic studies does not have a particular methodology, 

rather it serves as a “toll bridge between the disciplines” (Friedman, 2005) identifying 

synergies across disciplinary boundaries. As such, it has been argued that philanthropic 

studies is a strategic window because it sheds new light on how power and resources are 

distributed in society and new light on concepts that have been the domain of traditional 

disciplines (Smith & Gronbjerg, 2007, p. 237). For example, philanthropic studies gives 
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voice to the shadow side of particular disciplines like economics (Steinberg, 2007), 

history (Friedman, 2003), and psychology (Clary, Snyder & Stukas, 1996) because it 

challenges long established traditions in terms of why people donate money, who leads 

social change, and why people are motivated to act on behalf of others. In this research, 

philanthropic studies provides a new perspective on the concept of civic-minded 

professional by broadening conceptual frameworks to understand professionals who give 

their time and talent in service to others. 

Definition of Philanthropy   

The definition of philanthropy is also a source of deliberation as the field of study 

has become more established in the last twenty years (Smith, 2005). The sustained 

contributions of Robert Payton provide a solid foundation for the growth of this 

discussion over time. Payton defines philanthropy as “voluntary action for the public 

good” and concludes that philanthropy is the “social history of the moral imagination” 

(Payton, 1988). Payton’s definitions continue to resonate within the field. Authors 

typically refer to his definition and either build upon this teleological approach to the 

work, that is the public good provides the aim for the voluntary activity (Schervish, 2005; 

Smith, 1994; Sullivan, 2005a), or counter its emphasis on moral undertones by pointing 

out that much of the activity in nonprofit organizations and among individuals is driven 

more by a self-interest in private goods (e.g., enhancing reputation, protecting from guilt, 

career exploration, creating new social networks, social influence and prestige) than an 

interest in the public good per se (Clary et al., 1996; Janoski et al., 1998; Schervish, 

2005). Friedman and McGarvie (2003), noting that definitions change depending upon 
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historical context, make a distinction between charity and philanthropy and conclude that 

charity aims to aid individuals whereas philanthropy is intended to reform society.  

The domain of philanthropy is broad and there are many disciplinary approaches 

that can be used to study voluntary action. The role of nonprofit organizations and the 

range of individual behaviors represent “not a single phenomenon but one that is 

multifaceted and complicated enough to resist simple definition” (Sullivan, 2005a, p. 

206). The complexity of the nonprofit sector has provided challenges to theory 

development because the range of activities that reside within this third sector vary from 

“private action for the public good” (Payton, 1988) to “private organizations serving a 

public purpose” (O'Neill, 1989). As recently as eight years ago, one of the leading 

scholars of the nonprofit sector came to the conclusion that “analysis of the nonprofit 

sector is in its infancy” (Weisbrod, 1998, p. 69).  

The multi-disciplinary approach that has shaped this field of philanthropic studies 

provides a wide lens to understand the attributes and behaviors of individuals who donate 

time, expertise, and money to others. For example, philosophy provides insight into the 

moral impulse of volunteers (Bangert, 2005; Martin, 2000), psychology identifies 

theories of volunteer motives and moral development (Clary, Snyder & Stukas, 1996; 

Colby & Damon, 1992), and political science frames voluntary action in terms of 

citizenship and ethical political behavior (Etzioni, 1993; Monroe, 1996; Putnam 1993, 

2000). For this reason, a variety of disciplinary perspectives will be used to conceptualize 

the term civic-minded professional.  
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Background on the Term “Professional” 

Like philanthropy, the word professional is difficult to define (Sullivan, 2005a, p. 

206).  

It may be better to think of philanthropy as a “folk concept,” somewhat 
like the American use of the term profession. A folk concept is an idea 
that denotes not a single reality but a whole range of perceptions that can 
only be understood by analyzing how the term is used, and by whom, over 
a particular period of time. (Sullivan, 2005a, p. 206)  
 

The role of professionals in society has changed and evolved over time based on 

historical context, market pressures, and social norms (Burrage & Rolf, 1990; Kimball, 

1995; Lawrence, 1999; Sullivan, 2005b). Thus “few words are so loosely used as 

profession” (Kimball, 1995, p. 3) and the term is described by one scholar as being a 

“slippery one” (Callahan, 1988, p. 26). As stated by Dzur in an article on civic 

participation within the professions, “defining professionalism cannot be done without 

some ambiguity” (Dzur, 2004, p. 13). Such ambiguity results in “a problem of definition 

confronting any writing on these occupations, and the way it is dealt with has both 

theoretical and practical implications” (Lawrence, 1999, p. 72). This ambiguity also 

complicates the process of conceptualizing the term civic-minded professional.  

The study of professions and professionals is well-rooted within sociology 

(Burrage & Rolf, 1990; Flores, 1988; Freidson, 1994; Greenwood, 1957; Parsons, 1939, 

1968; Starr, 1982). Sociologists have provided an extensive literature on the study of 

professions both collectively and focused on particular professions of medicine, teaching, 

and law (Abel, 1989; Burrage & Rolf, 1990; Parsons, 1939; Starr, 1982). Sociologists 

provide two distinct positions to interpret the role of professionals in society. The first is 

a functionalist analysis, and the second is a structuralist analysis. The functionalist 
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analysis focuses on the function of the individual professional in society. This analysis 

emphasizes the value of professional knowledge and expertise to address social problems. 

Professionals serve a vital role in society by providing public goods such as health, 

justice, and education. This positive view of a professional’s role in society is echoed in 

pragmatic philosophy (Dewey, 1927; Kimball, 1995; Sullivan, 1988, 2005b). This 

research is framed by this functionalist analysis of a civic-minded professional in that it 

emphasizes that a professional has a particular function in society through the work that 

they do. 

The structuralist analysis of professions by sociologists emerged in the 1950’s, 

and focuses on the organization of professionals rather than their role as individual actors 

in society. The work of Parsons (1968) led to a fundamental question of professional 

separatism, power, and prestige in American culture. Professionals were, and are, often 

criticized as having a monopolistic view to protect their private economic gains rather 

than work towards the good of the public.4  The authority of professionals to self-govern 

their licensing, to advocate and collectively bargain with both the private and public 

sector for economic gain, and to insulate themselves from the pressures of other workers 

in society was soundly criticized. With this shift, came a challenge that the notion of 

‘civic professionalism’ was simply a justification for professional elitism. As described in 

the following quote by Kimball (1995): 

The challenge to functional expertise and thus to the legitimacy of 
professional authority is intimately linked with charges that the ethic of 
selfless service was invented to deflect criticism of professionals’ power 
and prestige by disguising their self-interest. (Kimball, 1995, p. 315)  

                                                 
4 This shift to a structuralist analyisis coincided with the increased criticism of the American Medical 
Association and its role in advocating against national comprehensive insurance in the early 1950’s.  See 
Starr, P. (1982). The Social Transformation of American Medicine, for a thorough discussion of the 
changing perceptions of the medical profession in American history. 
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The structuralist analysis led to a call for the de-professionalization of professionals and a 

literature of skepticism in terms of the value of professionals to a democratic society. As 

described by Payton (1999), “professionalism is an ideal” yet “over the past two decades 

the notion of professionalism and the professional ideal has been battered from all sides” 

and “in very specific ways, the philanthropic dimension of the professional ideal is what 

is at greatest risk” (Payton, 1999, pp. 492-494). This skepticism is important to keep in 

mind when structuring the questions for the CMP scale, for the word professional itself is 

value-laden with meaning.5   

Criteria to Describe Professionals   

One of the earliest to wrestle with the term “professional” was Flexner (Flexner, 

1915). Flexner, who was hired by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 

Teaching, was instrumental in transforming medical training from apprenticeships to 

university education by establishing standards for professional practice and accreditation 

for medical schools in the years prior to World War I (Starr, 1982). In a classic argument 

designed to state why social workers at the turn of the 20th century were not 

professionals, Flexner (1915) identified six criteria that would distinguish professionals 

from other occupations in American society.6  These six criteria of professional work 

include: (a) the activity is essentially intellectual in character in that it is derived from 

                                                 
5 A fellow student, Jen Scheng, Ph.D., Philanthropic Studies, with expertise on survey construction, 
provided feedback on the Public Role of Professionals Questionnaire in February, 2007, and at her 
recommendation, all references to the word professional were omitted from the questions that comprised 
the CMP scale.  This advice was consistent with a conversation with David Hammack at the Association 
for Research on Nonprofit Organizations and Voluntary Action (ARNOVA) conference in November, 2005 
when he advised that I keep in mind that the concept of professional is not always favorably endorsed.   
6 Flexner’s work has been roundly critiqued by sociologists as a strategy of self-interest for the American 
Medical Association, in collaboration with selected universities, to gain professional autonomy and 
financial security for the medical profession.  See Starr (1982) for a thorough discussion of the 
transformation of the medical profession in America during the first half of the 20th century.   
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learning, (b) the activity has a definite practical purpose in a definite field, (c) the activity 

has a technique or skills which the professional practitioner has to master to attain 

professional objectives, (d) a democratic brotherhood or association guides the 

professional practice, (e) qualifications are determined by the responsibilities of the 

profession and professional association, and (f) the professional organization is 

increasingly expected to advance the common social interest (Flexner, 1915,  p. 578-

581). To “advance the common social interest” is the criterion most relevant to this 

current discussion of the civic-minded professional.  

Greenwood (1957) provided a summary of five distinguishing attributes of a 

profession agreed upon in the sociological literature. These five criteria include (a) a 

basis of systematic theory, (b) authority recognized by the clientele, (c) community 

sanction and approval, (d) a code of ethics regulating relations with clients and 

colleagues, and (e) a professional culture sustained by formal associations. There is no 

explicit mention of the service responsibility or public responsibility of professionals in 

this set of criteria.7   

However, many agree that professions must demonstrate “a certain congruence 

between the two core elements, systematic knowledge and the professional norms of a 

service ideal” (Toren, 1972, p. 42). Flores (1988), in Professional Ideals, describes a 

professional as a “complex set of role characteristics involving (a) specialized knowledge 

and training, (b) dedication to public service, and (c) autonomous decision-making 

authority in matters of importance to society” (p. 1). He describes a normative aspect of 

                                                 
7 Based on these criteria Greenwood (1957) agreed with Flexner (1915) and others (Etzioni, 1969; Toren, 
1972) concluding that social workers were on the low-end of a continuum of attributes and therefore were 
semi-professionals.  This debate has continued within the field of social work (Hopps & Collins, 1995).     
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“responsible behavior” and “public service” and concludes that “professionals are 

expected to be persons of integrity whom you can trust” (Flores, 1999, p. 1).  

Kimball (1995), in The “True professional ideal” in America:  A history, 

summarizes that there have been three dominant characteristics of professions, and these 

characteristics constitute the basic topics of discussion in the 20th century. These three 

characteristics of professions include (a) expertise and functional knowledge, (b) 

professional membership organizations to set standards, and (c) an ethic of professional 

service. He notes that this last characteristic of professional service is the least understood 

in terms of the scholarship on professions (Kimball, 1995, p. 323).  

More recently, Sullivan (1995, 2005b), in Work and integrity:  The crisis and 

promise of professionalism in America, identifies three criteria that define a professional. 

These three criteria include (a) specialized training in a field of codified knowledge 

usually acquired by formal education and apprenticeship, (b) public recognition of a 

certain autonomy on the part of the practitioners to regulate their own standards of 

practice, and (c) collegial organization of peers with a commitment to provide service to 

the public that goes beyond the economic welfare of the practitioner (Sullivan, 2005b, p. 

36). Sullivan’s three criteria include all of the criteria set forth by Flexner (1915), 

Greenwood (1957), Flores (1988), and Kimball (1995). Professionals, therefore, are 

trained through formal education, governed and regulated by membership associations8, 

and obliged to serve the public.  

                                                 
8 Professional associations are non-charitable, donative, and mutually controlled membership organizations 
that primarily exist for the mutual benefit of members yet also provide public benefit through advocacy and 
voluntary action. Differences in organizational type are delineated by the Internal Revenue Service in the 
tax code, with one basic division made between charitable organizations, 501(c)(3), and non-charitable 
organizations, 501(c)(4)-(21).  Unlike public benefiting organizations they are not entitled to tax-exempt 
status under Section 501(c)(3) of the federal tax law that allows for tax-deductible gifts to the organization 
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Definition of “Profession” and “Professional”  

This research adopts Appelbaum & Verone’s (1990) definition of the terms 

“profession” and “professional” as follows:  “A profession consists of a group of people 

[professionals] organized to serve a body of specialized knowledge in the interests of 

society” (Appelbaum & Verone, 1990, p. 4). This definition accounts for a wide variety 

of occupations in contemporary society. According to the United States Department of 

Labor’s Bureau of Labor Statistics website, professionals include a number of 

occupations (e.g., architects, clergy, educators, engineers, entertainers, lawyers, nurses, 

physicians, social scientists, social workers).9 

Definition of “Civic-minded Professional”  

This research is framed by the work of Sullivan (1988, 2004, 2005b) who makes a 

distinction between technical professionalism and civic professionalism. Building upon 

the work of Brint (1994) and others, he calls for a renewed focus on civic professionalism 

that is “professionalism that is both expert and civic” (Sullivan, 2005b, p. 196).  The 

civic-minded professional has an ethical disposition to regard oneself as a social trustee 

of knowledge with a responsibility to work with others, both professionals and citizens, 

to achieve the common good. Civic professionalism is grounded in the history of 

                                                                                                                                                 
from individuals and corporations. The purpose of forming an association is to achieve a greater good or 
benefit for the larger group than could be obtained by the individual (Hamilton, 1997).  An association can 
be either a member-serving association or a public-regarding association (Van Til, 1988).  Member-serving 
organizations include social and fraternal organizations, labor unions, mutual benefit and cooperative 
organization, political organizations, and business and professional associations (Salamon, 1999).  
Associations have a high level of autonomy from government, private corporations, and other outside 
influences (Smith, 1993).    
9 I contacted the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics by email on August 3, 2007 to ask for the definition used 
to classify occupations under “professional” in the Occupational Outlook Handbook.  There is no definition 
of professional that is used for this classification rather an occupation is placed in this category based on 
the education and expertise required for the job function.  The major categories for occupations include 
management, professional, services, sales, administration, farming, construction, installation, production, 
transportation, and armed forces.  Compared with the “six learned professions” that existed in the early part 
of the 20th century (Kimball, 1995) this list portrays the expansive way that the term professional has 
developed in the past century. 
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professions (Kimball, 1992). The social responsibility of civic professionalism is tied to 

the religious roots of professional practice, the instrumental purposes of knowledge and 

expertise, and the balance necessary in capitalistic society to mediate between the public 

and private sectors.  

In this research, civic-minded professional is defined as one who is (a) skillfully 

trained through formal education, (b) with the ethical disposition as a social trustee of 

knowledge, and (c) the capacity to work with others in a democratic way, (d) to achieve 

public goods. This definition is derived from the following literature review of the 

concept. The literature review is the basis for conceptualizing the term and delineating 

this concept into variables that permit distinguishing between the degrees to which one is 

a civic-minded professional as distinct from a professional who is not as civic-minded. 

Philosophy 

The concept of civic-minded professional has been a focused dimension of the 

work of  Sullivan (1988, 1995, 2004, 2005a, 2005b). As a philosopher, he was a 

contributing author to Habits of the heart:  Individualism and commitment in American 

life (Bellah, Madsen, Sullivan, Swidler & Tipton, 1985). This text provides a 

contemporary exploration of Alexis de Toqueville’s examination of the American 

national character. The five-member research team interviewed more than two-hundred 

middle-class Americans about the values, traditions, norms, and challenges of individuals 

to be active participants in society. The authors concluded that the vocabulary of 

individualism has eclipsed the commitment to others, and for the future of a healthy and 

vibrant democratic society, this decline must be addressed. The “habits of the heart” that 
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Toqueville (2000) had identified as fundamental to American democracy, which is the 

impulse to associate and participate in community problem solving, were on the decline.  

In chapter eleven, “Transforming American Culture,” the roles of organizations 

(e.g., family, organizations, places of work, places of worship, schools) are discussed in 

terms of their role in cultivating public commitments (Bellah et al., 1985, pp. 275-296). 

The authors highlight the importance of higher education in preparing graduates for 

active participation in democratic society.10  Sullivan (2005b) reiterates the challenge to 

higher education to contribute to the development of civic dispositions of graduates in 

Work and integrity:  The crisis and promise of professionalism in America. As a Senior 

Scholar with the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, Sullivan has 

focused on the role of higher education in preparing professionals (Sullivan & Rosin, 

2008).11 

Calling and the Public Good 

By tracing the roots of professionalism in American society, Sullivan argues that 

throughout time, three fundamental characteristics have set professionals apart from other 

workers in society:  

Professional skill is human capital that is always dependent for its 
negotiability upon some collective enterprise, which itself, is the outcome 
of civic politics in which the freedom of a group to organize for a specific 

                                                 
10 In the mid-1990’s, I was challenged to ask myself, “How am I contributing to this role of higher 
education in preparing students to become civic-minded professionals?”  Since that time, I have made a 
number of personal and professional decisions based on my commitment to be a civic-minded professional, 
including pursuing a Ph.D. in Philanthropic Studies.   
11 The Preparing for the Professions program, sponsored by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement 
of Teaching, is comprised of two- to three-year research projects designed as comparative studies across 
the professions.  The work has focused on five professions: clergy, engineering, legal, medical, and 
nursing.  The goal is to understand the role of higher education in building professional understanding, 
skills, and integrity.  In a personal conversation with Sullivan at the Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teaching in Fall 2005, he seemed both honored and humbled by the fact that I wanted to 
conduct research on this concept, saying that “I am flattered that someone would want to take these things 
that I have been thinking about over time and make sense of them for future research.”   
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purpose is balanced by the accountability of that group to other members 
of the civic community for furtherance of publicly established goals and 
standards. (Sullivan, 2005b, p. 184)  
 

Thus “to become a professional is not only to take up an occupation, it is to 

assume a civic as well as an economic identity” (Sullivan, 2005b, p. 17). This 

civic identity of professionals is described in a number of ways. Sullivan states 

that professionals are responsible for the provision of “public goods” and defines 

public goods as “values from which all benefit and that depend on everyone’s 

cooperation, but to which no particular market actor has a strong incentive to 

contribute” (Sullivan, 2004, p. 5). This responsibility and orientation toward 

public goods distinguishes professionals from other occupations in society 

because professions are “publicly chartered to make it their primary concern to 

sustain such public goods” (Sullivan, 2004, p. 5). 

The tension between personal autonomy and public responsibility is evident 

throughout Sullivan’s work, and this is perhaps best captured in an article that makes the 

distinction between “profession as career” versus “profession as calling” (Sullivan, 

1988). Sullivan notes that the word professional comes from the root word, to profess, 

with strong ties to the Protestant religious traditions. Professional calling for social 

purposes falls within three distinct American traditions. These traditions include (a) the 

religious traditions of vocation, (b) the civic traditions of participation, and (c) the 

“secular altruistic” traditions of artists and scientists who dedicate themselves to 

advancing the public good through creative and scholarly work (Kimball, 1995, p. 294). 

The “calling” for the greater social purposes of professions is: 

the key point…for a genuine professional, the meaning of the work 
derives from both what it is and the ends towards which it is directed as 



 24

much as or more than its significance comes from the return it affords. In 
this sense, it is always more than a job. (Sullivan, 2005b, p. 21) 
 

Sullivan concludes that this civic calling is a fundamental role of professionals in 

democratic society. This teleological approach to the professions, that is the ends towards 

which it is directed, is similar in tone to Payton’s definition of philanthropy as voluntary 

action for the public good (Payton, 1988).  

Professionals have similar characteristics and roles in democratic society as 

nonprofit organizations. Like charitable nonprofit organizations, professionals are 

charged to be in service to others and work to achieve public goods (Sullivan, 2005b). 

Achieving public goods (e.g., education, health, justice) often requires mediating between 

the market and public policy, offering services not provided by either business or by 

government. Nonprofits and professionals typically provide services that are, by their 

nature, dependent upon asymmetrical information (Hansmann, 1987) that is the consumer 

is not quickly able to discern the quality of the public good (e.g., medical services, legal 

aid). One theory of nonprofit organizations asserts that nonprofit organizations thrive in 

these areas because the consumer is more likely to trust nonprofit organizations rather 

than for profit organizations for service delivery (Hansmann, 1987). Because of this 

knowledge differential, ethical standards of good practice help to instill confidence in the 

public to trust nonprofits and professionals.  

The social compact of public trust is not only part of the professional-

client/patient relationship, but also resides in the role of the professional in society at 

large. Professionals are awarded a high degree of public trust, and like nonprofit 

organizations, they have particular freedoms in terms of self-regulation to operate apart 

from governmental control. Historically, legislation and legal decisions have been 
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employed to give professional organizations the freedom to set standards for licensure 

and to gain certain tax-exemptions on services provided, a freedom not granted to other 

types of occupations. But a condition of this freedom is the evidence that the profession 

serves the public good.  

It is the responsibility for public goods (e.g., health care, civil regulation 
and social justice, environmental regulation, reliable public information) 
that sets off professionals from other knowledge workers…they are all 
directly pledged to an ethic of public service. In exchange for the privilege 
of setting standards for admission and authorizing practice, professions are 
legally obliged to maintain standards, even to discipline their own ranks, 
for the public welfare. (Sullivan, 2005b, p. 4) 
 

This ideal of the public good is an essential dimension of professional life in democratic 

society, and this dimension is similar to the roles and responsibilities of nonprofit 

organizations.  

Social Trustee of Knowledge 

Sullivan makes an important distinction between “technical professionalism” and 

“civic professionalism” (Sullivan, 2005b, p. 9); the former is used to describe the 

professional as expert and the latter is used to describe the professional as a “social 

trustee” or “community trustee” of knowledge (p. 165). Civic professionalism is the 

“ideal of social reciprocity” (p. 5). Civic-minded professionals make a public pledge to 

deploy technical expertise and judgment not only skillfully but also for public-regarding 

ends and in a public-regarding way (Sandmann & O’Meara, 2007, p. 4; Sullivan, 2005b). 

However this civic role of professionals has been compromised and often diminished by 

the emphasis on personal economic gain as well as the market pressures in contemporary 

American society. Payton (1999) concurs that “the cost of professional service puts the 

professional ideal in great jeopardy” (p. 493).  
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The conception of professional as social trustee in Sullivan’s work is consistent 

with the broader literature on the sociology and history of professions in American 

society. Kimball (1992) traces the various terms for professional over time, and his work 

provides an important framework for understanding the historical strands of influence in 

professional expectations. Kimball identifies six distinct moments in the rhetoric of 

profession from colonial America through the Progressive Era that have been shaped by 

the prominent cultural framework of the time (i.e., religion, polity, science, education).12  

Beginning in colonial America, “profession” referred to a religious vow, thus profession 

typically referred to the clergy. This sense of vocation and calling is the historical root of 

the term professional in Western society. The meaning further extended to signify secular 

clergy and led to the concept of “true professional ideal,” a term introduced by the 

president of the American Bar Association in 1894; one whose preeminent status 

demonstrated self-less service on behalf of others (Kimball, 1992).  

Based on an analysis of Sullivan’s work (1988, 1995, 2004, 2005a, 2005b), the 

following eight characteristics from philosophy describe the knowledge, skills, and 

dispositions of a civic-minded professional: 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
12 Kimball used the word “architectonic” to describe the dominant science or discipline that influenced 
cultural values and ideals, and described how the architectonic influenced both the roles and status of 
professionals in American society.  A complex and informative diagram on page 304 diagrams the 
emergence of the “ideal professional” and demonstrates how the status of clergy, lawyers, educators, and 
doctors have changed overtime.  He did not identify the architectonic that influences society’s 
understanding of professionals today. 
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 Eight Characteristics of a Civic-Minded Professional 
Philosophy 

Knowledge: 
� Is knowledgeable about community needs 
� Is knowledgeable about public policy 

Skills:   
� Works with others to achieve the common good 

Dispositions: 
� Has a sense of calling, either religious or civic, in one’s professional 

work 
� Sees oneself as a social trustee of knowledge 
� Has a sense of social responsibility and commitment to the public good 
� Is motivated to serve others 
� Values democratic ideals (e.g., reciprocity, justice, equality) when 

working with others 
 

Political Science 

Political science contributes to the discussion of the civic-minded professional by 

articulating the way in which the public service dimension of professional life can 

advance democratic ideals. As summarized by Dzur (2004), the theory of democratic 

professionalism lies upon two canonical democratic theorists, Alexis de Tocqueville13 

and John Dewey14 who both identified democratic professionals as “important actors in 

American democracy” (Dzur, 2004, p. 7). A healthy voluntary sector is characteristic of a 

democracy, which is the unique dimension of American democracy that Toqueville 

clearly described in the mid-1800’s (Putnam, 2000).  

                                                 
13 Most histories of philanthropy highlight the associational nature of the American people first articulated 
by Alexis de Tocqueville (Tocqueville, 2000) who put the voluntary association at the center of his analysis 
of Democracy in America. Toqueville traveled to the U.S. in the early 1830’s to investigate the prison 
system in America.  Toqueville documented his journey to America in his two-volume text Democracy in 
America (Toqueville, 2000).  His accounts of associational life often provide the starting point for 
discussion in philanthropic studies (Bellah, et al., 1985; Friedman & McGarvie, 2003).   
14 John Dewey (1859-1952) was an American philosopher and educator whose writings have been 
influential in philosophy, political theory, and education.  His life and professional work demonstrate a 
deep conviction that education is one of our most promising cultural resources.  Education preserves the 
qualitative dimensions of democracy which is essential to the American character.  His work provides a 
theoretical framework for service learning in higher education (Benson & Harkavy, 1997; Ehrlich, 1996; 
Hatcher, 1997).  



 28

Habits of the Heart 

Toqueville’s observations about the mores and “habits of the heart” are well 

documented in terms of identifying the fundamental tensions in democratic society 

between individualism and commitment towards the common good (Bellah et al., 1985). 

Tocqueville introduced the phrase of “individualism” and the doctrine of “self-interest 

properly understood” and described the concepts in the following way: 

I have already shown elsewhere in several places in this book how the 
inhabitants of the United States almost always know how to combine their 
own advantage with that of their fellow citizens. What I want to point out 
now is the general theory which helps them to this result…the doctrine of 
self-interest properly understood is not new, but it is among the Americans 
of our time that it has come to be universally accepted…It gives them 
pleasure to point out how an enlightened self-love continually leads them 
to help one another and disposes them freely to give part of their time and 
wealth for the good of the state…The doctrine of self-interest properly 
understood does not inspire great sacrifices, but every day it prompts some 
small ones; by itself it cannot make a man virtuous, but its discipline 
shapes a lot of orderly, temperate, moderate, careful, and self-controlled 
citizens. If it does not lead the will directly to virtue, it establishes habits 
which unconsciously turn it that way…Every American has the sense to 
sacrifice some of his private interests to save the rest. (Toqueville, 2000, 
pp. 525-528) 

 

Toqueville’s description of “self-interest properly understood” has long been a hallmark 

of understanding voluntary and collective action in democratic society.  

Dzur (2004) recounts the habits of active citizenship espoused by Tocqueville, 

and the “task-sharing” that Tocqueville identified as critical to advancing democratic 

participation, and he concludes that the “art of the democratic professional” is critical to 

foster lay participation in American society (Dzur, 2004, p. 9). This dimension of task-

sharing is reinforced by Dewey’s concept of the civic-minded professional.  

Dewey’s democratic professionals (Dewey, 1927, p. 327) were to provide 
analysis and information but also to encourage reflection about large-scale 



 29

economic and political events...Dewey’s democratic professionals are not, 
therefore, best seen as leaders or organizers of the public; they respond to 
social problems in a way that facilitates the organization of the public. 
(Dzur, 2004, pp. 9-11) 
 

Facilitating the organization of the public requires interacting “in and with”15 the public 

and this manner of professional work has important implications for practice across a 

wide range of professions.  Dzur concludes that:  

Those trained for professions currently have minimal instruction in the 
democratic consequences of their professional domains. Applied ethics 
instruction abounds, more so with every passing year; yet explicitly 
democratic values of lay participation and task-sharing…are rarely part of 
the ethic seminars required in nearly all professional training curricula. 
(Dzur, 2004, p. 12) 

 
How one does what one does is of critical importance in order for professionals to 

further the democratic principles of society. 

Social Intelligence 

Dzur (2004) establishes a theoretical bridge between Toqueville and Dewey in 

terms of their conceptualization of the civic roles of professionals in democratic society. 

Dewey endorsed the social benefits of education and intelligence to achieve the collective 

aims of progress within democratic society. For Dewey, education is the means to 

promote social intelligence and preserve a healthy society. Social intelligence is 

knowledge that leads to social action and contributes to the common good. 

One of Dewey’s fundamental educational principles is that the health of a 

democratic society is dependent upon shared life among individuals. This shared life 

occurs through face-to-face interaction and communication. Through dialogue, 

                                                 
15 Civic engagement in higher education is defined as teaching, research, and service “in and with” the 
community (Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis, 2002).  As a distinct form of community 
engagement, civic engagement values mutual reciprocity and the democratic participation of both campus 
and community partners.   This way of working with others is a similar distinction that Sullivan (2005b) 
made between technical professionalism and civic professionalism.   
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differences are expressed and consensus is formed which results in knowledge that 

benefits the whole. This knowledge is what Dewey termed as social intelligence.  

As embodied in democratic life, social intelligence points the way to a 
moral ideal which is shareable on the widest possible scale. Dewey was 
firmly convinced that to make democratic social intelligence a reality in 
human affairs is the greatest and perhaps only possibility for contemporary 
man to deal with his most urgent problems. (Gouinlock, 1994, p. xxv) 
 

Dewey, like other progressives at the turn of the 20th century16, was optimistic about the 

ability of civic-minded professionals to work in communities in such a way as to increase 

social intelligence and apply this knowledge to address community needs (Sullivan, 

1988; 2004; 2005b).  

Dewey discussed the role of the professional expert in society most explicitly in 

The Public and its Problems (1927) and presented both the value and the potential risk of 

the role of professionals in democratic society. As described by Sullivan (1988): 

John Dewey sought to provide a new public understanding for an 
American society undergoing rapid change, and the professional, at once 
highly trained and motivated by the ideal of public service, was the 
centerpiece of his vision. The new professional was to serve as a kind of 
forerunner, a model of the new citizen of a progressive democracy. (p. 43) 
 

Dewey anticipated the fundamental problem of professionals in democratic society. He 

recognized the tendency of the public to retreat in its role of addressing social problem by 

acquiescing to the authority of the expert. Dewey argued that social intelligence was 

available to all citizens in democracy, not only the experts. Therefore professionals have 

a critical responsibility to facilitate the democratic practice of community problem 

solving. He cautioned against the expert becoming a replacement for the ruling 

                                                 
16 By 1918, the number of degrees granted in professional fields surpassed for the first time the total of 
those granted in the liberal arts (Kimball, 1992).   
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aristocracy of prior days, making policy decisions for the public rather than with the 

public. As evidenced by the following statement, 

The man who wears the shoe knows best that it pinches and where it 
pinches, even if the expert shoemaker is the best judge of how the trouble 
is to be remedied. (Dewey 1927, p. 364) 
 

Experts need to conduct the necessary investigations into social problems, and at the 

same time discover ways to include the public in dialogue and debate as a means to gain 

community voice on community problem solving. Thus, for Dewey, the civic 

professional is mindful not only of the public ends of professional service, but also of the 

public means of conducting one’s work.  

Civic and Participatory Skills  

Political science also provides a conceptual framework for “civic skills” 

(Battistoni, 1997; Kirlin, 2003; Patrick, 2000) and “participatory skills” (U.S. Department 

of Education, National Assessment Governing Board, 1998) necessary for active 

participation in democratic society. Identifying these civic skills contributes to 

understanding the characteristics of a civic-minded professional. Current research 

supported by the Center for Information and Research on Civic Learning and 

Engagement (CIRCLE) at the University of Maryland advocates for a new field of 

research, “civic development,” which draws on psychology and creates a bridge between 

theory and practice to understanding the civic and political participation of adolescents 

and young adults (Salmans, 2007, p. 11).   

Kirlin (2003) produced a CIRCLE Working Paper titled The role of civic skills in 

fostering engagement, and she defines civic skills that are “required to effectively 

participate in civic and political life” (Kirlin, 2003, p. 2). After a comprehensive review 
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of literature in political science, education, and psychology (e.g., Battistoni, 1997; Boyte, 

2000; Flanagan, 2003; Patrick, 2000, 2003; Verba, Schlozman & Brady, 1995) Kirlin 

identified four major categories of civic skills, including:  (a) organization, (b) 

communication, (c) collective decision-making, and (d) critical thinking. Examples of 

civic skills include organizing and persuading others to take action, navigating the 

political system, consensus building towards the common good, listening to diverse 

perspectives, and forming positions on public issues.  

The civic skills identified by Kirlin (2003) are consistent with the National 

Assessment of Educational Progress:  Civics Consensus Project (United States 

Department of Education, 1998). The civics education framework identified civic 

knowledge, civic skills (including both intellectual skills and participatory skills), and 

civic dispositions vital to the “preparation of citizens to fulfill their responsibilities to 

sustain and enhance self-government” which is “an essential condition of any 

constitutional democracy” (United States Department of Education, 1998, p. viii). 

Participatory civic skills include, (a) interacting, (b) monitoring, and (c) influencing. 

Examples of participatory skills include listening, discussing public affairs, participating 

in voluntary associations, building coalitions, voting, and writing letters to express civic 

opinions. These participatory skills and civic skills, while focused on youth and young 

adults, provide assistance in operationalizing the concept of civic-minded professional.   

Based on an analysis of Dzur (2004), Toqueville (2000), Dewey (1927), and 

Kirlin (2003), the following twelve characteristics from political science describe the 

knowledge, skills, and dispositions of a civic-minded professional: 
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Twelve Characteristics of a Civic-Minded Professional 
Political Science 

Knowledge: 
� Is knowledgeable about community needs 
� Is aware of social problems 

Skills:  
� Listens to understand the perspective of others 
� Engages in dialogue with others 
� Builds consensus across diverse opinions 
� Organizes others to address community needs 
� Is able to navigate political processes 
� Participates in voluntary associations 

Dispositions: 
� Values democratic ideals of citizen participation 
� Has a sense of social responsibility to be actively involved in the 

community 
� Supports the public role of professionals in society 
� Values reciprocity and mutual respect between professional and client 

 

Philanthropic Studies 

 In addition to the theoretical and conceptual frameworks from philosophy and 

political science, the field of philanthropic studies provides an additional lens to 

understand and operationalize the concept of civic-minded professional. As a multi-

disciplinary field of study, philanthropic studies explores the role of individuals and 

organizations that act upon their ideals to achieve the common good. This review focused 

on three areas, (a) characteristics of civic leaders and moral exemplars, (b) volunteer 

motives, and (c) pro bono service. Each of these domains provides insight into the 

attributes of a civic-minded professional and characteristics that are relevant for 

operationalizing the construct. 

Characteristics of Civic Commitment   

A number of scholars, from a wide range of disciplines, have focused on 

understanding the lives of those who are committed to making a difference in society 
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through voluntary action (Colby & Damon, 1992; Coles, 1993; Oliner & Oliner, 1988). 

One of the most helpful projects to this current research was conducted by a multi-

disciplinary research team (i.e., political science, educational psychology, developmental 

psychology, theology, international development) funded in part by the Lilly 

Endowment.17  Daloz, Keen, Keen and Parks (1996), in Common fire:  Lives of 

commitment in a complex world, documented findings of their qualitative research project 

designed to give insight into the lives of people who had “sustained long-term 

commitments to work on behalf of the common good” (p. 5).  

More specifically, the research of Daloz et al. (1996) focused on answering four 

primary questions: “What are such people like?”, “How do they become that way?”, 

“What keeps them going in spite of inevitable discouragement?”, “What can be done to 

encourage this kind of citizenship to meet the challenges of the twenty-first century?” (p. 

5). Using semi-structured interviews, the research team interviewed 145 people that 

yielded a core group of a hundred people representing a reasonable demographic profile 

and a comparison group of twenty who did not meet the four contingent criteria for 

sample selection. The sample was generated using a multiple-entry snowball method with 

the following four contingent criteria:  (a) commitment to the common good, (b) 

perseverance and resilience, (c) ethical congruence between life and work, and (d) 

engagement with diversity and complexity (Daloz et al., 1996, p. 244).  

One common characteristic of those interviewed was a “constructive, enlarging 

engagement with the other” (Daloz et al., 1996, p. 63), causing the authors to conclude 

                                                 
17 At the 4th Annual Summit on Philanthropy, I had the opportunity to thank Mr. Clay Robbins, President of 
the Lilly Foundation, for their generous funding the PhD program in Philanthropic Studies.  As I described 
my dissertation research, he was pleased to know that the work of Daloz et al. (1996) was a cornerstone for 
operationalizing the concept of civic-minded professional.    
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that a “constructive encounter with others who are significantly different from oneself is 

key to the development of a capacity for trustworthy belonging and confident agency in a 

diverse and complex world” (p. 54).  This attentiveness to the other may result from 

compassion, from being marginalized, or from a social justice orientation that every 

human being is equally valued. Similarities among respondents also included “habits of 

mind” (p. 108) and “a responsible imagination” (p. 125) to envision how their actions 

could improve the common good. These habits of mind included dialogue, interpersonal 

perspective-taking, critical systemic thought, dialectical thought, and holistic thought. A 

responsible imagination was cultivated by family, religious traditions, personal 

experiences, cultural images, and a visionary perspective. Long-term commitments to the 

common good were sustained through strong connections to others, including family and 

networks with colleagues, with most respondents stating a strong preference for 

collaborative work. 

Characteristics of Moral Exemplars  

Another qualitative research study was conducted by Colby and Damon (1992) 

and summarized in the book Some do care:  Contemporary lives of moral commitment. 

Using an assisted autobiography method of case study, they interviewed twenty-three 

moral exemplars to understand the characteristics common across such leaders. As 

developmental psychologists, Colby and Damon (1992) sought to “demystify moral 

commitment” and explain the “developmental processes” that contribute to “the origins 

of moral commitment in the lives of twenty-three extraordinary people” (pp. 4-5). They 

asked questions such as “How do such people develop their firm and enduring dedication 

to moral causes?”, “What makes them stick with their commitments without regard to the 
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personal consequences?”, and “How do they maintain their personal integrity in the face 

of demands to compromise?” (p. 5).  

 Colby and Damon (1992) worked with a group of twenty-two expert nominators 

to identify and refine a set of criteria for moral exemplars. These nominators were 

“people who reflect systematically about moral ideas as part of their professions--

theologians, philosophers, historians, social commentators, scholars of ethics and 

morality—engage in precisely these efforts daily” (p. 28). The five criteria for moral 

exemplars used in their study include the following:  

(1)  sustained commitment to moral ideals or principles that include a generalized

 respect for humanity;  or a sustained evidence of moral virtue; 

(2) disposition to act in accord with one’s moral ideals or principles, implying 

also a consistency between one’s actions and intentions and between the 

means and ends of one’s actions; 

(3) willingness to risk one’s self-interest for the sake of one’s moral values; 

(4) tendency to be inspiring to others and thereby to move them to moral 

action; 

(5) sense of realistic humility about one’s own importance relative to the 

world at large, implying a relative lack of concern for one’s ego. (Colby & 

Damon, 1992, p. 29) 

 
These dispositions described individuals who were willing to act upon their moral 

convictions and sustain a dedication to the common good over their lifetime. 

 In the two concluding chapters of the book, Colby and Damon (1992) 

summarized the findings and described in fuller detail the common characteristics of the 
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moral exemplars. These characteristics included a “stubborn positivity” (p. 271) and an 

optimistic outlook. This characteristic is consistent with “learned optimism” described by 

Seligman (1991), a personality trait that equips one to see the best in others and the 

potential for change in circumstances. Colby and Damon (1992) described this optimistic 

outlook as “…people who are committed to the common good typically do not consider 

the causes of bad events to be permanent, because they have faith in the possibility of 

change” (p. 287). This positive outlook was also evidenced by a “deep gratitude for the 

satisfaction they get from their work” (Colby & Damon, p. 278). This sense of gratitude 

is consistent with the findings of Schervish (2005) who noted that gratitude was a 

common characteristic of high wealth givers.  

 Additionally, these moral exemplars demonstrated a high degree of personal 

integrity. Integrity is described by Colby and Damon (1992) as an integration of personal 

goals and public goals. 

Personal integrity goes beyond selfless goals. In itself, a goal, no matter 
how noble or altruistic, can neither lend integrity nor constitute character;  
there must also be a moral manner of pursuing the goal. Personal integrity 
requires constant attention to the means as well as the ends of one’s 
actions. (Colby & Damon, 1992, p. 3) 

 
This emphasis on personal integrity is consistent with the work of Morton (1995) who 

identified integrity as an important goal in sustaining voluntary participation of college 

students. The moral exemplars were “both highly individuated persons as well as highly 

committed ones” (Colby & Damon, 1992, p. 298). Contrary to the tension between 

individualism and commitment described by Bellah et al. (1985), Colby and Damon 

(1992) noted that a strong sense of personal identity and personal goals were reinforced 

by a strong tie to others. 
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We believe that it is a mistake to set individualism in opposition to 
community commitment. When fully realized in an Emersonian sense 
[Ralph Waldo Emerson], individual agency remains the community’s best 
hope. (Colby & Damon, 1992, p. 298)  

 
A consistent characteristic of moral exemplars was also a strong social network with 

others; a network that brings support, resources, and a sense of steadiness to the moral 

purposes embraced by these individuals.  

 Another common characteristic of moral exemplars was a religious faith that 

contributed to a sense of personal integrity. Religious faith was a more fundamental 

dimension of moral exemplars than originally assumed by Colby and Damon, and even 

those who had “no formal religion often looked to a transcendent ideal of a personal sort; 

a faith in the forces of good, a sustaining hope in a power greater than oneself, a larger 

meaning for one’s life than personal achievement or gain” (p. 311). They concluded that 

among the twenty-three exemplars “there was a common sense of faith in the human 

potential to realize its ideals” (p. 311). This finding is consistent with other research that 

indicates that one of the key factors to determine a person’s choice to volunteer their time 

is involvement in religious organizations (Clary, 1996; Smith, 1994; Vesterlund, 2007). 

 Additionally, a similarity among those interviewed was a “self-conscious moral 

reflection” (Colby & Damon, 1992, p. 308). These individuals were willing to think 

about their actions, revise their strategies, learn from their mistakes, and not become 

discouraged. This reflection-in-action is consistent with Dewey’s (1927) idea of social 

intelligence, Schon’s (1983) concept of the reflective practitioner, and is a critical phase 

in experiential learning theory (Kolb, 1984). Through reflective practice one has the 

ability to step back and reconsider the appropriate action to take. Rather than simply 

responding out of habit, reflection can lead to new behaviors, new action, and change. 
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Reflection-in-action is a common skill among moral exemplars and professionals (Schon, 

1983).       

Volunteer Motives   

Theories of volunteer motives concur with Toqueville’s observations that self-

interest has an important role in terms of cultivating and sustaining voluntary 

participation (Clary et al., 1998; Clary & Snyder, 1996; Colby & Damon, 1992; Wilson, 

2000)). According to Clary et al. (1998), there are six functional reasons why a person 

may choose to volunteer (i.e., values and care for others, understanding and learning, 

social interaction and recognition, enhancement and self-development, career and 

developing new skills, protective to escape guilt). Research indicates that when two or 

more of these functional motives are evident, a volunteer reports higher satisfaction and 

is more likely to stay involved than when only one motive is evident. Clary and Snyder 

(1996) conclude that it is beneficial to a volunteer’s satisfaction and commitment if both 

public and private interests are met in the volunteer experience. Self-interest is as vital as 

public interest in preserving voluntary action in American society (Toqueville, 2000).  

These motivations of volunteers range from self-orientation to others-orientation 

and can include both egotistical and altruistic impulses (Clary et al., 1996; Clary et al., 

1998; Janoski et al., 1998). Even among altruists, there are at least two types of 

personalities that have been identified; (a) reformers are more focused on changing 

society, and (b) helpers are more focused on alleviating suffering (Carlson, 1982). 

Understanding the different characteristics of individuals who are inclined to volunteer 

can lead to identifying various strategies to support and increase voluntary action among 

professionals.  
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Pro Bono Professional Service   

Pro bono activity, short for “pro bono publico” which literally means “for the 

public good” is often associated with the legal profession however a number of 

professional associations (e.g. American Association for the Advancement of Science18, 

Association for Community Design19, Engineers Without Borders20) aspire to the pro 

bono contributions of professionals to address unmet social needs. Typically, pro bono 

services are directed to the underserved in society, although this is not a stipulation 

(Rhodes, 2005). A recent initiative by the Corporation for National and Community 

Service advocates for corporations to involve employees in pro bono service to leverage 

skills in accounting, marketing, and publicity to strengthen the capacity of nonprofit 

organizations. With the strong interest in pro bono service among professional 

associations and corporations, it is important to have a conceptual understanding of those 

who are willing to volunteer professional time and expertise through pro bono service.  

Smith (1981) makes an interesting contribution to the study of voluntary action by 

providing a functional definition of altruism, and his framework for understanding 

voluntary altruism is relevant to the concept of professional pro bono service. He defines 

altruism as an internal disposition of a group or individual that is focused on providing a 

significant service to another entity beyond itself with the intent to help the beneficiary. 

                                                 
18 In 1997, the president of the American Association for the Advancement of Science argued that 
increasingly rapid rates of global change required a “new Social Contract for science…[that] would entail 
“a commitment on the part of all scientists to devote their energies and talents to the most pressing 
problems of the day, in proportion to their importance and in exchange for public funding” (Lubchenco, 
1998, p. 491).  
19 Association for Community Design is a clearinghouse to share information about Community Design 
Centers such as the Neighborhood Design Center, founded in 1968 by a group of architects and planners 
who volunteer their time and talent to help Baltimore’s low-income communities  (Cameron, 2004). 
20 Engineers Without Borders-USA is a nonprofit organization that pairs professional engineers with 
engineering students to provide free engineering services in third-world contexts.  Projects are funded 
through donations and corporate sponsorship (Ehrenman, 2004). 
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Altruism is action taken to try to help others, rather than an activity that involves the 

“condescending, emotional baggage coming from the earlier history of philanthropy, 

charity, noblesse oblige, and lady bountiful” (Smith, 1981, p. 17). He states that: 

In my theory of voluntary altruism, the altruism itself involves at least a 
significant mixture of self-serving and other-serving dispositions for a 
provider-entity in any societal sector. Not just empirically, but also 
theoretically, altruism never is a “pure” set of altruistic motivations or 
goals in human beings as entities, nor is it a pure set of selfish or 
self/entity-serving goals. This still fits with the origins of the word 
altruism from Latin “other-concern”…Where the traditional view of 
altruism goes astray, in my view, is that it believes its own constructed 
history and press clippings making altruism as the cause of service to 
others seem too virtuous. In fact, service is a normal and integral part of 
human life, for we are social animals. (Smith, 1981, p. 18) 
 

The multiple dimensions and motives of pro bono service provided by professionals are 

well described by this definition of altruism. Pro bono service is an action that is designed 

to help others yet at the same time, pro bono service yields important benefits for the 

professional organization in terms of public accountability, prestige and recognition in 

society, and employee satisfaction. 

Rhode’s (2005) recent work, Pro bono in principle and in practice, is an 

insightful review of the historical background and rationale for pro bono service in the 

professions with a particular emphasis on lawyers. She reports on two empirical studies 

and offers policy recommendations to strengthen pro bono programs within the 

profession and legal education. The first study was “to provide the first broad-scale data 

about the personal characteristics, educational experiences, and workplace policies that 

influence pro bono participation” among lawyers (p. 125). The second study focused on 

pro bono programs and identified strengths and weaknesses of those programs in law 

schools as well as the “effect of those efforts on graduate’s future service” (p. 154). 
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  Motivations to participate in pro bono service were consistent with the literature 

review on volunteer motivation and altruistic behavior. In study one, (n = 844), the two 

most commonly cited influences on pro bono work were (a) the intrinsic satisfaction that 

came from the work, and (b) a sense of personal obligation to participate in pro bono 

work to benefit others. Of secondary importance were employer policies or 

encouragement and the professional benefits that may be derived from contacts and 

referrals (Rhode, 2005, pp. 130-131). Results from study two (n = 699) indicated that the 

positive influences derived from participation in pro bono service could be easily 

“trumped by a workplace reward structure that makes the cost of public service 

prohibitive” (p. 164). For many respondents, the public interest pro bono work was a 

“high point of their law school experience, both in terms of the skills that it imparted and 

the social justice commitments that it furthered…however, this study also makes clear 

that pro bono service has not been fully integrated in American legal education” (p. 165). 

This research is a good example of focused research on a particular profession to 

understand the history, rationale, practice, and implications of pro bono service programs.  

Research conducted by Bangert (2005) was designed to understand personal 

motives that underlie the tradition of medical charity care by physicians. Charity care is 

most typically the term used for pro bono service in the medical profession. Funded 

through a grant from the Indiana University Center on Philanthropy, the qualitative 

research was designed to explore (a) the religious and secular sources of motivation, (b) 

the religious, personal, and professional meanings that those involved in medical 

philanthropy attach to their work, and (c) the moral tensions that exist in such endeavors. 

Additionally, the research was undertaken to compare trends in responses among 
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different age-cohorts. This ethnographic study was comprised of twenty-five structured 

interviews with physicians, medical students, and pre-medical students (Bangert, 2005).  

The study identified a number of characteristics common to medical students and 

physicians who volunteer such as religion, religious experiences (e.g., church mission 

trips), role models, family background that valued voluntary service, and previous 

volunteer experience as a youth. All of the characteristics that were confirmed in this 

study are consistent with previous research on motives and commitments of volunteers 

(Clary et al., 1996; Colby & Damon, 1992; Wilson, 2000; Wuthnow, 1991, 1995). Many 

respondents reported a sense of “obligation or desire to give back” (Bangert, 2005, p. iv) 

and a great majority cited the inequities in health care in American society and the 

disparities between first-world and third-world health care systems as a social injustice 

that motivated their decision to provide charity care.  

Based on an analysis of Daloz et al. (1996), Colby and Damon (1992), Clary et al. 

(1996, 1998), Rhode (2005), and Bangert (2006) the following twelve characteristics 

from philanthropic studies describe the knowledge, skills, and dispositions of a civic-

minded professional:
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Twelve Characteristics of a Civic-Minded Professional 
Philanthropic Studies 

Knowledge: 
� Is aware of volunteer opportunities 
� Is aware of pro bono service opportunities 
� Is knowledgeable about nonprofit organizations 

Skills:  
� Has the ability to inspire others to take action 
� Has strong connections with others 
� Has the ability to interact with others from diverse backgrounds 

Dispositions: 
� Has a sense of obligation to give back to society 
� Enjoys an intrinsic satisfaction from work 
� Has a sense of gratitude for life in general and for work more 

specifically 
� Integrates personal values with professional life 
� Values voluntary and pro bono service 
� Embraces religious values, faith, or transcendent ideals 

 

Thirty-one characteristics of a civic-minded professional have been indentified 

through the literature review of philosophy, political science, and philanthropic studies. 

Similar characteristics have been clustered and are sorted by knowledge, skills, and 

dispositions into the following categories. These thirty-one characteristics are the basis 

for developing the CMP scale. 
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Thirty-one Characteristics of a Civic-Minded Professional 

Multi-Disciplinary Perspective  
(i.e., Philosophy, Political Science, Philanthropic Studies) 

Knowledge:  Volunteer and pro bono opportunities   
� Is aware of volunteer opportunities 
� Is aware of pro bono service opportunities 
� Is knowledgeable about nonprofit organization 

Knowledge:  Contemporary social issues; community issues 
� Is knowledgeable about community needs 
� Is aware of social problems 
� Is knowledgeable about public policy 

Skills:  Competency with diversity 
� Has the ability to interact with others from diverse backgrounds 
� Listens to understand the perspective of others 

Skills:  Consensus building across diverse opinions 
� Builds consensus across diverse opinions 
� Engages in dialogue with others 
� Has strong connections with others 

Skills:  Participatory civic skills  
� Organizes others to address community needs 
� Has the ability to inspire others to take action 
� Works with others to achieve the public good 
� Participates in voluntary associations 
� Has the ability to navigate political processes 

Dispositions:  Values voluntary and pro bono service 
� Values voluntary and pro bono service 

Dispositions:  Motivated to serve others  
� Is motivated to serve others 

Dispositions:  Sense of gratitude 
� Has a sense of gratitude for life in general and for work more 

specifically 
Dispositions:  Social trustee of knowledge 

� Sees oneself as a social trustee of knowledge 
� Has a sense of social responsibility to be actively involved in the 

community 
� Has a sense of social responsibility and commitment to the public good 
� Supports the public role of professionals in society 

Dispositions:  Passionate about work 
� Enjoys an intrinsic satisfaction from work 
� Integrates personal values with professional life 

Dispositions:  Sense of calling in work for larger purposes, either religious 
or civic 

� Has a sense of calling, either religious or civic, in one’s professional 
work 

� Embraces religious values, faith, or transcendent ideals 
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� Has a sense of obligation to give back to society 
Dispositions:  Democratic values 

� Values democratic ideals (e.g., reciprocity, justice, equality) when 
working with others 

� Values democratic ideals of citizen participation 
� Values reciprocity and mutual respect between professional and client 

 

 The next chapter will describe how these thirty-one characteristics were 

operationalized into forty-four items for the Civic-Minded Professional (CMP) scale. The 

CMP scale was part of the Public Role of Professionals (PROP) online questionnaire 

distributed to a national sample of faculty in higher education. The methodology used to 

identify the sample and to evaluate the reliability and validity of the CMP scale is 

discussed. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 

This was a scale development study that used empirical strategies (DeVellis, 

2003; Friedenberg, 1995; Stapleton, 1997; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006) to evaluate 

the reliability and validity of the Civic-Minded Professional (CMP) scale. This chapter 

describes the population sampled in the study and the reasons for making decisions 

regarding the specifications of the population and the sample. Additionally, data 

collection strategies and analytical methods are described. Two instruments were 

developed to gather data, (a) the CMP scale, and (b) the Public Role of Professionals 

(PROP) questionnaire, that included the CMP scale and other measures. The PROP 

questionnaire was distributed in January and February, 2008 to a national sample of 

faculty through an online survey. An overview of the procedures and data analysis that 

were undertaken in this study is summarized. This study was approved through the 

Institutional Review Board at Indiana University-Purdue University at Indianapolis. A 

copy of the research proposal is included as Appendix A.  

Population and Sample 

The population sampled for this study was faculty in higher education. Faculty 

were selected as the population for this research for four reasons. First, higher education 

is my disciplinary minor for the Ph.D. in Philanthropic Studies and this research will 

increase understanding of faculty work, particularly as it relates to the public purposes of 

higher education. The second is related to my career in higher education to date, 

including scholarship on service learning and the civic engagement of faculty (e.g., 
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Bringle & Hatcher, 1995; Bringle, Hatcher & Clayton, 2006; Bringle, Hatcher, Jones & 

Plater, 2006; Hatcher & Bringle, 2005). My future research will continue to focus on the 

role of higher education in the development of civic-minded professionals, including the 

civic engagement of faculty. Third, this quantitative research builds, in part, upon a 

qualitative case study that focused on a faculty member’s understanding of himself as a 

civic-minded professional (Peters, 2004). Through teaching a service learning class, the 

faculty member became more aware of and committed to the civic dimensions of their 

work and profession. Fourth, faculty members were the most convenient sample for this 

current research due to my place of employment and professional networks within higher 

education.  

Representativeness in scale development research does not follow conventional 

wisdom of survey research (Gorsuch, 1997). The optimal strategy in scale development 

research is to intentionally include those who are expected to score high and those who 

are expected to score low so that the sample includes heterogeneity on the construct being 

studied. Therefore a purposeful sampling strategy from two target sub-populations was 

used in this study. 

One target population for this study was faculty who were actively engaged in 

their communities through their work in teaching, service, or research. Because teaching 

service learning classes and conducting engaged scholarship involves working in and 

with community members and nonprofit organizations, it was anticipated that faculty 

involved in these activities would score higher on the CMP scale than faculty not 

involved in the community in these ways. Criterion groups for testing the CMP scale 

therefore included those who were faculty nominees for the Ernest A. Lynton Award for 
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the Scholarship of Engagement or for the Thomas Ehrlich Faculty Award for Service-

Learning between 1999 and 2005. The criteria for each of these awards are included in 

Appendix B. Dr. John Saltmarsh, Director, New England Research Center for Higher 

Education (NERCHE), and Dr. Julie Plaut, Project Manager for Academic Initiatives 

with national Campus Compact provided names of faculty nominees. Nominees was 

generated from names of faculty nominees for the Thomas Ehrlich Faculty Award for 

Service-Learning from 1999-2005 that were obtained from Campus Compact (n = 575), 

and faculty nominees for the Ernest A. Lynton Award for the Scholarship of Engagement 

from 1999-2005 (n = 568) that were obtained from NERCHE. The second sub-population 

was faculty recommended to participate in the study by Nominees; this sub-population is 

labeled Non-Nominees.  

Sample 

The design for this research included the use of an online survey.21  Email 

addresses were provided for some of the faculty nominees; however, it was necessary to 

search for more than 600 email addresses. Web-based searches were used to find email 

addresses by entering the faculty nominee’s name and university into the Google search 

site. A total of 863 email addresses were located; this represented email addresses for 

                                                 
21 Online surveys provide a number of benefits including reduced mailing costs, ability to send reminders, 
ease of data collection and entry, and ease of exporting data for statistical analysis.  Check Box was selected 
as the online survey tool.  This decision was based on four factors: (a) this survey tool was purchased by 
IUPUI University College and technical support for use of this web-based format was readily available, (b) 
the data was maintained on a campus server rather stored through a vendor’s site (e.g., Survey Monkey), 
and (c) in subsequent research projects conducted by the IUPUI Center for Service and Learning, campus 
information systems could be accessed if a student or faculty member logs into the survey using their 
Central Authorization System login information.  Like other online survey tools, the data was easily 
exported for further analysis using SPSS.  Of these factors, the technical support from Nathan Byrer to 
design, upload, distribute, and export data was the most important reason to choose this survey tool.   
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83% of the nominees for the two national awards.22  Invitations to participate in the 

online survey were sent by email, however 104 emails were “undeliverable” and 

immediately bounced back for a variety of reasons (e.g., incorrect, undeliverable, no 

longer employed at that university, retired, on sabbatical, out-of-office reply).  

Emails were successfully sent to the sample of Nominees (n = 759) on January 

22, 2008 inviting their participation in a national study to understand the public roles of 

professionals in society. Using the email merge function on Outlook and Check Box 

survey software, the email invitations were personalized with the first and last names of 

the faculty nominees. A sample email is below. 

Dear First Last Name, 
 
You have been invited to participate in a national study to understand the 
role of professionals in society. This research is conducted in collaboration 
with the New England Research Center for Higher Education and national 
Campus Compact. You are selected because you have been a past nominee 
for either the Ernest A. Lynton Award for the Scholarship of Engagement 
or the Thomas Ehrlich Faculty Award for Service-Learning. The online 
questionnaire takes less than ten minutes to complete. Your participation 
in this national study is greatly valued.  
  
Please click on the hotlink below, which takes you to a secure website. If 
you have a popup blocker, cut and paste the link into your browser. 
  

http://surveycentral.uc.iupui.edu/prop.aspx 
  
You will then be asked to enter a password. The password to enter is 
survey (please use lower case letters).  
  
All surveys must be completed by Friday, February 8th, 2008. If you have 
any questions regarding this national study, contact me by email or phone. 
I appreciate your interest and participation in this research project. 
  
Sincerely, 

                                                 
22 A special thank-you goes to my son, Jesse Hatcher, for being quite willing to complete this task during 
semester break, a task that required much more time and diligence than I anticipated.  In January, I needed 
to follow-up his work by searching for thirty email addresses and I gained an appreciation for his ability to 
locate this number of email addresses.  We devoted approximately ten minutes to each email search. 
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Julie A. Hatcher, A.B.D. 
Associate Director 
Center for Service and Learning 
Indiana University Purdue University Indianapolis 
jhatcher@iupui.edu 
317-278-2370 

 

A reminder email was sent to the sample of Nominees on January 31st. The first question 

on the PROP questionnaire provided informed consent and respondents were then asked 

if they agreed to participate in the study.  

The sample of Non-Nominees was generated from the last question on the PROP 

questionnaire which requested that Nominees provide names and email addresses for two 

colleagues to participate in this research study. Participants were reminded that this last 

question was optional. The last question read:  

To understand the public role of professionals, it is valuable to identify 
faculty respondents who represent a wide range of opinions. To achieve a 
more representative national sample, please provide contact information 
(name and email address) of two faculty colleagues who, to your 
knowledge, a) are not active in the scholarship of engagement and b) do 
not teach service learning classes. Ideally, these are colleagues who you 
respect for their excellence in traditional research or teaching. Through an 
email invitation, this group of recommended faculty will be invited to 
participate in this national survey. Your assistance in identifying others is 
appreciated. Please provide email contacts of two colleagues in the space 
provided below. If you prefer not to recommend other faculty for this 
research study, simply leave this section blank. 
 

Therefore, additional faculty were recommended to participate in the study based on 

three criteria, including (a) faculty not active in the scholarship of engagement, (b) 

faculty not active in teaching a service learning course, and (c) faculty respected for their 

excellence in traditional research or teaching.  
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Names and email addresses of recommended colleagues were generated and a 

total of 198 emails were sent to invite their participation in this study. A total of 18 

emails were “undeliverable” for a variety of reasons (e.g., incorrect, undeliverable, no 

longer employed at the university, retired, on sabbatical, out-of-office reply). Therefore, 

the total number of successful emails sent to Non-Nominees was 180. The mail merge 

option was also used for Non-Nominees. The first paragraph of the email invitation read 

as follows: 

 
Dear First Last Name, 
 
A colleague on your campus recently completed a survey that is part of a 
national study to understand the role of professionals in society. As part of 
the research design, the respondent nominated you to also participate in 
the research and complete the survey. You were identified by your 
colleague, because you are recognized by your peers for your excellence 
in research and teaching. This national study is conducted in collaboration 
with the New England Research Center for Higher Education and national 
Campus Compact.  
 

Emails were sent to this group of Non-Nominees (n = 180) on February 8th. A reminder 

email was sent on February 18th asking respondents to complete the online PROP 

questionnaire by February 19th.  

A total of 939 email invitations and reminders were sent to a national sample of 

faculty during January and February 2008. There was no reward given to participants in 

this study. The sample (n = 373) represented an overall response rate of 39.7%; the 

response rate for Nominees was 40% and the response rate for Non-Nominees was 37%. 

The sample size met two guidelines recommended for scale development including (a) a 

large sample of more than 300 participants, and (b) a participant per CMP-item ratio of 

8.4 to1 (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006, p. 817).  
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Descriptive Statistics 

The sample (n = 373) was 57% female and 43% male. The average age of 

participants was 53.9 (m = 53.9, sd = 8.3). The average number of years in their 

profession was 21.4 years (m = 21.44, sd = 10.5), which was similar to the length of time 

they had lived in their community (m = 21.16, sd = 12.5). The sample was predominately 

White (88%), and also included Black/African American (4%), American Indian (.3%), 

Asian (1.3%), Hispanic/Latino (3.5%), Pacific Islander (.6%), and other (2.2%) 

participants. Faculty rank of participants was diverse and included Professor (51.9%), 

Associate Professor (29.9%), Assistant Professor (6.7%), Lecturer (2.9%), Adjunct 

Faculty (1.9%), Clinical Faculty (.6%), and other (5.4%). 

Participants were asked to identify their academic appointment based on forty 

categories from the Classification of Instructional Programs. Twenty-nine academic 

appointments were represented among the sample, with the highest frequency from 

faculty in Social Sciences (20.9%), Education (14.1%), Health/Clinical Professions 

(8.8%), Psychology (6.3%), Public Administration/Social Work (5.6%), 

Communication/Journalism (5%), and Liberal Arts/Humanities (4.4%).  

Of the sample, the frequency of teaching a service learning class over the last 

three years among all participants ranged from Never (11.4%), Seldom (6.0%), 

Once/Twice (14.6%), Frequently (10.8%), to Routinely (57.2%). The frequency of 

engaging in a research project with a community partner over the last three years ranged 

from Never (13.3%), Seldom (10.3%), Once/Twice (25.7%), Frequently (18.7%), to 

Routinely (32%). 
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Comparison of Criterion Groups 

The sample was comprised of two criterion groups. Nominees (n = 307) included 

faculty who were nominated for either the Thomas Ehrlich Faculty Award for Service-

Learning or the Ernest A. Lynton Award for the Scholarship of Engagement from 1999-

2005. Non-Nominees (n = 66) included faculty who were recommended by Nominees to 

participate in this study. A one-way MANOVA was conducted to examine if there were 

any differences between Nominees and Non-Nominees on the three related factors of age, 

years in profession, and years living in their community. The level of significance for this 

research is p < .01 because this more stringent level of significance added power to the 

findings. There was no significant difference found between the two groups on these 

three variables, Pillai’s Trace (3,360) = .011, p > 01, F (3,360) = 1.39, p > 01.  

Mean scores for Nominees and Non-Nominees on these three variables are reported in 

the chart below. 

 Comparison of Non-Nominees and Nominees 
 

Dependent Variable Nominee Mean 
Std. 
Error 

99% Confidence 
Interval 

Age No 52.63 1.03 49.95 55.30 
   

Yes   54.31 .47 53.08 55.55 

Please estimate how many 
years you have been in 
your current profession. 

 
No 20.64 1.31 17.26 24.02 

  Yes 21.62 .60 20.06 23.18 
Please estimate how many 
years you have lived in this 
community. 

 
No 18.63 1.56 14.59 22.66 

  Yes 21.69 .72 19.82 23.55 
 

 



 55

A chi-square test of independence was calculated comparing nomination for these 

two national awards for men and women. No significant relationship was found between 

Nominees and Non-Nominees, χ² (1) = 1.37, p > .01. Gender appeared to be independent 

from being nominated for these awards.  

Gender of Sample 
 

    Nominee Total 
    No Yes No 
Gender Female Count 29 153 182 
    Expected Count 33 149 182 
  Male Count 29 109 138 
    Expected Count 25 113 138 
Total Count 58 262 320 
  Expected Count 58 262 320 

 
 

Race/ethnicity was recoded into two categories, White and Non-White which 

included all other categories. A chi-square test of independence was calculated 

comparing Nominees and Non-Nominees on race/ethnicity. No significant relationship 

was found, χ² (1) = 1.254, p > .01.  

A chi-square test of independence was calculated comparing Nominees and Non-

Nominees on their academic rank. Academic rank was recoded into two categories, 

tenure-track that included Assistant Professor, Associate Professor, and Professor, and 

non-tenure that included all others. No significant relationship was found between 

Nominees and Non-Nominees, χ² (1) = 1.25, p > .01. Academic rank appeared to be 

independent from being a nominee.  
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Academic Rank of Sample 
 

    Nominee Total 
    No Yes No 
 Non Tenure Count 4 32 36 
    Expected Count 6 30 36 
  Tenure Count 52 226 278 
    Expected Count 50 228 278 
Total Count 56 258 314 
  Expected Count 56 258 314 

 

An independent samples t-test which compared the mean scores of Nominees and 

Non-Nominees on teaching service learning classes found a significant difference 

between the means of the two groups, t(367) = -9.24, p < .01. The mean of Nominees was 

significantly higher (m = 4.27, sd = 1.20) than the mean of Non-Nominees (m = 2.52, sd 

= 1.40). An independent samples t-test compared the mean scores of Nominees and Non-

Nominees on engaging in a collaborative research project with a community partner and 

also found a significant difference between the means of the two groups, t(367) = -6.10, p 

< .01. The mean of Nominees was significantly higher (m = 3.65, sd = 1.31) than the 

mean of Non-Nominees (m = 2.55, sd = 1.30). These findings confirmed the criterion 

sampling method used to identify two groups of participants who differed on teaching 

service learning and conducting collaborative research projects with community partners.  

Public Role of Professionals Online Questionnaire 

An online survey instrument, the Public Role of Professionals (PROP) 

questionnaire, was designed to evaluate the reliability and validity of the Civic-Minded 

Professional (CMP) scale. The PROP questionnaire was piloted in April, 2007, and 
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further refined for use in this study.23  Based on data analysis, eleven items in the CMP 

scale used in the pilot study were deleted and replaced, and twelve items were slightly 

modified. Seven of the deleted items were negatively phrased items. The refined CMP 

scale used in this study was comprised of forty-four items. 

The PROP questionnaire used in this online study was comprised of 81-items, and 

included the (a) 44-item CMP scale, (b) 5-item Public Interest Sub-scale from the Public 

Service Motivation Scale (Perry, 1996), (c) 18-item IUPUI Civic Engagement Index from 

the Faculty Survey (IUPUI, 2005), (d) 5-item measure of faculty attitudes towards 

scholarship of engagement, developed in collaboration with Dr. John Saltmarsh, Director, 

NERCHE, and (d) 7-items collecting demographic data. One additional question was 

included (i.e., attendance at religious services) as participation in religious activities has 

been found to correlate to active participation in community and civic affairs (Bangert, 

2005; Colby & Damon, 1992; Wilson, 2000). A more detailed description of the PROP 

questionnaire follows.  

Civic-Minded Professional Scale 

The first step in scale development was to provide a definition of the construct to 

be measured (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). The multi-disciplinary literature review 

from philosophy, political science, and philanthropic studies provided the conceptual 

                                                 
23 A preliminary study was conducted in April, 2007.  The population for the study was faculty in higher 
education, and the sample (n = 149) was generated through four faculty listserv distribution lists maintained 
by the IUPUI Center for Service and Learning, the Center for Teaching and Learning, and University 
College.  Analyses of data (e.g., descriptive statistics, exploratory factor analysis) were conducted to fulfill 
course requirements for Research Methods in Political Science (Y580) in April 2007.  The response rate for 
this preliminary study was 27.4%.  The sample was comprised of 62.4% females and 37.6% male, and 
represented various professional ranks and roles, and lengths of careers.  Further analysis of data was 
conducted in September and October, 2007.  This included reviewing previous analysis, conducting 
Exploratory Factor Analysis and scale reliability measures for each component of the PROP questionnaire 
(i.e., CMP scale, Philanthropy Scale, IUPUI Civic Engagement Index), and determining the correlation 
among each component scale and index.  Results of this pilot were shared with the dissertation Research 
Committee during the formal proposal defense in November 2007.   
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basis for a definition as well as statements about the nature of the construct civic-minded 

professional. In this research, civic-minded professional was defined as one who is (a) 

skillfully trained through formal education, (b) with the ethical disposition as a social 

trustee of knowledge, and (c) the capacity to work with others in a democratic way (d) to 

achieve public goods.  

The conceptual definition from the literature review was the framework for item 

development. Items for the CMP scale were developed between 2004 and 2007. 

Variables were identified for the construct to capture the various attributes of a civic-

minded professional, and these variables were operationalized in order to measure 

differences among participants on these attributes. As an abstract, hypothetical entity, the 

concept was mapped out, and thirty-one characteristics of a civic-minded professional 

were identified.  

The CMP scale was comprised of forty-four items that represented thirty-one 

characteristics derived from the literature review. These items were developed and sorted 

by (a) knowledge, (b) skills, and (c) dispositions of civic-minded professionals. This 

strategy of identifying knowledge, skills, and dispositions was consistent with the 

National Assessment of Educational Progress Civics Consensus Project (U.S. Department 

of Education, 1998), and was also consistent with the scale development technique used 

within the Center for Service and Learning at Indiana University-Purdue University 

Indianapolis (Bringle & Hatcher, 2006; Hatcher & Steinberg, 2007).  

There are a number of strategies used in the social sciences as steps in scale 

development (DeVellis, 2003) that were omitted in the current research. For example (a) 

focus groups to identify dimensions of the construct, (b) expert ratings of the items on the 
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scale to evaluate the face validity of the construct, and (c) interviews with respondents in 

the pilot phase after they have completed the survey. The decision to omit these steps was 

based on three factors. The first was the strength of the theoretical work (Sullivan, 1988, 

1995, 2004, 2005b; Dzur, 2004) that provided a strong conceptual framework for the 

concept civic-minded professional. Second was previous qualitative research (Bangert, 

2005; Colby & Damon, 1992; Daloz et al., 1996; Peters, 2005) that deepened 

understanding of the concept. Third, through discussions with colleagues in the IUPUI 

Center for Service and Learning24 and conversations with others in higher education25, 

input was gathered on the wording of items included in the CMP scale, the format of the 

PROP questionnaire, and the research design. Twelve people familiar with the goals of 

this research reviewed the CMP scale and made suggestions on ways to improve the 

wording of items.26  

The CMP scale included 44-items.27  Respondents were asked to rate each of 

these items using a seven-point scale (i.e., Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Disagree 

Somewhat, Neutral, Agree Somewhat, Agree, Strongly Agree).  

 

 

                                                 
24 As part of the ongoing assessment and research program at the IUPUI Center for Service and Learning, a 
group of colleagues has worked over the past three years to conceptualize the term “civic-minded 
graduate”.  Influenced in part by the goals of this dissertation research, this deliberation with Robert 
Bringle, Steven Jones, Kathryn Steinberg, and Patti Clayton has been an enriching, insightful, and highly 
informative process that has improved the current research.  
25 Conversations with Rene Bekkers, Dwight Burlingame, Nancy Chism, Anne Colby, Jan Cowen, Amy 
Driscoll, Sherril Gelmon, Kirstin Gronjberg, Aaron Hurst, Leslie Lenkowsky, Paul Nagy, Scott Peters, 
John Saltmarsh, Jen Scheng, William Sullivan, and Brian Vargus contributed to this research.  
26 Those who reviewed and offered advice and feedback on items for the CMP scale included Rene 
Bekkers, Robert Bringle, Dwight Burlingame, Jan Cowan, David Hammack, Steven Jones, Leslie 
Lenkowsky, Khaula Murtadha, Starla Officer, John Saltmarsh, Jen Scheng, and Kathryn  Steinberg.  
27 One item was negatively phrased and is indicated with an asterisk*.  The twelve items that are italicized 
(e.g. CMP3, CMP6) were omitted from the final CMP-32 scale due to loadings during exploratory factor 
analysis that will be described in Chapter 4. 
 



 60

 Forty-Four Civic-Minded Professional Items 
PROP 
Item 

Knowledge:  Nonprofit, community organizations, volunteer, and pro 
bono opportunities   

CMP9 
 
CMP14 
 
CMP21 
CMP30 
 

Others would likely describe me as a person who is well informed about a 
variety of volunteer opportunities in the community. 
I am aware of many opportunities to use my skills and abilities in 
community, voluntary or pro bono service. 
I am very familiar with a wide variety of nonprofit organizations. 
I am very aware of a number of grassroots organizations that work to 
improve the lives of others. 

 Knowledge:  Contemporary social issues; community issues 
CMP1 
 
CMP24 
CMP27 
CMP32 

I keep very well informed about current public policy that directly relates to 
the type of work that I do. 
I am very interested in current events. 
I keep very well informed about issues of social justice. 
I make it a point to keep up to date on community issues. 

 Skills:  Competency with diversity 
CMP4 
 
CMP29 
 
CMP34 
CMP39* 

My colleagues would likely describe me as someone who is at ease working 
with people from diverse ethnic backgrounds. 
I feel a strong sense of connectedness to others, even if they are quite 
different than me. 
I am very comfortable working in cross-cultural settings. 
In all honesty, I have a difficult time working with others who come from 
socioeconomic backgrounds different than my own. 

 Skills:  Consensus building across diverse opinions 
CMP3 
 
CMP12 
 
CMP19 
 

My colleagues would likely describe me as someone who is very skilled at 
listening to conflicting opinions before reaching decisions. 
I feel confident in my ability to bring people together to address a 
community need. 
I have a strong ability to come to consensus with others through dialogue and 
compromise. 

 Skills:  Participatory civic skills  
CMP16 
 
CMP18 
 
CMP23 
 
CMP35 
CMP41 
 

I am well connected to a number of people who are active in their 
communities. 
As a result of my community involvement, the direction of my work has 
dramatically changed over time 
I have a keen ability to navigate through political channels to get community 
problems addressed. 
I would describe myself as a politically active and engaged citizen. 
I have a very good understanding of how I can take action to improve the 
community. 

 Dispositions:  Values voluntary and pro bono service 
CMP7 
 
CMP22 
 

I am very willing to volunteer my time to participate in community or pro 
bono service. 
I consider it important to donate my money and resources to support 
worthwhile causes.  
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CMP36 
 
CMP40 
 

I think that all professionals should give a portion of their time to 
community, voluntary, or pro bono service. 
I consider it important to be a role model for others by giving of my time 
through service. 

 Dispositions:  Motivated to serve others  
CMP2 
CMP8 
 
CMP10 
 

I am very dedicated to improving society through the work that I do. 
I am deeply motivated to improve the lives of others through the work that I 
do. 
I feel very comfortable recruiting others to become more involved in the 
community. 

 Dispositions:  Sense of gratitude  
CMP6 
 
CMP25 

I feel a strong sense of gratitude to many people who have contributed to my 
personal and professional success. 
I consider myself very fortunate to be able to do the work that I do. 

 Dispositions:  Social trustee of knowledge  
CMP13 
 
CMP20 
 
CMP37 
 
CMP43 

I think that professionals have a civic responsibility to improve society by 
serving others. 
I am highly motivated in my work to make the world a better place for future 
generations. 
I feel that my level of education places an additional responsibility upon me 
to serve others. 
The education and knowledge that I have gained should be used to serve 
others. 

 Dispositions:  Passionate about work  
CMP17 
 
CMP28 
CMP31 
 
CMP38 
 
CMP44 

Others would likely describe me as someone who is very passionate about 
my work. 
I often gain a deep sense of satisfaction from the work that I do. 
When I look at myself in the mirror, I am very satisfied in reflecting on the 
work that I do. 
My personal values and beliefs are well integrated and aligned with my work 
and career. 
I often lose track of time at work because I become so involved in what I am 
doing. 

 Dispositions:  Sense of calling in work for larger purposes, either 
religious or civic  

CMP11 
CMP15 
CMP42 

I consider my work to be a more of a calling than simply a job. 
I often feel a deep sense of purpose in the work that I do. 
I frequently feel a sense of responsibility in my work to achieve public 
purposes. 

 Dispositions:  Democratic values  
CMP5 
 
CMP26 
 
CMP33 

I think that citizen participation has a strong influence on shaping public 
policy. 
In my work, I am inspired by the democratic principles of equity, 
participation, and community voice. 
I think it is very important to create a sense of mutual respect when serving 
others. 
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Public Interest Subscale 

The Public Interest subscale, from the Public Service Motivation scale (Perry, 

1996), was used to evaluate construct validity, that is the “extent to which the measure 

reflects the theoretical concept it is suppose to measure” (Dooley, 1995, p. 95). 

Convergent validity is a type of construct validity that evaluates the degree to which a 

measure “agrees with other measures of the same construct” (Dooley, 1995, p. 95) that is 

the degree to which the Public Interest subscale agrees with the CMP scale. The literature 

review for the Public Service Motivation scale used a multi-disciplinary approach and 

identified that “a common theme among intellectual traditions is that a form of public 

orientation is a precondition for public, cooperative action” (Perry, 1996, p. 20). The five 

item Public Interest subscale was comprised of three dimensions that framed a norm-

based motive of global “public regardingness” or “concern for the public weal” (Perry, 

1996, p. 20). These three dimensions included (a) social justice, (b) public interest, and 

(c) civic duty. Each of these dimensions was consistent with the conceptual domains of a 

civic-minded professional.28   

Participants were asked to rate each of these five items using a seven-point scale 

(i.e., Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Disagree Somewhat, Neutral, Agree Somewhat, Agree, 

Strongly Agree). One item was negatively phrased and is indicated below with an 

asterisk*.  

 

                                                 
28 In prior research, the Public Service Motivation (PSM) scale had a coefficient alpha of .90 with alpha’s 
of each of the four subscales ranging from .69 to .74. (Perry, 1996).  The PSM scale was comprised of four 
sub-scales and included Public Interest, Self-Sacrifice, Compassion, and Public-Policy Making. 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis was used in this research.  Three of the original six dimensions (social 
justice, public interest, civic duty) were highly correlated which suggested that they lacked discriminant 
validity therefore these three dimensions were reduced into the Public Interest subscale.   
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PROP 
Item 

Public Interest Subscale Items 
Public Service Motivation Scale (Perry, 1996) 

PSM46* 
 
PSM47 
PSM48 
PSM49 
 
PSM50 

It is hard for me to get intensely interested in what is going on in my 
community.  
I unselfishly contribute to my community. 
Meaningful public service is very important to me. 
I would prefer seeing public officials do what is best for the whole 
community even if it harmed my interests. 
I consider public service my civic responsibility. 

 

Civic Engagement Index 

In addition to the Public Service Interest subscale, an eighteen-item Civic 

Engagement Index (CEI) was also included to evaluate the convergent validity of the 

CMP scale. This series of questions was developed by the IUPUI Council on Civic 

Engagement and is used as part of the Faculty Survey conducted every other year by the 

Office of Information Management and Institutional Research (IUPUI, 2005). These 

questions ask about faculty involvement, behavior, and attitudes towards civic 

engagement. The first part of CEI includes nine items about behavior by asking:  “Over 

the last three years, how often have you done each of the following activities?” A five 

point response format was used for these questions and ranged from Never, Seldom, Once 

or Twice, Frequently, to Routinely. An additional question was added to this section that 

asked about frequency of attendance at religious services.  

PROP 
Item 

Civic Engagement Index:  Behavior Items 
(IUPUI, 2005) 

CEI51 
 
CEI52 
 
CEI53 
 
CEI54 
 
CEI55 

Taught a class that included a significant component of community service 
(e.g., service learning class). 
Engaged in a collaborative research project with a community partner. 
 
Participated in a professional capacity on a board or committee of a local 
business, civic or social service agency. 
Gave talks to local community organizations. 
 
Included in my classes various materials or activities to promote civic 
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CEI56 
 
CEI57 
 
 
CEI58 
 
 
CEI60 
 

engagement among students. 
Provided professional services to a community group, local business partner, 
or government agency for free or reduced rate. 
Participated in a campus- or school-sponsored community service event (e.g., 
United Way Day of Caring, Komen Race for the Cure, Dr. Martin Luther King 
Jr. Day of Service). 
Volunteered with community organizations (e.g., K-12 school, faith-based 
organization, nonprofit organization, advocacy group, neighborhood 
organization, youth group). 
Participated in political activities (e.g., voting, signed petition, campaign 
activities). 

 Additional question: 
Item 59 Attended religious services. 
 

The second part of the CEI included nine items about attitudes toward civic 

engagement by asking:  “Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the 

following items using the following scale of Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neutral, 

Agree, and Strongly Agree.”  Two items were negatively phrased and are indicated below 

with asterisks*.  

PROP 
Item 

Civic Engagement Index:  Attitude Items 
(IUPUI, 2005) 

CEI61 
 
CEI62 
 
CEI63* 
 
CEI64 
 
CEI65 
 
CEI66 
 
CEI67* 
 
CEI68 
 
CEI69 

Faculty in my discipline have a professional obligation to apply their 
knowledge to problems in society. 
The university should facilitate student involvement in community service as 
part of the undergraduate learning experience. 
The goal of an academic scholar is to advance knowledge without regard for 
the possible implications for society. 
Preparing students for responsible citizenship should be an integral part of 
the undergraduate experience. 
The university has a responsibility to contribute to the economic 
development of the community. 
Devoting professional or academic expertise to the community is valued 
highly in my department or program. 
Attention to civic engagement detracts from more important work of 
teaching and scholarship. 
There is a high level of commitment on this campus to making civic 
engagement an integral part of campus culture. 
There is a high level of commitment in my department or program to 
promoting the civic engagement of faculty. 
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NERCHE Items 

Dr. John Saltmarsh, Director, NERCHE, and Dr. Julie Plaut, Project Manager for 

Academic Initiatives with Campus Compact endorsed this study as part of a more 

comprehensive research agenda to understand the civic engagement of faculty. In a 

meeting with John Saltmarsh in October, 2007, he requested that (a) a question be 

included to ask the disciplinary expertise of participants and (b) items be added on 

attitudes towards knowledge development. Julie Plaut was asked to review the PROP 

questionnaire in December, 2007 however she had no further additions to make to the 

survey.  

The NERCHE questions were informed by the work of Gibbons (2005), who 

argues that the boundaries between higher education and communities must become 

increasingly more permeable, particularly in terms of knowledge production. Gibbons 

calls for a shift in higher education from “the production of reliable knowledge to socially 

robust knowledge” which is derived through engagement and facilitated by “transaction 

spaces” that facilitate the exchange of knowledge and “translation of knowledge across 

boundaries” (Gibbons, 2005, p. 11). Such work requires consensus building and multi-

disciplinary approaches between experts and actors in the real world. Five items were 

developed for the PROP questionnaire. Respondents were asked to rate each of these 

items using a five-point scale (i.e., Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor 

Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree). One item was negatively phrased and is indicated 

below with an asterisk*.  
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PROP 
Item 

NERCHE Items 

NER70 
 
NER71 
 
NER72 
 
NER73 
 
NER74*   
 

Quality research that is interdisciplinary and collaborative should be valued 
more highly in promotion and tenure decisions. 
Higher education needs to focus more scholarship and research on finding 
solutions to pressing public problems. 
Engaged scholarship conducted in and with communities should be valued 
more highly in promotion and tenure decisions. 
Knowledge is best created in collaboration and partnership with others 
outside of higher education. 
Research that advances understanding in the discipline is more important 
than research that addresses community needs. 

 

Demographic Items 

 Seven questions were included in the PROP questionnaire to gain demographic 

information from participants: gender, age, race/ethnicity, professional rank, years in 

profession, years living in the community, and academic discipline.  

Hypotheses and Data Analyses 

Data from the PROP questionnaire were the basis for research designed to (a) 

determine the reliability and validity of the CMP scale and (b) evaluate four hypotheses. 

Each hypothesis compared values on a dependent variable for subjects that differed on an 

independent variable (Pollack, 2005, p. 35). The following hypotheses used mean scores 

on the CMP scale as a dependent variable.  

• Hypothesis 1:  In comparing faculty, those who were nominated for the Thomas 

Ehrlich Faculty Award for Service-Learning or the Ernest A. Lynton Award for 

the Scholarship of Engagement will score higher on the CMP scale than those 

who have not been nominated for these national awards. 
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• Hypothesis 2:  In comparing faculty, those who have taught a service learning 

course will score higher on the CMP scale than those who have not taught a 

service learning course. 

• Hypothesis 3:  In comparing faculty, those who have engaged in a collaborative 

research project with a community partner will score higher on the CMP scale 

than those who have not engaged in a collaborative research project with a 

community partner. 

• Hypothesis 4:  In comparing faculty, those who score higher on the Civic 

Engagement Index will be more likely to score higher on the CMP scale, than 

those who score low on the Civic Engagement Index. 

Data were analyzed using a variety of statistical tools.  

Statistical analyses of the CMP items evaluated the reliability and validity of the 

scale. Several steps were taken to determine the internal consistency of the CMP scale. 

Empirical tests for reliability included coefficient alpha as a measure of internal 

consistency. Inter-item correlations were determined for all items and for all subscales of 

the CMP. Measures of central tendency and variability contributed to understanding 

whether the responses to the CMP scale in the sample were normally distributed and the 

degree to which the CMP scale could be used for norm-referenced purposes.  

Empirical evaluations of validity included a number of steps. Construct validity is 

an ongoing process in scale development, but for the purpose of this research factor 

analysis was conducted to identify the degree to which the items on CMP were 

unidimensional or multidimensional. Cronbach’s alpha, as a measure of internal 

consistency, was used to report reliability of the CMP and its subscales.  
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Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was used, and recommended steps for best 

practice were implemented (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006, pp. 832-834). As a 

statistical tool, EFA precedes Confirmatory Factor Analysis in the initial phase of scale 

development (Byrne, 2001; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). EFA is typically used prior 

to Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

to explore data to determine the number or the nature of factors that 
account for the co-variation between variables when the research does not 
have, a priori, sufficient evidence to form a hypothesis about the number 
of factors underlying the data. (Stapleton, 1997, p. 1) 
 

EFA was used in this study to (a) assess reliability and construct validity of CMP, (b) 

assess the nature of the relationship among items on the scale, (c) identify items that did 

not measure the intended factors, (d) identify items that measured more than one intended 

factor, (e) identify latent, or unobserved factors among the variables, and (f) reduce the 

number of items without compromising the reliability of the measure (DeVellis, 2003; 

Friedenberg, 1995; Stapleton, 1997; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). EFA was used to 

assess the degree to which scores the CMP scale measured the concept civic-minded 

professional, and to identify items that could be deleted from the CMP scale without 

decreasing the validity of the scale to measure the intended concept. Thus, the purpose of 

EFA is more closely aligned with the development of new scales (Kline, 1994; 

Worthington & Wittaker, 2006).  

Oblique rotation, Promax, was used in the factor analysis of the CMP scale for 

two reasons. First, from theory and literature review of philosophy, political science, and 

philanthropic studies, there was an assumed overlap in terms of how the CMP construct 

could be operationalized. Secondly, from a pilot study (n = 149) conducted in Spring, 

2007, the factors were found to be correlated.  
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Decisions for factor retention were based on two criteria, including  

(a) interpreting data from the scree test and eigenvalues, and (b) conceptually interpreting 

the data relative to theory and the literature review. Item deletion did not occur until after 

the initial EFA. Criteria for item-deletion included deleting items that (a) had factor 

loadings <.35, (b) had high cross-loadings on more than one factor, (c) contributed the 

least to the internal consistency of the scale, and (d) had low conceptual consistency with 

other items on the factor.  

Construct validity is an ongoing process in scale development. In this research, 

factor analyses were conducted to identify the degree to which the 44-items on CMP 

were unidimensional or multidimensional. Reliability of each factor was reported using 

Cronbach’s alpha. Concurrent validity was evaluated by comparing differences between 

two known groups, Nominees and Non-Nominees, on the CMP scale. In addition, 

convergent validity was evaluated by the degree to which scores on the CMP correlated 

with three other components included on the PROP questionnaire: (a) Civic Engagement 

Index (IUPUI, 2005), (b) Public Interest Subscale of the Public Service Motivation scale 

(Perry, 1996), and (c) items developed with NERCHE on attitudes towards knowledge 

creation and research. Linear regressions, MANOVA’s, ANOVA’s, t-tests, chi-squares, 

and correlations are reported. Results from these analyses are reported in the next 

chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 

The goal of this study was to develop and evaluate a scale to measure the 

construct civic-minded professional (CMP). The population sampled was faculty in 

American higher education. Reliability and validity of the CMP scale was reported using 

a number of statistical measures. As part of the construct validation process, the CMP 

scale was used as a dependent variable to test four hypotheses. Each hypothesis compared 

values on the CMP scale for two groups of subjects that differed on an independent 

variable. Data from the Public Role of Professionals (PROP) questionnaire were the basis 

for this research designed to develop and evaluate the reliability and validity of the CMP 

scale and to test the following four hypotheses.  

• Hypothesis 1:  In comparing faculty, those who have been nominated for the 

Thomas Ehrlich Faculty Award for Service-Learning or the Ernest A. Lynton 

Award for the Scholarship of Engagement will score higher on the CMP scale 

than those who have not been nominated for these national awards. 

• Hypothesis 2:  In comparing faculty, those who have taught a service learning 

course will score higher on the CMP scale than those who have not taught a 

service learning course. 

• Hypothesis 3:  In comparing faculty, those who have engaged in a collaborative 

research project with a community partner will score higher on the CMP scale 

than those who have not engaged in a collaborative research project with a 

community partner. 
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• Hypothesis 4:  In comparing faculty, those who score higher on the Civic 

Engagement Index will be more likely to score higher on the CMP scale than 

those who score low on the Civic Engagement Index. 

 

In collaboration with the New England Research Center for Higher Education 

(NERCHE) and national Campus Compact, the PROP questionnaire was distributed as an 

online survey to a national sample (n = 373) of faculty in January and February 2008. 

Data analyses were conducted in Spring 2008. Descriptive and inferential statistics were 

used to report findings, and post hoc tests were also conducted and reported on various 

components of the PROP questionnaire.  

Analyses of Civic-Minded Professional Scale 

Based on a literature review of philosophy, political science, and philanthropic 

studies, forty-four items were identified across thirty-one characteristics to capture the 

knowledge, skills, and dispositions of a civic-minded professional. Each of the CMP-44 

items was rated by respondents using a seven-point scale ranging from Strongly Disagree 

(1) to Strongly Agree (7).  

The standardized alpha for CMP-44 was .96, and indicated a high degree of 

internal consistency among the items.  
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Item-Total Statistics of CMP-44 
 

 CMP-44 Item 
 
 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Alpha if 
Item 

Deleted 
CMP1 I keep very well informed about current public 

policy that directly relates to the type of work that 
I do. 

.49 .96 

CMP2 I am very dedicated to improving society through 
the work that I do. 

.66 .96 

CMP3 My colleagues would likely describe me as 
someone who listens to conflicting opinions 
before reaching decisions. 

.27 .96 

CMP4 My colleagues would likely describe me as 
someone who is ate ease working with people 
from diverse ethnic backgrounds. 

.39 .96 

CMP5 I think that citizen participation has a strong 
influence on shaping public policy. 

.38 .96 

CMP6 I feel a strong sense of gratitude to many people 
who have contributed to my personal and 
professional success. 

.32 .96 

CMP7 I am very willing to volunteer my time to 
participate in community or pro bono service. 

.58 .96 

CMP8 I am deeply motivated to improve the lives of 
others through the work that I do. 

.70 .96 

CMP9 Others would likely describe me as a person who 
is well informed about a variety of volunteer 
opportunities in the community. 

.66 .96 

CMP10 I feel very comfortable recruiting others to 
become more involved in the community. 

.69 .96 

CMP11 I consider my work to be more of a calling than 
simply a job 

.53 .96 

CMP12 I feel confident in my ability to bring people 
together to address a community need. 

.71 .96 

CMP13 I think that professionals have a civic 
responsibility to improve society by serving 
others. 

.67 .96 

CMP14 I am aware of many opportunities to use my skills 
and abilities in community, voluntary or pro bono 
service. 

.71 .96 

CMP15 I often feel a deep sense of purpose in the work 
that I do. 

.61 .96 

CMP16 I am well connected to a number of people who 
are active in their communities. 

.68 .96 

CMP17 Others would likely describe me as someone who 
is very passionate about my work.  

.55 .96 
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CMP18 As a result of my community involvement, the 
direction of my work has dramatically changed 
over time. 

.55 .96 

CMP19 I have a strong ability to come to consensus with 
others through dialogue and compromise. 

.57 .96 

CMP20 I am highly motivated in my work to make the 
world a better place for future generations. 

.72 .96 

CMP21 I am very familiar with a wide variety of 
nonprofit organizations. 

.71 .96 

 CMP22 I consider it important to donate my money and 
resources to support worthwhile causes. 

.56 .96 

CMP23 I have a keen ability to navigate through political 
channels to get community problems addressed. 

.63 .96 

CMP24 I am very interested in current events. .54 .96 
CMP25 I consider myself very fortunate to be able to do 

the work that I do. 
.35 .96 

CMP26 In my work, I am often inspired by the democratic 
principles of equity, participation, and community 
voice. 

.62 .96 

CMP27 I keep very well informed about current issues of 
social justice. 

.69 .96 

CMP28 I often gain a deep sense of satisfaction from the 
work that I do. 

.47 .96 

CMP29 I feel a strong sense of connectedness to others, 
even if they are quite different than me. 

.66 .96 

CMP30 I am very aware of a number of grassroots 
organizations that work to improve the lives of 
others. 

.73 .96 

CMP31 When I look at myself in the mirror, I am very 
satisfied in reflecting on the work that I do. 

.44 .96 

CMP32 I make it a point to keep up to date on community 
issues. 

.74 .96 

CMP33 I think it is very important to create a sense of 
mutual respect when serving others. 

.60 .96 

CMP34 I am very comfortable working in cross-cultural 
settings. 

.53 .96 

CMP35 I would describe myself as a politically active and 
engaged citizen. 

.65 .96 

CMP36 I think that all professionals should give a portion 
of their time to community, voluntary, or pro 
bono service. 

.67 .96 

CMP37 I feel that my level of education places an 
additional responsibility upon me to serve others. 

.54 .96 

CMP38 My personal values and beliefs are well integrated 
and aligned with my work and career. 

.55 .96 
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CMP39 In all honesty, I have a difficult time working with 

others who come from socioeconomic 
backgrounds different than my own.  

.27 .96 

CMP40 I consider it important to be a role model for 
others by giving of my time through service. 

.65 .96 

CMP41 I have a very good understanding of how I can 
take action to improve the community. 

.75 .96 

CMP42 I frequently feel a sense of responsibility in my 
work to achieve public purposes. 

.70 .96 

CMP43 The education and knowledge that I have gained 
should be used to serve others. 

.59 .96 

CMP44 I often lose track of time at work because I 
become so involved in what I am doing. 

.29 .96 

 
 

The KMO measure of sampling adequacy of CMP-44 was .94, confirming the 

factorability of the data, and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant, p < .01, 

confirming that the items varied from each other. Each item was considered in terms of 

(a) how it correlated to the total CMP scale, (b) how it loaded on factors during the 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA), and (c) how it related conceptually to the other items 

in the factor. 

The initial EFA revealed that the structure of the CMP-44 was very complex. 

Using the procedures and criteria as described in the previous chapter, analyses were 

conducted to determine the number of factors and the number of items that made sense 

both statistically and theoretically. A total of twelve items were deleted from CMP-44. 

This resulted in CMP-32 with a relatively simple factor structure.  

The standardized alpha for the CMP-32 scale was .95, indicating a high degree of 

internal consistency. The KMO measure of sampling adequacy of CMP-32 was .93 

confirming the factorability of the data and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant,  

p < .01, confirming that the items varied from each other. 
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The EFA, using oblique rotation of the CMP-32 scale revealed that the items 

loaded on five principal components. In combination, the five factors accounted for 

60.4% of the cumulative variance. The internal consistency of the CMP-32 scale was 

evaluated by calculating Cronbach’s alpha for each factor. The following summarizes the 

factor analysis of the CMP-32 scale. 

Civic-Minded Professional Factors 

CMP-32 
Factor 

Name of Factor Number of 
Items in Factor 

Percent of 
Variance 

Coefficient 
Alpha 

1 Voluntary Action 11 38.3% .93 
2 Identity and Calling 7 6.7% .83 
3 Citizenship 5 6.3% .85 
4 Social Trustee 4 4.8% .86 
5 Consensus Building 5 4.3% .74 
 Total CMP Scale 32 60.4% .95 

 

Factor 1 consisted of eleven items, coefficient alpha .93, and accounted for 38.3% 

of the scale variance. Since Factor 1 items related to voluntary action (e.g., knowledge of 

volunteer opportunities and nonprofit organizations, willing to give of time through pro 

bono service, comfortable recruiting others and bringing people together to address 

community issues) it was labeled Voluntary Action. The eleven items in this factor are 

listed below. 

Item CMP-32 Factor 1 – Voluntary Action Loading 
CMP9 Others would likely describe me as a person who is well informed 

about a variety of volunteer opportunities in the community. 
.86 

CMP10 I feel very comfortable recruiting others to become more involved 
in the community. 

.84 

CMP21 I am very familiar with a wide variety of nonprofit organizations. .83 
CMP14 I am aware of many opportunities to use my skills and abilities in 

community, voluntary or pro bono service. 
.82 

CMP16 I am well connected to a number of people who are active in their 
communities. 

.80 

CMP30 I am very aware of a number of grassroots organizations that work 
to improve the lives of others. 

.76 
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CMP12 I feel confident in my ability to bring people together to address a 
community need. 

.76 

CMP41 I have a very good understanding of how I can take action to 
improve the community. 

.76 

CMP18 As a result of my community involvement, the direction of my 
work has dramatically changed over time. 

.67 

CMP7 I am very willing to volunteer my time to participate in 
community or pro bono service. 

.66 

CMP22 I consider it important to donate my money and resources to 
support worthwhile causes. 

.56 

                                                                             Cronbach’s Alpha .93 
Oblique Rotation Method:  Promax       

 

Factor 2 consisted of seven items, coefficient alpha .83, and accounted for 6.7% 

of the scale variance. Since Factor 2 items related to a sense of personal satisfaction and 

identity in work (e.g., passionate about work, sense of satisfaction, deep sense of calling, 

values and beliefs well integrated with work) it was labeled Identity and Calling. These 

seven items are listed below. 

Item CMP-32 Factor 2 – Identity and Calling Loading 
CMP15 I often feel a deep sense of purpose in the work that I do. .83 
CMP28 I often gain a deep sense of satisfaction from the work that I do. .80 
CMP17 Others would likely describe me as someone who is very 

passionate about my work.  
.77 

CMP31 When I look at myself in the mirror, I am very satisfied in 
reflecting on the work that I do. 

.70 

CMP38 My personal values and beliefs are well integrated and aligned 
with my work and career. 

.69 

CMP11 I consider my work to be more of a calling than simply a job. .69 
CMP6 I feel a strong sense of gratitude to many people who have 

contributed to my personal and professional success. 
.41 

                                                                              Cronbach’s Alpha .83 
Oblique Rotation Method:  Promax      

 

Factor 3 consisted of five items, coefficient alpha .85, and accounted for 6.3% of 

the scale variance. Since Factor 3 items related to attitudes and behaviors associated with 
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civic participation (e.g., knowledge of current events, politically active as a citizen, keep 

up to date on issues of social justice, values community voice) it was labeled Citizenship. 

Item CMP-32 Factor 3 – Citizenship Loading 
CMP27 I keep very well informed about current issues of social justice. .88 
CMP24 I am very interested in current events. .81 
CMP35 I would describe myself as a politically active and engaged 

citizen. 
.81 

CMP26 In my work, I am often inspired by the democratic principles of 
equity, participation, and community voice. 

.74 

CMP1 I keep very well informed about current public policy that directly 
relates to the type of work that I do. 

.68 

                                                                              Cronbach’s Alpha .85 
Oblique Rotation Method:  Promax      

 

Factor 4 consisted of four items, coefficient alpha .86, and accounted for 4.8% of 

the scale variance. Since Factor 4 items related to attitudes towards responsibilities of 

professionals due to their level of education (e.g., education brings additional 

responsibility, education should be used to serve others, professionals have a civic 

responsibility to serve others, professionals should give their time through pro bono 

service), it was labeled Social Trustee.  

Item CMP-32 Factor 4 – Social Trustee Loading 
CMP37 I feel that my level of education places an additional responsibility 

upon me to serve others. 
.84 

CMP43 The education and knowledge that I have gained should be used to 
serve others. 

.83 

CMP36 I think that all professionals should give a portion of their time to 
community, voluntary, or pro bono service. 

.83 

CMP13 I think that professionals have a civic responsibility to improve 
society by serving others. 

.82 

                                                                              Cronbach’s Alpha .88 
Oblique Rotation Method:  Promax       

 

Factor 5 consisted of five items and accounted for 4.3% of the scale variance, 

with a coefficient alpha of .74. Since Factor 5 items related to working with others from 



 78

diverse perspectives (e.g., at ease working with those from different socioeconomic 

background, connectedness to others, listening to diverse perspectives, comfortable in 

cross-cultural settings) it was labeled Consensus Building.  

Item CMP-32 Factor 5 – Consensus Building Loading 
CMP3 My colleagues would likely describe me as someone who listens 

to conflicting opinions before reaching decisions. 
.74 

CMP4 My colleagues would likely describe me as someone who is at 
ease working with people from diverse ethnic backgrounds. 

.74 

CMP19 I have a strong ability to come to consensus with others through 
dialogue and compromise. 

.72 

CMP29 I feel a strong sense of connectedness to others, even if they are 
quite different than me. 

.60 

CMP34 I am very comfortable working in cross-cultural settings. .58 
                                                                              Cronbach’s Alpha .74 

Oblique Rotation Method:  Promax       
 

The subscales of the CMP-32 were used as dependent variables in analyses to 

evaluate four hypotheses. Descriptive statistics of central tendency and variability (m = 

6.07, sd =.67) determined that the responses to the CMP scale were negatively skewed.  

Descriptive Statistics – CMP-32 
 
The descriptive statistics for the CMP-32 scale are provided in the chart below.  
 

  N Range Mean 
Std. 

Deviation Skewness 

  Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 
Error 

CMP32Mean 373 3.38 6.07 .67 -1.06 .13 
Valid N (listwise) 373           

 

The histogram of the distribution is indicated in three charts below. The first represents 

the entire sample, and the second represents Nominees, and the third represents Non-

Nominees. The directionality of the skewness for both groups was the same, thus 

allowing for comparing the two samples. Skewness does not matter when comparing two 
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samples if directionality of the skewness for both groups is in the same direction (Kirk, 

1995). Because the skewness was due, in part, to the overrepresentation of respondents 

high on CMP rather than outliers and the F-test was robust under these circumstances, the 

hypotheses were evaluated with analysis of variance.  
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CMP32 Histogram - Group 1 Nominees
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Analysis of the Civic Engagement Index 

The Civic Engagement Index (CEI) was included as part of the PROP 

questionnaire to evaluate the convergent validity of the CMP scale. Due to the large 

number of items and the intent of the CEI to measure both attitudes (9 items) and 

behaviors (9 items) of faculty, a factor analysis of CEI was conducted using EFA to 

identify latent constructs. The KMO measure of sampling adequacy for the CEI was .82, 

confirming the factorability of the data, and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant, 

p < .01, confirming that the items varied from each other. Using the same methods, 

statistical tools, and criteria previously described for EFA of the CMP-44, four items 

were deleted, resulting in the CEI-14 scale.  

The standardized alpha for CEI-14 was .83, indicating a high degree of internal 

consistency. Factor analysis identified three factors that accounted for 56.7% of the 

response variance. The chart below summarizes these results. 

Civic Engagement Index Factors 

CEI 
Factor 

Name of Factor Number of 
Items in Factor 

Percent of 
Variance 

Coefficient 
Alpha 

1 Professional Service 5 20.7% .80 
2 Civic Responsibility 6 20.6% .77 
3 Campus Climate 3 15.4% .79 
 Total CEI Scale 14 56.7% .83 

 

The fourteen items comprising each of the three factors in the CEI are listed below. The 

first factor was comprised of items that described involvement in the community through 

research or service and therefore was named Professional Service. The second factor 

included items that reflected a commitment and sense of civic responsibility as an 

educator and therefore was named Civic Responsibility. The third factor included items 
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about department and campus commitment to civic engagement and therefore was named 

Campus Climate. These three factors were used to evaluate the convergent validity of the 

CMP scale. 

Civic Engagement Index Items by Factors 

Item CEI Factor 1 -- Professional Service Loading 
CEI53 Gave talks to local community organizations. .81 
CEI55 Provided professional services to a community group, local 

business partner, or government agency for free or reduced 
rate. 

.81 

CEI52 Participated in a professional capacity on a board or committee 
of a local business, civic or social service agency. 

.80 

CEI57 Volunteered with community organizations (e.g., K-12 school, 
faith-based organization, nonprofit organization, advocacy 
group, neighborhood organization, youth group). 

.65 

CEI51 Engaged in a collaborative research project with a community 
partner. 

.64 

 CEI Factor 2 -- Civic Responsibility Loading 
CEI61 The university should facilitate student involvement in 

community service as part of the undergraduate learning 
experience. 

.80 

CEI63 Preparing students for responsible citizenship should be an 
integral part of the undergraduate experience. 

.77 

CEI54 Included in my classes various materials or activities to 
promote civic engagement among students. 

.74 

CEI50 Taught a class that included a significant component of 
community service (e.g., service learning class). 

.69 

CEI60 Faculty in my discipline have a professional obligation to 
apply their knowledge to problems in society. 

.58 

CEI64 The university has a responsibility to contribute to the 
economic development of the community. 

.55 

 CEI Factor 3 -- Campus Climate Loading 
CEI68 There is a high level of commitment in my department or 

program to promoting the civic engagement of faculty. 
.88 

CEI65 Devoting professional or academic expertise to the community 
is valued highly in my department or program. 

.86 

CEI67 There is a high level of commitment on this campus to making 
civic engagement an integral part of campus culture. 

.75 
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Analysis of NERCHE Items and Public Interest Subscale 

The NERCHE items were included as part of the PROP questionnaire at the 

request of Dr. John Saltmarsh, Director, New England Research Center for Higher 

Education, to understand faculty attitudes towards knowledge creation and research. The 

standardized alpha for the 5-item NERCHE scale was .79. The Public Interest Subscale 

(Perry, 1996) was also included as an additional measure of concurrent validity based on 

the similarity of construct to dimensions of the CMP scale. The standardized alpha for the 

5-item Public Interest subscale was .78.  

Concurrent Validity of CMP-32 Scale 

 Concurrent validity was measured by comparing differences between and among 

three known groups. Differences were evaluated on a variety of measures by comparing 

(a) faculty Nominees for national awards with Non-Nominees, (b) faculty who taught 

service learning classes with those who did not use this type of teaching strategy, and (c) 

faculty who conducted collaborative research with a community partner with those who 

did not use this type of research method. 

Being a Nominee for National Award 

Hypothesis 1 was evaluated and concurrent validity was measured by comparing 

differences between Nominees and Non-Nominees on the five CMP-32 factors, the three 

CEI factors, the NERCHE scale and the Public Interest Subscale. Nominees included 

faculty who were nominated for the Thomas Ehrlich Faculty Award for Service Learning 

and the Ernest A. Lynton Award for the Scholarship of Engagement between the years 

1999-2005. Non-Nominees included faculty who were not nominated for these national 



 84

awards. Differences between the two groups were evaluated and reported on ten 

measures. 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Variance indicated that the variance was not equal 

for the two groups on four dependent variables; the variance was equal for the other six 

measures. Box’s M Test of Equality was computed to evaluate if variance was identical 

across cells. The variance was not equal across cells therefore Pillai’s Trace was used to 

improve robustness of the test under these circumstances.  

 
Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances 

 

 F(1,367) Signif. 
CMP Factor 1 --Voluntary Action 20.69* .00 
CMP Factor 2 -- Identity and Calling 4.59 .03 
CMP Factor 3 -- Citizenship  2.25 .14 
CMP Factor 4 -- Social Trustee    8.64* .00 
CMP Factor 5 -- Consensus Building  1.73 .19 
CEI Factor 1 -- Professional Service  .44 .52 
CEI Factor 2 -- Civic Responsibility   7.21* .01 
CEI Factor 3 -- Campus Climate  1.13 .29 
NERCHE subscale 3.92 .05 
Public Interest subscale 10.88* .01 

 
 

A one-way MANOVA was conducted with being a nominee (i.e., yes, no) as the 

independent variable and each of the five CMP-32 factors, each of the three CEI factors, 

the NERCHE subscale, and the Public Interest subscale as the dependent variables. A 

significant main effect was found, Pillai’s Trace (10,358) = .30, p < .01, indicating that 

there was a significant difference between Nominees and Non-Nominees. 

Univariate ANOVA’s indicated that being a nominee (i.e., yes, no) was related to 

scores of some, but not all, of these measures. Among the CMP-32 factors, Voluntary 

Action was significant, F(1,367) = 63.78, p < .01, accounting for .15 variance in scores; 

Citizenship was marginally significant, F(1,367) = 6.51, p = .011, accounting for .02 
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variance in scores; and Social Trustee was significant, F(1,367) = 14.14, p < .01, 

accounting for .04 variance among scores. There was no significant difference for 

between Nominees and Non-Nominees on either Identity and Calling, F(1,367) = 3.24, p 

> .01, or Consensus Building, F(1,367) = 3.15, p > .01. Thus, there was a significant 

difference between the two groups on three of the five factors of the CMP-32 scale. 

In comparing the scores of Nominees with Non-Nominees on the Civic 

Engagement Index, there was a significant effect on two of the three factors. Professional 

Service was significant, F(1,367) = 57.76, p < .01, accounting for .14 variance, and Civic 

Responsibility was significant, F(1,367) = 84.14, p < .01, accounting for .19 variance in 

scores. There was no significant difference among participants on Campus Climate, 

F(1,367) = .624, p > .01.  

In comparing faculty on the NERCHE scale, there was a significant difference 

between Nominees and Non-Nominees, F(1,367) = 38.28, p < .01, accounting for .09 of 

the response variance. There was also a significant difference between the two groups on 

the Public Interest subscale, F(1,367) = 26.14, p < .01, accounting for .07 variance.  

Univariate Comparison of Non-Nominees to Nominees on Ten Measures 

Name of Factor or Measure F 
(1,367) 

Signif. Partial 
Eta 

Squared 
CMP Factor 1--Voluntary Action 63.78* .00 .15 
CMP Factor 2 -- Identity and Calling   3.24 .07 .01 
CMP Factor 3 -- Citizenship   6.51* .01 .02 
CMP Factor 4 -- Social Trustee 14.14* .00 .04 
CMP Factor 5 -- Consensus Building   3.15 .08 .01 
CEI Factor 1 -- Professional Service 57.76* .00 .14 
CEI Factor 2 -- Civic Responsibility 84.14* .00 .19 
CEI Factor 3 -- Campus Climate     .62 .43 .00 
NERCHE Scale 38.28* .00 .09 
Public Interest Subscale 26.14* .00 .07 
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The mean differences for Nominees and Non-Nominees are reported below. 
 

Mean Comparisons between Non-Nominees and Nominees on Ten Measures 
 

Dependent Variable Nominee Mean Std. Error 
CMP Factor 1 -- Voluntary Action No 5.00 .11 
  Yes 5.98 .05 
CMP Factor 2 -- Identity and Calling No 6.26 .08 
  Yes 6.42 .04 
CMP Factor 3 -- Citizenship No 5.73 .12 
  Yes 6.06 .05 
CMP Factor 4 -- Social Trustee No 5.80 .12 
  Yes 6.27 .05 
CMP Factor 5 -- Consensus Building No 6.03 .08 
  Yes 6.19 .04 
CEI Factor 1 -- Professional Service No 2.83 .12 
  Yes 3.80 .05 
CEI Factor 2 -- Civic Responsibility No 3.71 .07 
  Yes 4.45 .03 
CEI Factor 3 -- Campus Climate No 3.33 .12 
  Yes 3.44 .06 
NERCHE scale No 3.44 .09 
  Yes 4.02 .04 
Public Interest subscale No 5.16 .11 
  Yes 5.78 .05 

 
 

Hypothesis 1 stated that those who have been nominated for the Thomas Ehrlich 

Faculty Award for Service-Learning or the Ernest A. Lynton Award for the Scholarship of 

Engagement will score higher on the CMP scale than those who have not been nominated 

for these national awards. Results indicated that the null hypothesis was rejected for three 

of the five factors of the CMP-32 (i.e., Voluntary Action, Citizenship, Social Trustee). 

There was no significant difference between Nominees and Non-Nominees on the other 

two factors of the CMP-32 (i.e., Identity and Calling, Consensus Building).  
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Teaching Service Learning Classes 

Hypothesis 2 was tested and concurrent validity of the CMP-32 was evaluated by 

comparing means on the CMP-32 of faculty who have taught a service learning class with 

those who have not taught a service learning class. CEI-item 50 asked participants about 

the frequency of teaching service learning classes in the past three years.  

Frequency of Teaching Service Learning Classes 
 

  Freq. Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid Never 42 11.2 11.4 11.4 
  Seldom 22 5.9 6.0 17.3 
  Once Twice 54 14.4 14.6 32.0 
  Frequently 40 10.7 10.8 42.8 
  Routinely 211 56.4 57.2 100.0 
  Total 369 98.7 100.0   
Missing -9 4 1.1     
  System 1 .3     
  Total 5 1.3     
Total 374 100.0     

 
 

A one-way MANOVA, with Dunnett C equal variances not assumed, was 

conducted with teaching a service learning class (i.e., Never, Seldom, Once or Twice, 

Frequently, Routinely) as the independent variable and the five CMP-32 factors, the 

NERCHE Scale, and the Public Interest Subscale as the dependent variables. A 

significant main effect was found, Pillai’s Trace (28,1444) = .36, p < .01, indicating that 

there was a significant difference between faculty who taught service learning classes 

compared to those who do not use this type of teaching strategy on these dependent 

variables. 

Follow-up univariate ANOVA’s indicated that teaching service learning classes 

was significantly related to all dependent variables.  
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Taught Service Learning Classes F  
(4,364) 

Signif. Partial Eta 
Squared 

CMP Factor 1 -- Voluntary Action 28.68* .00 .24 
CMP Factor 2 -- Identity and Calling   4.80* .00 .05 
CMP Factor 3 -- Citizenship   3.64* .01 .04 
CMP Factor 4 -- Social Trustee   6.97* .00 .07 
CMP Factor 5 -- Consensus Building   4.74* .00 .05 
NERCHE Scale  13.98* .00 .13 
Public Interest Subscale    6.91* .00 .07 
 

In comparing means, faculty who taught service learning classes Once or Twice, 

Frequently, or Routinely scored higher than others on each of the seven dependent 

measures as indicated by the table below. 

 

Dependent Variable Taught SL Class Mean Std. Error 
CMP Factor 1 – Voluntary Action Never 4.89 .13 
  Seldom 5.11 .18 
  Once or Twice 5.36 .12 
  Frequently 6.05 .13 
  Routinely 6.14 .06 
CMP Factor 2 – Identity and Calling Never 6.25 .10 
  Seldom 6.07 .13 
  Once or Twice 6.22 .08 
  Frequently 6.35 .10 
  Routinely 6.50 .04 
CMP Factor 3 -- Citizenship Never 5.80 .14 
  Seldom 5.53 .20 
  Once or Twice 5.80 .13 
  Frequently 6.03 .15 
  Routinely 6.14 .06 
CMP Factor 4 – Social Trustee Never 5.73 .14 
  Seldom 5.59 .19 
  Once or Twice 6.08 .12 
  Frequently 6.29 .14 
  Routinely 6.35 .06 
CMP Factor 5 – Consensus Building Never 5.88 .10 
  Seldom 6.02 .13 
  Once or Twice 6.03 .09 
  Frequently 6.15 .10 
  Routinely 6.27 .04 
NERCHE Scale Never 3.44 .10 
  Seldom 3.46 .14 
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  Once or Twice 3.74 .09 
  Frequently 3.84 .11 
  Routinely 4.13 .05 
Public Interest Subscale Never 5.24 .14 
  Seldom 5.26 .19 
  Once or Twice 5.42 .12 
  Frequently 5.73 .14 
  Routinely 5.85 .06 
 

Post Hoc tests indicated that those who frequently or routinely taught service 

learning classes scored significantly higher on CMP Factor 1 Voluntary Action than those 

who reported Never, Seldom, and Once or Twice. Those who routinely taught service 

learning classes also scored significantly higher on CMP Factor 5 Consensus Building, 

the NERCHE scale, and the Public Interest Subscale than those who never taught service 

learning classes. Those who routinely taught service learning classes also scored 

significantly higher on the NERCHE scale than those who taught service learning classes 

either seldom or once or twice.   

Hypothesis 2 stated that in comparing faculty, those who have taught a service 

learning course will score higher means on the CMP scale than those who have not taught 

a service learning course. Data indicated that the null hypothesis for Hypothesis 2 was 

rejected. Faculty who taught a service learning course at least once or twice in the past 

three years scored higher on the CMP-32 scale than faculty who did not use this teaching 

method. 

Engaging in Collaborative Research with Community Partner 

In addition, Hypothesis 3 was tested and concurrent validity of the CMP scale was 

evaluated by comparing means on the CMP-32 of faculty who have engaged in a 

collaborative research project with a community partner to faculty not involved in the 
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community in this way. Item number 51 from the CEI asked the frequency of engaging in 

such research in the past three years.  

Frequency of Engaging in Collaborative Research 
 

  Freq. Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid Never 49 13.1 13.3 13.3 
  Seldom 38 10.2 10.3 23.6 
  Once Twice 95 25.4 25.7 49.3 
  Frequently 69 18.4 18.7 68.0 
  Routinely 118 31.6 32.0 100.0 
  Total 369 98.7 100.0   
Missing -9 4 1.1     
  System 1 .3     
  Total 5 1.3     
Total 374 100.0     

 
 

A one-way MANOVA was calculated examining the effects of faculty engaging 

in collaborative research project with a community partner (i.e., Never, Seldom, Once or 

Twice, Frequently, Routinely) as the independent variable on scores for each of the five 

CMP-32 factors, the NERCHE scale, and the Public Interest sub-scale. A significant 

effect was found, Pillai’s Trace(28,1444) = .29, p < .01, indicating that there was a 

significant difference between faculty who engaged in collaborative research with a 

community partner compared to those who did not use this type of research strategy.  

 Follow-up univariate ANOVAs indicated that engaging in collaborative research 

with a community partner was significantly related to all five factors of the CMP-32 as 

well as the NERCHE scale and the Public Interest Subscale.  
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Collaborative Research Project with 
Community Partner 

F 
(4,364) 

Signif. Partial Eta 
Squared 

CMP Factor 1--Voluntary Action 18.26* .00 .17 
CMP Factor 2 -- Identity and Calling   4.73* .00 .05 
CMP Factor 3 -- Citizenship   4.41* .00 .05 
CMP Factor 4 -- Social Trustee   8.79* .00 .09 
CMP Factor 5 – Consensus Building   4.00* .00 .04 
NERCHE Scale  16.89* .00 .16 
Public Interest Subscale    8.55* .00 .09 

 
Faculty who worked with a community partner on a collaborative research project 

scored higher than those who did not use this type of research on each of the dependent 

variables as indicated by table below.   
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Dependent Variable 
Collaborative Research 
Community Partner Mean 

Std. 
Error 

CMP Factor1 -- Voluntary Action Never 4.93 .13 
  Seldom 5.52 .14 
  Once or Twice 5.82 .09 
  Frequently 6.01 .11 
  Routinely 6.15 .08 
CMP Factor2 – Identity and Calling Never 6.17 .09 
  Seldom 6.13 .10 
  Once or Twice 6.38 .06 
  Frequently 6.48 .07 
  Routinely 6.51 .06 
CMP Factor3 -- Citizenship Never 5.70 .13 
  Seldom 5.65 .15 
  Once or Twice 5.96 .10 
  Frequently 6.21 .11 
  Routinely 6.15 .09 
CMP Factor 4 – Social Trustee Never 5.55 .13 
  Seldom 6.01 .15 
  Once or Twice 6.22 .09 
  Frequently 6.44 .11 
  Routinely 6.35 .08 
CMP Factor 5 – Consensus Building Never 5.91 .09 
  Seldom 5.60 .10 
  Once or Twice 6.15 .07 
  Frequently 6.28 .08 
  Routinely 6.27 .06 
NERCHE Scale Never 3.36 .10 
  Seldom 3.65 .11 
  Once or Twice 3.84 .07 
  Frequently 4.20 .08 
  Routinely 4.15 .06 
Public Interest Subscale Never 5.13 .13 
  Seldom 5.43 .14 
  Once or Twice 5.60 .09 
  Frequently 5.87 .11 
  Routinely 5.91 .08 

 
Post Hoc tests indicated that those who had collaborated with a community 

partner on a research project once or twice, frequently, or routinely scored significantly 

higher on CMP Factor 1 Voluntary Action than those who reported never conducting this 

type of research. Those who frequently or routinely collaborated on research projects 
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scored significantly higher on CMP Factor 4 Social Trustee than those who reported 

Never. Those who frequently or routinely did this type of research also scored 

significantly higher on the NERCHE scale than all others and scored higher on the Public 

Interest subscale than those who reported Never. 

Hypothesis 3 stated that in comparing faculty, those who have engaged in a 

collaborative research project with a community partner will score higher on the CMP 

scale than those who have not engaged in a collaborative research project with a 

community partner. Data indicated that the null hypothesis for Hypothesis 3 was rejected. 

Faculty who collaborated with a community partner on a research project at least once or 

twice, frequently, or routinely in the past three years scored higher on the CMP-32 scale 

than faculty who do not use this research method. 

Convergent Validity of CMP-32 Scale 

Empirical tests for Hypothesis 4 and convergent validity correlated scores from 

the CMP-32 scale with the (a) three factors of the Civic Engagement Index 

(IUPUI,.2005), (b) NERCHE scale, and (c) Public Interest Subscale (Perry, 1996). Based 

on directionality of the theory and results from the preliminary study conducted in 

Spring, 2007, a one-tailed test of significance was used. This was a more stringent test 

than a two-tailed test and increased the power of the findings.  

Hypothesis 4 stated that in comparing faculty, those who scored higher on the 

Civic Engagement Index (CEI) will score higher on the CMP scale, than those who 

scored low on the CEI. Results indicated that the null hypothesis was rejected, thus 

confirming that faculty who scored higher on the CEI also scored higher on the CMP. 

Similar results held for both the NERCHE Scale and Public Service Interest Subscale. 
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Correlation Matrix 

 
CMP 
F1 

CMP 
F2 

CMP 
F3 

CMP 
F4 

CMP 
F5 

CEI 
F1 

CEI 
F2 

CEI 
F3 

 
 

NER PSI 
CMP 
F1 

1.00        
 

 

CMP 
F2 

.61** 1.00       
 

 

 .00 .         
CMP 
F3 

.60** .43** 1.00      
 

 

 .00 .00 .        
CMP 
F4 

.60** .53** .46** 1.00     
 

 

 .00 .00 .00 .       
CMP 
F5 

.56** .49** .50** .48** 1.00    
 

 

 .00 .00 .00 .00 .      
CEI 
F1 

.60** .39** .34** .40** .31** 1.00   
 

 

 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .     
CEI 
F2 

.60** .45** .42** .57** .40** .49** 1.00  
 

 

 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .    
CEI 
F3 

.28** .26** .13** .19** .28** .21** .30** 1.00 
 

 

 .00 .00 .01 .00 .00 .00 .00 .   
NER .41** .30** .31** .39** .30** .35** .54** .16** 1.00  

 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00   
PSI .69** .54** .60** .66** .54** .51** .53** .25** 35** 1.00 

  .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 . 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 
 

 
Post Hoc Tests 

 
A stepwise multiple regression was conducted with CMP-32 as the dependent 

variable and the CEI factors (i.e., Professional Service, Civic Responsibility, Campus 

Climate), NERCHE Scale, and Public Service Interest Subscale as the independent 

variables. The Public Service Interest Subscale was a significant predictor of CMP-32, 

F(1, 300) = 460.20, p < .01, beta = .78, R = .78, indicating that those with higher interest 

in public service scored higher on the CMP-32. The CEI Factor 2 Civic Responsibility 
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was a second significant predictor of CMP-32, F(2, 299) = 325.62, p < .01, beta = .61, 

cumulative R = .83, indicating that those with higher sense of civic responsibility scored 

higher on the CMP-32. The CEI Factor 3 Professional Service was also a significant 

predictor of CMP-32, F(3, 298) = 226.88, p < .01, beta = .33, cumulative R = .83, 

indicating that those with higher sense of civic responsibility scored higher on the CMP-

32. 

The literature review indicated that religious attendance is a predictor of voluntary 

action in terms of giving money, talents, or time to others (Colby & Damon, 1992; 

Vesterlund, 2007; Wilson, 2000). A multivariate ANOVA was conducted with frequency 

of attendance at religious services (item number 58) as the independent variable (i.e., 

Never, Seldom, Once or Twice, Frequently, Routinely) and each of the five CMP factors 

and scores on the CEI, NERCHE, and PSI as the dependent variables. There was no 

significant effect on these dependent variables, indicating that for this sample, religious 

attendance did not have a significant effect on participant’s level of civic-mindedness as a 

professional, their attitude toward civic engagement in higher education, their attitudes 

towards knowledge creation and research or their interest in public service. 

In summary, all four of the Hypotheses were supported. In comparing faculty, 

Nominees for national awards (i.e., Thomas Ehrlich Faculty Award for Service-Learning, 

Ernest A. Lynton Award for the Scholarship of Engagement) scored higher on the three of 

the five CMP-32 factors (i.e., Voluntary Action, Citizenship, Social Trustee) than Non-

Nominees. There was no significant difference on two of the five CMP-32 factors (i.e., 

Identity and Calling, Consensus Building). Faculty who taught service learning classes 

scored higher on the CMP-32 scale than faculty who did not use this type of teaching 
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strategy. Additionally, faculty who engaged in collaborative research projects in the 

community scored higher on the CMP-32 scale than faculty who did not engage in this 

type of research.  

 Empirical tests for convergent validity correlated scores from the CMP-32 with 

three other measures including the (a) Civic Engagement Index (Indiana University-

Purdue University Indianapolis, 2005), (b) items from the New England Research Center 

for Higher Education, and (c) Public Interest Subscale from the Public Service 

Motivation Scale (Perry, 1996). Correlation was significant, p < .01, for each of the five 

factors of CMP with these measures. The next chapter will discuss these findings in light 

of the literature review and offer recommendations for future research. 
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CHAPTER 5 
 

SUMMARY, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSION 
 

 
This chapter will summarize the purpose of this research study and discuss results 

to produce both a summary of key findings and recommendation for future research in 

the field of philanthropic studies and higher education. In the first section, a summary and 

discussion of the findings is based on the key research questions. In the second section, 

the study findings are discussed in light of the conceptual framework presented in the 

literature review. And in the third section, implications and recommendations for future 

research are offered.  

Summary 

This research was to provide understanding of the concept civic-minded professional. 

This research was designed to answer the following primary question:  

� Can the concept of civic-minded professional be defined and operationalized into 

a scale? 

The construct was analyzed from a multi-disciplinary perspective (i.e., philosophy, 

political science, philanthropic studies) to compare and contrast different views of the 

concept and related concepts. Based on these analyses and for the purposes of this 

research, a civic-minded professional was defined as one who is (a) skillfully trained 

through formal education, (b) with the ethical disposition as a social trustee of 

knowledge, and (c) the capacity to work with others in a democratic way, (d) to achieve 

public goods. The Civic-Minded Professional (CMP) scale was developed as an 

operationalization of the construct and used in a national study of faculty in higher 
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education (n = 373) to evaluate the reliability and validity of the scale. Additionally, the 

research was designed to answer three secondary questions: 

(1) Was the CMP scale a reliable scale?  

(2) Was the CMP scale a valid scale in particular contexts? 

(3) Did the CMP scale measure differences between and among known groups? 

Reliability of the scale was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha, which is an index of 

internal consistency. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) reduced the CMP scale from the 

initial forty-four items to thirty-two items. EFA of the CMP-32 scale, together with the 

prior conceptual analysis of the construct, provided a basis for identifying five factors of 

the CMP-32 scale (i.e., Voluntary Action, Identity and Calling, Citizenship, Social 

Trustee, Consensus Building).  

Four hypotheses were tested to evaluate the validity of the CMP-32 scale. In 

comparing faculty, those who were Nominees for the Thomas Ehrlich Faculty Award for 

Service-Learning or the Ernest A. Lynton Award for the Scholarship of Engagement 

scored higher on the CMP-32 than faculty not nominated for these national awards. Also, 

faculty who taught service learning classes scored higher on the CMP-32 scale than 

faculty who did not use this type of teaching strategy. Additionally, faculty who engaged 

in collaborative research projects in the community scored higher on the CMP-32 scale 

than faculty who did not engage in this type of research.  

Empirical tests for convergent validity correlated scores from the CMP-32 with 

three other measures including (a) the Civic Engagement Index (IUPUI, 2005), (b) items 

from the New England Research Center for Higher Education, and (c) the Public Interest 

Subscale from the Public Service Motivation Scale (Perry, 1996). Correlations were 
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significant, p < .01 (1-tailed), for each of the five factors of CMP-32 with each of these 

other measures. 

Study Findings 

 In the following section, the findings of this research are discussed. 

Conceptualization of Civic-Minded Professional 

This research provided understanding of the components that comprise a civic-

minded professional and operationalized this “philanthropic dimension of the 

professional ideal” (Payton, 1999, p. 494). The literature that was reviewed provided a 

complex portrait of the concept civic-minded professional. Literature from philosophy 

(Sullivan, 1988, 1995, 2004, 2005a), political science (Dewey, 1927; Dzur, 2004; Kirlin, 

2003, Toqueville, 2000), and philanthropic studies (Bangert, 2006; Clary et al. 1996, 

1998; Colby & Damon, 1992; Daloz et al., 1996; Rhodes, 2005) was reviewed and 

integrated to define the concept. Thirty-one characteristics were identified from the 

literature review and these became the basis for writing forty-four items for the initial 

CMP scale used in this research study.  

 Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) yielded five factors for the CMP scale (i.e., 

Voluntary Action, Identity and Calling, Citizenship, Social Trustee, Consensus Building), 

thus as a result of this study, the complexity of the concept was reduced. During the EFA, 

twelve items were deleted that did not statistically load onto the five factors, resulting in a 

CMP-32 scale. The five factors of the CMP-32 scale were significantly correlated to each 

other. These results indicated that the five factors were related, even though they contain 

somewhat distinct content. Thus, the construct was multi-faceted, but coherent. The 

reliability of the CMP-32 scale was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha as a measure of 
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internal consistency. Reliability of the CMP-32 scale and reliability of each of the five 

factors was high indicating consistency within the measures.  

 Of the five factors, Factor 1 Voluntary Action was the most prominent dimension. 

Eleven items loaded on this factor and when comparing Nominees to Non-nominees, this 

factor accounted for 15% of response variance in scores. Voluntary Action was comprised 

of items about knowledge of volunteer opportunities and nonprofit organizations, 

willingness to contribute time and money, and social networks with others who are 

involved in the community. Each of these domains falls within Philanthropic Studies. 

This highlights the importance of integrating this knowledge base (e.g., motives of 

volunteers, nonprofit organizations, pro bono service) into programs designed to increase 

the civic participation of professionals.  

The remaining four factors of CMP-32 aligned with the dimensions of the 

construct that were derived from philosophy and political science. Factor 2 Identity and 

Calling comprised of seven items and Factor 4 Social Trustee comprised of four items 

reflected the conceptual work of Sullivan (1988, 1995, 2004, 2005b). Sullivan was 

explicit in describing the civic calling of a professional as being more than a job 

(Sullivan, 1988) in that professionals are called to be involved in work that achieves 

public goods (Sullivan, 2005b). This trait of calling was also consistent with the findings 

reported in Common fire:  Lives of commitment in a complex world (Daloz et al., 1996), a 

qualitative research project that interviewed adults who were dedicated to work towards 

the public good. One of the themes from this research was a strong sense of identity that 

aligned with a calling to be dedicated to their work; work, for many of these adults, had 
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become a driving force to improve society and at the same time work was a fundamental 

dimension of their identity (Daloz et al., 1996).    

In this research study, there was no significant difference between Nominees and 

Non-nominees on Identity and Calling. In terms of Identity and Calling, it may be that 

faculty, in general, feel a similar sense of calling in their work as an educator or scholar. 

That is both those with and without civic dispositions and behaviors may sense a similar 

calling in the work that they do. In comparing the anthropologist who delves into 

uncovering social traditions, or the musician who devotes their talents to creative 

expression, or the research scientist who is dedicated to working long hours in the lab, it 

is reasonable that each has a sense of Identity and Calling in their work. This sample was 

also a rather senior group of faculty who because of their dedication or survival to this 

point in their academic career may have strong internal pressure to justify their 

professional choice as a calling, whether or not they were civically engaged through 

teaching or research.  

Sullivan (2005b) argued that civic-minded professionals regarded themselves 

differently than other professionals, in that they regarded themselves as a social trustee of 

knowledge. This was evident when Nominees were compared to other faculty on Factor 4 

Social Trustee. This characteristic has been described as “public character” which is an 

ethical disposition that requires a “stewardship of knowledge and expertise” (Pribbenow, 

1997, p. 120). Such a disposition regards knowledge gained and professional expertise as 

a resource that should be used to improve society.  

These two factors, Identity and Calling and Social Trustee, captured ethical 

dimensions of professional life consistent in the literature (Flores, 1988; Kimball, 1995; 
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Martin, 2000; Payton, 1999; Pribbenow, 1997; Sullivan, 1988; 2005b). But understanding 

the source of where these characteristics come from is a challenge for future research. Do 

these characteristics come from personality, or experiences, or both?  Are these 

characteristics trait-like (Peterson & Seligman, 2004) and therefore consistent over one’s 

career or do they develop over time?  And, if they develop over time, what types of 

strategies contribute to developing these characteristics?  The CMP-32 scale and 

subscales could be used as tools for empirical research to address these questions. 

Two factors were consistent with the literature review from political science;    

Factor 3 Citizenship (comprised of five items) and Factor 5 Consensus Building 

(comprised of five items). Civic responsibility (Dewey, 1927), democratic dispositions 

(Dzur, 2004), and civic skills (Battistoni, 1997; Kirlin, 2003) were evident in these 

factors. Factor 3 Citizenship focused on the individual in terms of knowledge of current 

events, public policy, and values of democratic principles of equity, social justice, and 

community voice. In comparing Nominees with other faculty, Citizenship was marginally 

significant.  

Factor 5 Consensus Building focused on how individuals work in a particular way 

with others, with skills and dispositions that reinforce the deliberative process, 

particularly across diverse perspectives and backgrounds. This factor was consistent with 

the literature on civic professionalism from political science (Dewey, 1927; Dzur, 2004). 

There was no significant difference between Nominees and Non-Nominees on Consensus 

Building. In term of Consensus Building, it may be that the climate of higher education 

cultivates this characteristic in all faculty members. Shared governance and consensus 

through committee action is a normal part of higher education. A sense of respect and 
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tolerance for diverse backgrounds and diverse opinions is also common within the culture 

of higher education. This may explain why there was no significant difference on this 

factor among faculty respondents.  

  A total of twelve items were deleted during the initial exploratory factor analysis, 

reducing the number of CMP items from forty-four to thirty-two. Although twelve items 

were deleted, each of the original thirty-one characteristics identified from the literature 

review was represented in the final CMP-32 scale. In reviewing the twelve deleted items, 

one of the items was negatively phrased and did not load on any of the factors. Some of 

items were strongly stated in terms of motives, abilities, and ideals. Some of the items 

duplicated other items that remained in CMP-32. These results demonstrated that the 

operational definition of civic-minded professional remained consistent during statistical 

analysis and that the conceptual analysis of the construct was sound.    

Validity of the CMP-32 Scale  

 In addition to exploratory factor analysis (EFA) described above, validity of the 

CMP-32 was also evaluated by (a) correlating scores on the CMP-32 scale with other 

related measures and (b) comparing scores on the CMP-32 scale between and among 

known groups. Convergent validity was evaluated by comparing scores on the CMP-32 

scale with scores on the Civic Engagement Index (IUPUI, 2005) and the Public Interest 

Subscale (Perry, 1996). These scales were conceptually similar in some ways. The 

eighteen-item Civic Engagement Index (CEI) was designed to evaluate the civic attitudes 

and behaviors of faculty, however there were no items that focused on Identity and 

Calling or on the concept of Social Trustee. EFA of the CEI yielded three factors:  

Professional Service, Civic Responsibility, and Campus Climate. The five-item Public 
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Interest Subscale (Perry, 1996) was comprised of items that represented three dimensions 

including (a) commitment to public interest, (b) civic duty, and (c) social justice. There 

were no measures for Identity and Calling, Social Trustee, or Voluntary Action on the 

Public Interest Subscale. Results indicated that faculty who scored high on the CEI and 

on the Public Interest Subscale, also scored high on the CMP-32 scale.  

Similar results held true for the NERCHE scale which measured attitudes towards 

knowledge generation. Faculty who scored high on the NERCHE scale also scored high 

on the CMP-32 scale. This finding was consistent with the work of Gibbons (2006) who 

argues that a new type of knowledge is generated when working in communities. These 

correlations were consistent with the conceptual understanding of the term derived from 

the literature review, in that each of these scales measured an aspect of a civic-minded 

professional. 

Further analysis, through stepwise multiple regression, confirmed that the Public 

Interest Subscale (Perry, 1996) was the measure that predicted, to the greatest extent, 

scores on the CMP-32 scale. The Public Service Interest Subscale was a significant 

predictor of CMP-32, indicating that those with higher interest in public service scored 

higher on the CMP-32. This may be explained by the fact that this five-item scale 

included three dimensions (i.e., commitment to public interest, civic duty, social justice) 

and these aligned well with various aspects measured in CMP-32. Although 78% 

variance in the CMP-32 can be attributed to scores on the Public Interest Subscale, two 

additional and distinct factors also predicted scores on the CMP-32, including 

Professional Service, and Civic Responsibility.  
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The CEI Factor 2 Civic Responsibility was a second significant predictor of CMP-

32, indicating that those with higher sense of civic responsibility scored higher on the 

CMP-32. Civic Responsibility included items that described the responsibility of faculty 

and the university to be civically engaged; teaching a service learning class and including 

course materials to promote civic engagement among students also comprised this factor. 

This sense of responsibility and obligation towards the public purposes of higher 

education is a significant predictor of being a civic-minded professional.  

The CEI Factor 3 Professional Service was also a significant predictor of CMP-32 

indicating that those who reported a higher degree of Professional Service scored higher 

on the CMP-32. Professional Service included personal behaviors such as volunteering, 

giving talks to local community organizations, providing professional services and 

engaging in collaborative research with a community partners. A respondent who 

participated in such activities was likely to score higher on CMP-32. These results 

provided additional understanding of the discreet domains (e.g., commitment to public 

interest, civic duty, social justice, civic responsibility, personal behaviors of volunteer 

time and talents) that comprise a civic-minded professional.  

Differences on CMP-32 Between and Among Known Groups 

Concurrent validity was evaluated by comparing scores on the CMP-32 between 

and among known groups. In terms of comparing scores on the CMP-32, results indicated 

that faculty who were Nominees for the Thomas Ehrlich Faculty Award for Service-

Learning or the Ernest A. Lynton Award for the Scholarship of Engagement, scored 

higher on three of the five CMP factors (i.e., Voluntary Action, Citizenship, Social 

Trustee) than faculty not nominated for these awards. These results were consistent with 
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results that compared scores on CMP-32 for faculty who taught service learning classes 

and faculty who engaged in community based research. These results were consistent 

with anticipated results, based on the qualitative case-study research by Peters (2004) and 

the nature of service learning pedagogy and community-based research (Gibbons, 2005).  

Post-hoc tests indicated that for faculty who reported involvement in teaching 

service learning classes or conducting community-based research Once or Twice in the 

past three years also scored significantly higher than those who Seldom or Never did 

these activities. This is an important finding in terms of understanding the correlation 

between these aspects of faculty work and how faculty members describe themselves and 

their roles in society. Peters (2004) qualitative research focused only one faculty member 

who was highly involved in service learning. However, results from this current research 

study indicated that both low levels (Once or Twice) and high levels of involvement 

(Frequently or Routinely) in teaching service learning classes were significantly 

correlated with scores on the CMP-32. Teaching service learning classes or conducting 

community-based research either attracts civic-minded faculty, or faculty gain civic-

minded qualities as a result of their involvement in these activities. This is a topic for 

future inquiry. 

Additional Findings 
 

Attendance at religious services has been showed to predict a variety of 

philanthropic behaviors including volunteering time (Bangert, 2005; Colby & Damon, 

1992; Janowski, Musick & Wilson, 1998; Smith, 1994; Wilson, 2000) and giving 

financial resources to both religious and secular institutions (Schervish, 2005; Vesterlund, 

2007). Those who frequently attend religious services tend to volunteer more time and 
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give more money to others. These findings from philanthropic studies were not replicated 

in the current study. Attendance at religious services, measured by item 58, had a non-

significant effect on each of the ten measures (i.e., Voluntary Action, Identity and 

Calling, Citizenship, Social Trustee, Consensus Building, Professional Service, Civic 

Responsibility, Campus Climate, NERCHE Scale, Public Interest Subscale). This finding 

may be unique for the population studied, faculty in higher education. It is recommended 

that if this question is to be explored more thoroughly in future research, adding 

additional items on religious participation will allow for better comparisons across 

different professional types rather than using a single-item measure. 

Implications and Recommendations 
 

 The following section describes practical and theoretical implications of these 

findings and offers recommendations for future research.   

Practical Implications of Results 

Results indicated that the CMP-32 scale demonstrated strong psychometric 

characteristics. The importance of this research lies in the future use of the CMP-32 scale 

for researchers who evaluate programs designed to support the civic and voluntary 

participation of professionals. This research will increase the capacity for empirical 

research on the civic dimensions of professionals by measuring civic-mindedness as 

either an independent, dependent, or moderating variable.  

In terms of philanthropic studies, it will be important to evaluate the capacity of 

the CMP-32 scale to generalize to other professions besides faculty. I would anticipate 

that indeed the scale could generalize to other professions because the literature review, 

except for the qualitative case-study by Peters (2004) which focused on a broad 
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conceptualization of professional roles and responsibilities in society. The CMP-32 scale 

could be used by professional associations (e.g., American Bar Association, American 

Medical Association), nonprofit organizations (e.g., Taproot), or government agencies 

(i.e., Corporation for National and Community Service) that are interested in developing 

civic-minded professionals and promoting pro bono service. The CMP-32 scale could be 

used to understand differences in professionals across a variety of variables (e.g., age, 

gender, location, participation in civic-service organizations, professional affiliation, race 

or ethnicity) so that programs designed to develop civic-minded dispositions and 

behaviors could be evaluated.  

In higher education, this research will increase understanding of faculty as civic-

minded professionals. Associations such as the American Association of State Colleges 

and Universities, the Association of American Colleges and Universities, and Campus 

Compact may be interested in sharing this tool with member campuses to support 

empirical research. The findings will also be shared with staff of the New England 

Research Center on Higher Education and national Campus Compact to increase 

understanding of characteristics of faculty involved in service learning and community-

based research. This study contributes to a broader research agenda for both of these 

organizations (Sandmann & O’Meara, 2007). NERCHE is particularly interested in 

understanding the implications of engaged scholarship on the professional lives of 

faculty; this quantitative research will complement a qualitative research project that is 

currently underway (Sandmann & O’Meara, 2007).  

Results of this research will also contribute to understanding the public roles of 

faculty. For example, the CMP scale could be used to understanding what types of faculty 
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experiences such as teaching a service learning class, using community-based research 

strategies, or serving on community advisory boards (independent variables) are related 

to a faculty member’s understanding of themselves as a civic-minded professional 

(dependent variable).  

Another practical implication of this research is that the CMP-32 scale will be 

posted on the Center for Service and Learning Research Collaborative website, in 

collaboration with the National Service Learning Clearinghouse, as a tool to use in 

empirical research on service learning in professional education. A next phase of research 

could use the CMP-32 scale as a pre- and post- test in longitudinal studies to understand 

the role of service learning classes and pro bono programs in professional education (e.g., 

Engineering, Dentistry, Law, Medicine).  

Conceptual and Theoretical Implications of Results 

The literature review confirmed that a gap existed in the knowledge to date on the 

civic-dimensions of professional life. Kimball (1995) and Martin (2000) noted that the 

ethic of service was the least understood dimension of professional life in terms of the 

scholarship on professions. The results of this study have added to the knowledge base of 

the study of professionals by defining the term civic-minded professional, 

operationalizing the term, and identifying five factors of the concept. 

The results of this study have reinforced the value of philanthropic studies as an 

emerging field of inquiry. The lens of philanthropic studies added depth to understanding 

the term civic-minded professional. In this research study, it could be said that 

philanthropic studies acted as a “toll bridge between the disciplines” (Friedman, 2005) 

and a “strategic window” (Smith & Gronbjerg, 2007, p. 237) to understand the concept 
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civic-minded professional that had largely been rooted in the disciplines of philosophy 

(e.g., Sullivan; 2005b) and political science (e.g., Dewey, 1927; Dzur, 2004). Topics 

related to Voluntary Action could be more fully integrated into faculty development 

programs to increase understanding of nonprofit organizations, volunteer opportunities, 

and pro bono service. The future use of CMP-32 in higher education, to understand 

faculty work and civic-learning outcomes for pre-professionals, will create a stronger 

bridge between philanthropic studies and higher education. This research contributes to 

the field of philanthropic studies. 

Additionally, the results will further advance the public purposes of higher 

education. Professionals, by definition, are highly trained workers in society, and higher 

education has the primary responsibility for the education and preparation of 

professionals. Higher education, like all mediating organizations, has a responsibility to 

contribute to the public good, and preparing civic-minded professionals is a fundamental 

way to achieve this purpose (Bellah, et al., 1985; Colby, Ehrlich, Beaumont & Stephens, 

2003). This goal can be accomplished in a variety of ways, through courses that cultivate 

social dispositions for democratic practice (Sullivan & Rosin, 2008), through co-

curricular service programs and campus culture that engage students as active 

participants in the community (Colby et al., 2003), and through service learning classes 

that cultivate civic-learning outcomes (Battistoni, 1997).  

This research contributes to these broader purposes of higher education by 

operationalizing the concept civic-minded professional and creating a tool that can 

evaluate this concept. In future research that uses the CMP-32 scale, it will be more 

feasible to define and measure the construct civic-minded professional as either a 
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dependent, independent, or moderating variable. It will also be more feasible to identify 

programs and strategies that may contribute to developing civic-minded professionals for 

each of these explicit domains of the construct. For example, in the context of higher 

education, faculty development programs could be developed to cultivate understanding 

of nonprofit organizations, explore various dimensions of professional service, develop 

skills to build consensus across diversity or offer seminars on the public roles of 

professionals in society.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

 This study used exploratory factor analysis (a) to explore and identify the 

underlying structure of a large set of variables, and (b) to identify latent factors in the 

construct civic-minded professional as measured on the CMP-44 and CMP-32 scales.  In 

scale development, it is recommended to follow this study with confirmatory factor 

analysis (Long, 1983). Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) could provide additional 

statistical evaluation of responses to the CMP-32 scale in terms of the five factors and 

thirty-two items identified in this study. CFA should be used to test the hypothesis that 

five factors (i.e., Voluntary Action, Identity and Calling, Citizenship, Social Trustee, 

Consensus Building) comprise the concept civic-minded professional. CFA presents a 

statistical model of how each factor and item relates to the other and explores the 

statistical fit between responses and the factor model. 

This study focused on the concept civic-minded professional in the American 

context. A future area of research would be to evaluate cross-cultural differences, 

particularly for faculty in higher education. Internationally, many universities are placing 

increased emphasis on the public purposes of higher education. Faculty are involved in 
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service learning and community-based research in a number of countries (e.g., Australia, 

Egypt, Ireland, Mexico, South Africa). Are the characteristics of civic-minded 

professionals among faculty similar or different depending on cultural contexts or 

varying factors in higher education?  Do strategies such as service learning or national 

service programs in professional education contribute to developing civic-minded 

professionals, regardless of cultural context?   

This study focused on faculty in higher education. Future research could explore 

similarities and differences across professional-types. Would the same five factors remain 

consistent across samples comprised of architects, doctors, or lawyers?  Perhaps faculty 

are more likely to describe a sense of Identity and Calling in their work than lawyers, or 

perhaps faculty are more likely to endorse Consensus Building than doctors, or perhaps 

faculty are more likely to demonstrate Voluntary Action than architects. Or, perhaps there 

are non-significant differences across these professional types on these factors. If 

warranted, these differences and similarities could be mapped and shared with accrediting 

bodies to bring further consensus across the disciplines in terms of the public purposes of 

higher education to prepare civic-minded professionals. 

In terms of working with faculty, a future research question could focus on 

whether these attributes can be developed over the course of professional life. The CMP 

scale could be used to understand the trajectory of faculty work over time and across 

stages of a faculty member’s career. If these attributes can be developed, what program 

interventions could cultivate Voluntary Action, Identity and Calling, Citizenship, Social 

Trustee, and Consensus Building?  For example, a Faculty Learning Community could be 

a strategy that integrates discussion on targeted readings to explore these topics. Or, 
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programs could be designed for faculty at various stages of their professional life (e.g., 

Assistant, Associate, Professor) to cultivate and support interest in civic engagement 

across teaching, research, and service. 

Quantitative research could use the CMP scale to explore what types of 

educational strategies (independent variables) contribute to a college graduate’s 

understanding of themselves as a civic-minded professional (dependent variable). 

Janoski, Musick and Wilson (1998) propose that one way to encourage a “civic-minded 

population” is to get people “to think about their obligations as citizens, fostering 

tolerance, fellow-feeling, and empathy, and boosting peoples’ civic skills and self-

confidence about how they can make a difference” (Janoski et al., 1998, p. 516). This 

research could become the basis for research on service learning and other interventions 

in higher education (e.g., pro bono service programs, service-based scholarships) 

designed to increase civic participation of pre-professionals. The CMP-32 scale could be 

used in longitudinal studies to understand the effect of service learning on graduates once 

they enter their professional work. In conjunction with the Civic-Minded Graduate Scale 

(Bringle & Steinberg, under review; Hatcher & Steinberg, 2007), the CMP-32 could be 

used to understand the trajectory of development of civic-dispositions in graduates. 

Future research in philanthropic studies could also focus on the extent to which 

professional membership organizations (e.g., American Medical Association, American 

Bar Association), nonprofit organizations (e.g., Taproot), or the Corporation for National 

and Community Service (2008) can “prime the pump” (Janoski et al., 1998) for 

professionals to become involved in professional pro bono or voluntary service by asking 
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members, providing direct program support for such activities, and explicitly restating the 

obligation of professionals to serve society.  

Limitations 

There were a number of limitations to this study that could be addressed in 

subsequent research. These limitations include (a) the sample was drawn from a limited 

population, and was not representative, (b) the study focused only on one profession, 

faculty in higher education, (c) the CMP-32 scale was tested only once with the sample, 

(d) there was no measure included in the PROP questionnaire to evaluate the discriminant 

validity of the CMP-32 scale, and (e) there was no measure included in the PROP 

questionnaire to evaluate social desirability of responses (e.g., Crown-Marlowe Social 

Desirability Scale). Each of these limitations could be addressed in future research 

through changes in population, research design, or modifications to the Public Roles of 

Professionals questionnaire.  

Conclusion 
 

Research shows that the interests of entering college students are heavily 

weighted toward a focus on careers and financial security, and less so on philosophy of 

life (Astin, Oseguera, Sax & Korn, 2002). Interestingly, however, interest in community 

involvement through volunteering remains high for these students (Astin, Sax & Avalos, 

1999). Developing civic-minded orientations to careers and professional life seems to be 

a natural direction through which higher education can enrich the students’ educational 

experiences. Challenging students to consider ways that they can contribute to the public 

good through their professional lives can move the focus beyond volunteering towards an 

emphasis on the civic dimensions of their future career. 
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Careers will always be comprised of a balancing act between self-interest and the 

public good (Sullivan, 1988). Mediating these tensions is important, and can be done in a 

variety of ways. Tension can be mediated, in part, by the personal integrity of the 

professional, by the revitalizing the public roles and responsibilities of professionals, or 

by reasserting that both the civic ends and the civic means are important to the integrity 

of professional practice (Sullivan, 2005b). 

Renewing and reconstructing the public role for professionalism is a critical 

component of increasing social capital and revitalizing the civic dimensions of American 

society (Bellah et al., 1985). Traditions and norms of behavior for professionals are 

established in a variety of ways including through professional education, conventions 

and expectations upheld by professional associations, and the telling and re-telling of the 

narrative of civic professionalism. Therefore, implications exist for higher education, 

professional associations, and non-profit organizations to work together to increase both 

the visibility and the opportunity for professionals to reclaim their public role in civil 

society.  

The conceptualization and use of the CMP-32 scale can contribute to this 

important work. Through empirical research there will be a greater ability to understand 

the dimensions that both contribute to and sustain the civic-commitments of 

professionals.  
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APPENDIX A 

 
 

SECTION I:  INVESTIGATOR INFORMATION 

Principal Investigator:                      Bringle, Robert G. Department:  

                    Psychology  
                                                      (Last, First, Middle Initial------must have faculty/staff status or faculty sponsor must sign) 

Building/Room No.:       BS2010 Phone:       274-6753  
E-Mail:       rbringle@iupui.edu  

Contact Person:       Julie A. Hatcher Phone:       278-2370 

E-Mail:       jhatcher@iupui.edu  

 
If this is a Student Protocol, List Name of the Student:       Julie A. Hatcher  
Phone:       278-2370  
 
Project Title:       Understanding the role of professionals in society. 
 
Sponsor/Funding Agency:       ____________________PI on Grant: ______________________ 
Sponsor Protocol #/Grant #:      Period:_____________ 
Sponsor Type:  Federal;   State;  Industry  Not-for-Profit  Unfunded; 

 Internally Funded Grant Title (if different from project title):        
 

SECTION II:  PERFORMANCE SITE 
 
X IUPUI Campus, Location: Center for Service & Learning 
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SECTION III:  RESEARCH DESCRIPTION 
 
1. Provide a brief description, in lay terms, of the purpose of the proposed project and the procedures to 

be used. 
The purpose of this three-part questionnaire is to understand the varied roles of professionals in society.  
Part I: Forty-nine questions have been written based on a literature review and conversations with other 
scholars.  Responses, based on a likert-type response format, will be analyzed to determine if the construct 
“civic-minded professional” is unidimensional or has two or more factors.  Part II and Part III: Twenty-four 
questions on civic engagement activities and seven questions to gather demographic information will be 
analyzed to determine group differences and correlations with responses in Part I as a measure of 
convergent validity.  This proposed research is the basis for dissertation research to be conducted in 
January, 2008 for the Ph.D. in Philanthropic Studies.  The procedures to be used include sending emails to 
the population (see below) inviting their voluntary participation in the research project.  Individuals can 
choose to a) not participate in the online survey, b) complete the questionnaire on-line, using Check Box, or 
c) partially complete the questionnaire online with no penalty for incomplete responses.  Participates may 
choose to quit the questionnaire at any point.  The targeted number of participants is 700, however analysis 
will be conducted regardless of the number of completed questionnaires. 
      
 
ONLY COMPLETE 2-4 BELOW IF YOU SELECTED CATEGORY 1, 2, 3, 5, OR 6 ON THE 
EXEMPT RESEARCH CHECKLIST. 
 
2. Provide the process by which individuals will be recruited.   
The population include faculty who have been nominated over the past eleven years for the Ernest L. 
Lynton Award for the Scholarship of Engagement, a national award coordinated by the New England 
Research Center for Higher Education, and nominees for the Ehrlich Award for Excellence in Service 
Learning by Campus Compact. Criteria for these awards include participation in the community through 
teaching, research, or service and working with community partners.  In collaboration with Dr. John 
Saltmarsh, Director, NERCHE, the organization has provided contact information for Ernest A. Lynton 
Award nominees (n=600).  In collaboration with Dr. Julie Plout, Campus Compact, a similar list of names 
has been provided (n=500). An email will be sent to these faculty inviting their participation in the study to 
understand the varied roles of professionals in society (question 1) and will include a statement indicating 
that NERCHE and Campus Compact endorse the research study.  A link to Check Box will be provided in 
the email.  Additionally, each nominee will be invited to provide contact information for two faculty in 
their department who a) do not teach service learning courses and b) are not actively engaged in the 
community through their teaching, research, or service.  These recommended faculty are respected for their 
traditional research and or teaching.  This additional sample of faculty will receive an email that invites 
their participation in the study.        
      
 

a. Explain how it will be ensured that recruitment or selection will not unfairly target a particular 
population or will target the population that will benefit from the project/research.  The 
recruitment process is designed to invite approximately 1,300 faculty from a variety of universities 
and disciplines to participate.  The population that will benefit from the research includes the New 
England Research Center for Higher Education and Campus Compact, as this current quantitative 
research complements qualitative research to increase understanding of faculty engagement.  Also, 
it is likely to benefit service-learning faculty because service-learning is a pedagogy that may 
contribute to preparing civic-minded professionals.  Their benefit will be a better understanding of 
the knowledge, skills, and dispositions that comprise the construct of “civic minded professional”.  
Those in philanthropic studies will benefit with an improved understanding of the behaviors and 
motivations of professionals who give of their time and talent to others through their professional 
work. 
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3. Explain how it will be ensured that individuals will be treated with respect during 
interactions/observations with them.  For those individuals with diminished autonomy (e.g. children, 
people with limited ability to make decisions), explain how they will be protected.  The email sent 
inviting participation in the study will include the following statement:  “I have received your contact 
information from either a) the New England Research Center for Higher Education as a former 
nominee for the Ernest A. Lynton Award, or b) Campus Compact as a former nominee for the Ehrlich 
Award.  I am requesting your voluntary participation in a research project that explores your attitudes 
towards work.  This research is being undertaken with the endorsement of and in collaboration with 
NERCHE and Campus Compact.  Results will be shared with NERCHE and Campus Compact to 
understand the public dimension of faculty work.  I appreciate your consideration to participate; it is 
estimated that completing the questionnaire will take ten minutes of your time.”  For those faculty who 
have not been nominees for the Ernest L. Lynton Award or the Erhlich Award, the first statement of 
the above paragraph will read “I have received your contact information through a recommendation by 
a faculty colleague who respects your scholarly work in teaching or research.”  The questionnaire will 
not be distributed to those with diminished autonomy. 

 

      
 

a. Explain how individual privacy will be protected.  For example, if interviewing, where will that be 
conducted?  Individual privacy will be protected in two ways.  First, Check Box, an online survey 
software tool maintained by University College, has a means to ensure that responses are 
anonymous.  Rather than having responses held by a national survey system (e.g., Survey 
Monkey), all information is stored by University College on their server. Secondly, I will not ask 
for names on the surveys from any of the respondents.  Reminders are automatically generated 
through the “invitation” function of Check Box, and reminders will be sent to those who have not 
replied within ten days. 

 
b. Explain how individual confidentiality will be protected.  For example, what kind of information 

will be recorded and how will that be protected?  Questionnaires will not ask for employee 
identification or personal names, phone numbers, or addresses.  There is no means for a 
respondent to put their name on the questionnaire.  Demographic information includes age, marital 
status, length of time in the community, faculty role, length of time in current profession, and 
disciplinary expertise.  Data will be held within University College server and exported to Excel 

for data analysis using SPSS.  Analysis and reports will be done only as group data analysis.      
 
4. How will you help to minimize potential risks that individuals may be exposed to while participating in 

the research?  Potentials risks may include psychological, social, legal, physical, etc.  Because the 
names of faculty have been gained through the New England Research Center for Higher Education 
and through Campus Compact, it is possible that someone could feel a sense of obligation to these 
organizations to comply.  To minimize the potential risk that a respondent may feel obligated to 
comply with the request to participate in the study, the email communication will always emphasis 
their choice to volunteer as a participant.  I can only foresee minimal social, legal, or physical risks to 

participating in this survey.        
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APPENDIX B 

 

Ernest A. Lynton Award for the Scholarship of Engagement 
 

In 1996, the New England Research Center for Higher Education created the 
Ernest A. Lynton Award for Faculty Professional Service and Academic Outreach.  
Award recipients demonstrate excellence in each of four criteria: 

 
• sustained effort in community outreach and professional service; 
• use of innovative and imaginative approaches; 
• institutional impact through teaching, program development, and student/faculty 

participation; and 
• external success through scholarly output, community impact, and student 

learning.   
 

In 2007, the Lynton Award was renamed the Ernest A. Lynton Award for the Scholarship 
of Engagement.  The annual award process is coordinated by NERCHE. 
 

 
 

Thomas Ehrlich Faculty Award for Service-Learning 
 

The intent of the Ehrlich Faculty Award is to recognize and honor faculty for their 
significant contribution to advancing the practice of service-learning through teaching, 
scholarship, and institutionalization.  Selection criteria include: 

 
• Extensive experience in teaching service-learning; evidence of innovative ways of 

employing a reflective teaching methodology to connect community and public 
service experience with academic study. 

• Evidence of engaged scholarship:  scholarship of discovery, integration, 
application, and/or teaching, including, but not limited to, community-based 
action research, scholarship on the pedagogy of service-learning, or research on 
the impact of service-learning on students, campuses, or communities. 

• Evidence of institutional impact:  demonstrated leadership that promotes service-
learning on one’s campus, within higher education, or in one’s discipline, and 
efforts aimed at redesigning curriculum and faculty development. 

 

The annual award process is coordinated by national Campus Compact.  
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