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ABSTRACT

In Service-Learning (S-L) partnerships, universiiad community organizations exchange
resources and influence. Community engagementachGruz and Giles proposed that relationships
within S-L partnerships serve as units of analf@ishe study of community outcomes of engagement.
Yet, the scholarship of engagement lacks a suifabteument to assess such relationships. Thigstud
brings together two lines of scholarship—relatiopstudies within community engagement and
cocreational studies within public relations—to @dd the problem of assessing the community outsome
of S-L relationships, and it applies Cruz and Gilésas about using relationship analysis to assess
community outcomes when it considers the perspestf representatives of nonprofit organizations
relative to their relationships with S-L studer@pecifically, this qualitative study applies pulriédations

theory to the problem of assessing project-baskdefationships.



CHAPTER ONE:

INTRODUCTION

Public relations and community engagement scholseselationships as units of analysis to
assess relationship outcomes. This study arguesdhanunity engagement scholarship will benefitiro
applying public relations theory to the problemaséessing relationships within S-L partnershipghén
following discussion, public relations scholarshipcedes community engagement scholarship because

of its earlier interest in relationships studies.

Public Relations Scholarship

Within her overview of public relations theory, Gason (1984) argued that the organizational-
public relationship must serve as “the unit of ga@l and focus of theorizing” (p. 648) for public
relations research (Botan & Taylor, 2004). The aughwork generated lines of research that have
become distinctive of the cocreational perspedtiithin public relations scholarship. This perspeeti
focuses “on relationships” and stakeholders as@ttiocreators of meaning” who “make it possible to
share meanings, interpretations, and goals” wiglawizations (p. 652). In addition, the cocreatiaral
symmetrical approach values relationships beyoadittainment of organizational goals. Brown, (2012)
noted that public relations scholars often incladeecting imbalances of power among their axialabi
concerns. J. E. Grunig (2002) presented the synsakapproach as communicating “in a way that helps
to balance the interests of both organizationspardics” (p. 6).

From 1984 to 2009, public relations scholars workeckfine relationship definitions and to
develop relationship measures and managementeisediie focus on relationship management not only
elevated the practice of public relations to a nganaent function but also produced instrumentation t
assess relationships. Hon and J. E. Grunig (198@)all relationship maintenance strategies and
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relationship outcomes for the public relations eahtThey developed measures to demonstrate the,val
the return on investment (ROI), of the public relas function to the organization. Ki and Hon (26p9
extended this line of inquiry when they began mé lielationship cultivation strategies to successfu
relationship outcomes. Additionally, scholars depeld relationships measures to assess how publics o
stakeholders perceive the function of organizatesmsommunity members (J. E. Grunig & L. Grunig,
1996, 2001; Ledingham, 2001 in Yang, 2005, p. 8dihgham and Brunig (2000) deemed relationship
management a new paradigm in public relations.

In sum, the field of public relations has demortstilanulti-faceted interest in relationship
studies. Public relations scholarship, an aregpli@d communication research (Botan & Taylor, 2004
has explored relationships in ways that commumtagement scholars may find useful for their

assessments of S-L partnerships.

The Scholarship of Engagement

Community engagement scholars Cruz and Giles (2008€ljed that the community
stakeholder’s perspective replace that of the conmyat large as the unit of analysis in S-L sch&h#p.
The authors’ work generated a line of inquiry thsgs relationships within S-L partnerships as wofits
analysis to assess community outcomes.

Similar to public relations scholarship, the selnship of engagement demonstrates a cocreational
perspective, and The Community-Campus Partnerébigdealth (CCPH) Principles of Partnership
demonstrates the depth of the field’s commitmerthi® perspective (Seifer & Connors, 2007, p. 12).

Although the structures and characteristics ofraiships may vary across departments and
universities (Butin, 2010), they generally consishetworks of stakeholders. Bringle, Clayton, &mdte
(2009) described such networks in terms of relafiolyads between students, organizations, faculty,
administration, and residents (SOFAR).

Community engagement scholars have applied thefodesa variety of fields to the problem of
assessing relationships within S-L partnershipd,taay remain uncommitted to one theoretical
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perspective for relationship studies (Jacoby, 20@8jever, such scholars have neither applied
relationship management theory from public relagisoholarship to the problem of assessing S-L
relationships nor considered the results of pulliations studies that examine the characterisfics
relationships. In addition, few studies considerjgurt-based S-L relationships.

Enos and Morton (2003) offered the first theorétassessment of S-L relationships within the
scholarship of engagement. The authors drew oroparexperience and leadership theory to develop a
relationship assessment instrument for programeb8ske relationships. The instrument, which scholars
have begun to test, considers depth of relationghdtity relative to its duration. Although the haots’
work may apply to program-based S-L relationshifik the potential for long-term engagement, which
is the relationship of interest in the majority®t. scholarship, it may not suit the context ofjpct-
based S-L relationships, which are inherently stearh. Scholars recognize that instrumentation dase
on Enos and Morton’s theory is not appropriatetfierassessment of all S-L relationships (Bushouse,
2005; Enos & Morton, 2003; Clayton, Bringle, Sertdug & Morrison, 2010). However, scholarship that
applies Enos and Morton’s theory offers valuabeght into the community partner’s perspective
(Bushouse, 2005).

The two streams of literature ventured into relahip research for different reasons. Public
relations scholars investigated relationshipsHergurpose of demonstrating the return on investmen
(ROI) to the organization from the public relatidoaction. Community engagement scholars became
interested in relationships as units of analysassess the outcomes of community engagement. Any
discussion that compares these streams of literadguires common language. Thus, this study applie
terms that vary from the traditional nomenclatureach stream. Whenever possible, this study relies
terms from the social sciences that contributetiéadevelopment of each literature stream.

The stakeholder groups of interest to this stuéyrepresentatives of nonprofit organizations and
university S-L students. Adjustments to the languaigpublic relations scholarship are limited to
replacing the term “publics” with “stakeholders”‘@stakeholder groups.” The community engagement
language shifts accordingly from “partners” to f&tholders” or stakeholder groups.” Additionallyeth
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scholarship of engagement traditionally appliedtérm “partnership” two ways: First, it described a
network of stakeholders. Second, it describedicglahips between or among stakeholders (or
stakeholder groups) that aspire to realize thecfpi@s of partnerships. Such relationships werengeke
“partnerships” to create a special category of wizgional relationships apart from other types of
organizational relationships.

However, this study reserves the term “partnersfuptescriptions of a network of stakeholders
alone because using the term “partnership” to des@oth a network of stakeholders, as well as the
relationships within a network creates confusiome Term “relationship” is reserved to describe
interactions between or among stakeholders (asdengey make up a sub-group of the network). With
this definition, the term “relationship” can contmto describe S-L interactions between or among

stakeholders who aspire to realize the principfgsaanerships.

Statement of the Problem

The scholarship of engagement lacks a theoretigaldwork and instrumentation for qualitative
assessments of relationships in project-based &tingrships with nonprofit organizations. Thusead
exists for a theoretical frame and instrumentatassess such relationships. This study positditba
perspectives of S-L stakeholders (students, facattgninistrators, residents and others) are negoél
value when addressing the problem of connectiragiogiship outcomes to community outcomes, and it
privileges the community stakeholder’s perspeativer those of other stakeholders. Additionally, it
recognizes distinctions between relationships vafiresentatives of for-profit and nonprofit
organizationsThus, this study limits the relationships of instre those involving S-L students and

representatives of nonprofit community organizagion



Purpose and Research Questions
The purpose of this study is to apply public relasi theory to the assessment of project-based S-
L relationships. Specifically, it will assess suelationships between or among university studants
representatives of nonprofit organizations fromabemunity stakeholder’s perspective. Scholars have
largely overlooked these relationships, and fewlisgihave succeeded in gaining the community
organization stakeholder’s participation.
One primary objective of this study is the develeptrand testing of an assessment instrument

that extends the relationship management index &@nE. Grunig, 1999) to the context of S-L
relationships. Such an instrument may assess cortyraiakeholders’ perspectives of project-based S-L
relationships with university students. This apgiicn of the relationship management index draws on
the scholarship of engagement in two ways: Fingt,Relationship Management Index is adjusted to the
study context. Second, cultivation strategies 8atstudents demonstrate are explored for behathaits
representatives of nonprofit organizations preRalationship management within the cocreational
perspective in public relations scholarship seasethis study’s theoretical framework. To applylpub
relations theory to participants’ descriptionstadit project-based S-L relationships with studeRig)
relationship dimensions are treated as themes.

RQ1: How may themes of RMI dimensions describeig@pents’ experiences of their relationships

with students?
To highlight the contribution of students’ behaviorrelationship outcomes, participants’ descripiof
students’ behaviors are framed as cultivation etiat.

RQ2: How may cultivation strategies frame partiaiggadescriptions of students’ behavior?
To assess a project-based S-L relationship, thefmegationship dimensions and cultivation stragsgi
are applied to a participant’s descriptions todbailprofile that privileges his or her perspective.

RQ3: How may themes of RMI dimensions and cultwastrategies frame a profile of a project-

based S-L relationship from the community stakedidddperspective to be used for assessment purposes



Significance of the Study

This study may interest community engagement schiadas well as public relations scholars for
five reasons. First, it extends relationship manaagg theory by applying it to a new context. Se¢dnd
suggests a program of interdisciplinary researtivdzen the fields of public relations and community
engagement. Third, it suggests a research progiimaweonvenience sample that will interest sclslar
from both fields. Fourth, public relations scholaifi value this research program for further extieng
public relations theory to the nonprofit contexast, it will suggest ways of incorporating publetations
theory into S-L pedagogy.

The introduction of the study described two streafrgerature that use the relationship as the
unit of analysis—relationship studies in the scireblg of engagement and relationship management in
public relations scholarship. The following litaset review explores the qualities of successful
relationships from the points of view of the tweesims of literature. It explores the suitabilitypafblic
relations theory to assess S-L relationships.

Organized in three parts, the literature revieveisfidefinitions and discussions of relevant topics
from the points of view of the two streams of ture. The first part defines terms of the purpose
statement. The second part introduces terms fréatiarship management (Ki & Hon 2009a, 2009b;
Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999). The last part compahesRrinciples of Partnerships to the terms of

relationship management.



CHAPTER TWO:

LITERATURE REVIEW

Part One

Operational definitions for the terms found in thepose statement serve as the focus of this part
of the literature review. Its organization follotte appearance of terms within the statement., First
purpose is restated. Second, project-based pdrntpsiare distinguished from program-based
partnerships, and project-based S-L partnershgpdeiined. Third, S-L is defined. Fourth, relatiloips
discussions from both streams of literature arersarized, and S-L relationships are defined. Fifil,
terms “community” and “community members” are defirfrom a public relations perspective. Last,
community stakeholders are defined from a commuaityagement perspective and the conflation of the
community stakeholder’s voice with the voice of toenmunity is discussed.

Restatement of purposeThe purpose of this study is to apply public relasi theory to the
assessment of project-based S-L relationships.if@jadly, it will assess relationships between arang
university students and representatives of commumainprofit organizations from the community
stakeholder’s perspective.

Project-based relationshipsin project-based S-L relationships, students workamplete time-
limited projects for community organizations. Thisdy focuses on project-based S-L relationshipd, a
it reserves the terproject-based S-L partnership describe the network of stakeholders that ftrm
realize the goals of a S-L project. Partnershigvodits include representatives of stakeholder groups
beyond the community stakeholders that are thesfo€this study. The network includes stakeholders
such as: professors, instructors, administratarsneunity members, government officials, etc.

Many university departments interact with commuiitganizations on a per-project basis. Here,
the course calendar often determines a projectidlgee and limits students’ interaction with a
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community organization. An example of a projectdshS-L relationship occurs in the public relations
campaigns course where students receive creditéating a strategic communication campaign for a
community organization (Werder & Strand, 2011).rAjpct establishes a relationship with the poténtia
for reengagement but without the expectation ofoimggengagement. Thus, this study definpsagect-
based S-L relationshigs a short-term, inter-organizational relationsdfepveen S-L student
representatives of a university and one or moreesgmtatives of a nonprofit community organization.

Service-Learning.Scholars have noted the existence of multiple defirs of S-L. Kendall
(1990) located at least 147 different S-L defimiipand the scholarship of engagement has yet to
privilege one definition. This stance created efm that Sandmann (2008) deemed “definitional
anarchy” (p. 91).

This study relies on the definition of S-L provitiey the course instructor to students in public
relations campaigns courses and to the represagaif non-profit organizations with whom they waul
interact to realize the goals of S-L projects. lteddn the course syllabus, the following introdii&L
to individuals from both sides of the relationship:

Service-Learning is a philosophy of education #eserts that students can achieve course

learning goals and retain course content in mavéopnd and lasting ways through experiential

learning in a real world context. Service-learniygjcally takes place in the context of
community development work or a social change ptofeervice-learning benefits the
community and is directly linked to course currigul content, and goals, and it entails ongoing
self-reflection exercises through which studentieceon the social context of the learning
process, analyze their own relationships to otkepfe and the world, challenge their own
assumptions about social problems and issues,wdiiebte a more committed sense of civic
responsibility and social awareness.

(Werder, 2013, p. 1)

It is beyond the scope of this study to offer aggahdefinition of S-L. Instead, it relies on thadent-

centered definition from the course syllabus.



Relationships within partnerships.Multiple stakeholders participate in S-L processeses
(2003) described a community organization stakedradd an individual who serves “as an executive
director or volunteer coordinator.” She identifigither community organization stakeholders as “staff
members of the board of directors, volunteers,ranipients” of services (p. 156).

Bringle, Clayton and Price (2009) identified fiialesholder groups that represent primary S-L
partners. The first two stakeholder groups, facaitg administrators, form the domain of the academy
The second two stakeholder groups, community orgdions and community residents form the domain
of the community. The last stakeholder group, sttgldorms its own domain. The three domains are
referred to as primary partners. The authors desli$-L relationships between primary partners in
terms of relational dyads, and their SOFAR grajg$ticdents, organizations, faculty, administratars
residents) demonstrates the potential for repratiees of one S-L stakeholder group to form
relationships with representatives of the four o stakeholder groups.

This study departs from Bringle, Clayton and P8g@€009) designations by enfolding students
into the domain of the academy. In terms of théanst relational dyads, this study focuses on tyedd
of community organizations and students. Specificdlfocuses on relationships between and among
representatives of nonprofit community organizatiand S-L students.

In sum, Cruz and Giles (2000) posited that relatips “are the central defining dimension of
community-campus engagement” (p. 31), and the actttip of engagement has taken an interest in such
relationships (Bringle, Clayton & Price, 2009; Glay, et al., 2010; Dorado & Giles, 2004; Enos &
Morton, 2003; Jacoby, 2003; Jones, 2003; Miron &&Mp2006; Sandy & Holland, 2006; Worrall, 2005,

2007). The following explores relationship defioits from public relations scholarship.

This study applies two definitions of relationshipom the field of public relations to S-L
relationships. The following explores the firstidéfon, which is from Broom, Casey and Richey (TR9
The authors posited that “relationships consigheftransactions that involve the exchange of messu

between organizations... and lead to mutual berafityell as mutual achievement” (p. 91).



Exchange relationship.ln S-L partnerships, an exchange of resources sdmiween
community organizations and universities. Commuaitgagement scholars Gazley, Littlepage and
Bennet (2009, 2012) discussed such transactioichbexges in terms of reciprocal supply and demand.
Here, universities supply labor and expertise tamainity organizations that need volunteers and
expertise. Reciprocally, universities demand reailsvopportunities for students and find willing
community organizations to provide such opportesiti

The benefits of such exchanges include opportsnitiestudents to “apply and test classroom
knowledge in ‘real-world’ settings” (Gazley, Litdage, & Bennet, 2009, p. 3). Academics “bring
realistic experiences into their classrooms,” drayt‘give their students connections to community
leaders” (p. 3). In addition, representatives ohownity organizations gain “an infusion of voluntee
labor and organizational capacity, innovative idead additional expertise” (p. 3). The benefits to
universities include opportunities to demonstraigad justice in their community engagement efforts
(Worrall, 2005), and the exchange provides scheldts opportunities for community-based research.
The second relationship definition, summarizesurices recognized by the cocreational perspective.

Communal relationship. Ledingham and Brunig (1998) defined the orgarspapublic
relationship as “the state which exists betweearganization and its key publics, in which the @aas of
either can impact the economic, social, culturgdaitical wellbeing of the other” (p. 62). Here,
behaviors of stakeholders influence the organimatioutcomes of others, and relationships between o
among stakeholders extend beyond the realizatioat{@nment) of organizational goals. Ledinghard an
Brunig’s (1998) definition compliments the normatiexpectations for positive S-L relationships withi
the scholarship of engagement. For example, Ja@il®)B) claims that a S-L partnership is not only “a
simple exchange of resources among participants,also “something new and valuable, a whole that i
greater than the sum of its parts” (pp. 7-8).

In sum, this study draws on the relationship deéns offered byBroom, Casey and Richey
(1997) and Ledingham and Brunig (1998) to defirglarelationship between or among stakeholders
who participate in a S-L partnerships in two waisst, S-L relationships indicate an exchange of
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resources. Second, they indicate the power of @#ebolders to impact or influence the organization
outcomes of other S-L stakeholders beyond thezagadn of organizational goal§hus,S-L
relationshipsare defined in this study as exchanges of resewed influence between or among S-L
stakeholders.

Community and community members in public relationsscholarship.The field of public
relations recognizes institutions as community mersbFor example, Kruckeberg and Starck (1988)
defined community as:

The term applied to society and social groups vithew are considered from the point of view of

the geographical distribution of the individualglanstitutions of which they are composégul.

52)

This study identifies community as a term (howealgstract), and it recognizes individuals and
institutions as community members. Thesmmunityis defined as the term applied to society and to
social groups (professional, interpersonal, inteiega-organizational or, inter-organizationalen they
are considered from the point of view of the disition of individuals and institutions of which thare
composed.

This study extends its definition of community ézognize both individuals and institutions as
community members. It defineesmmunity membeess both individuals and the institutions they
represent. In addition, this definition of commynitembers allows for a discussion of S-L studesta a
group that represents the university.

Community and community stakeholders in the scholahip of engagementCruz and Giles
(2000) recognized the obstacles inherent in ddjitire term, community, as a problem of geographic
location versus social group. They proposed thatetationship between a university and a community
organization replace community as the unit of asialfor S-L research. (Reader’s note: This studgus
the term, relationships, where the following quases the term, partnerships.) The authors wrote:

This is based on the assumption that the partneistine infrastructure that facilitates the sesvic

and learning and is both an intervening variablstirdying certain learning and service ‘impacts’
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as well as an outcome or ‘impact’ in itself. Thetparship as unit of analysis not only solves the

problem of “community” but also provides a frameilvéor generalizations across communities.

(p. 31)

In addition, the authors found it more practicahssess relationship outcomes than to assess catyimun
wide outcomes. From this perspective, S-L relatigrsfunction as microcosms of community, and the
guality of S-L relationships speak to the qualiticommunity engagement.

Thus, community engagement scholars have allonegdites of a university’'s community organization
stakeholders to speak for the community, a movehvhilows representatives of community
organizations who participate in S-L processedtesato the quality of a university’s community
engagement. This study defirmemmunity stakeholdees representatives of community organizations.
However, the scholarship of engagement appearsvagdts definitions of community and community
partners. This ambiguity occurs relative to thestioa of whether or not it considers both individuand
institutions to be community members. The followswnmarizes the first part of the literature review

Part one of the literature review defined the teofnihe purpose statement. The term, S-L
partnership, is reserved to reference a netwostaifeholders who engage in an S-L project. Thidystu
uses the term, S-L relationship, to describe arpetrsonal relationship that occurs within the oekw
Relationships are defined as exchanges of resoantemfluence, and S-L relationships are defired a
exchanges of resources and influence between ang®i. stakeholders.

The course syllabus provides the definition of S-his study distinguishes project-based S-L
relationships from program-based S-L relationshijpe relationship of interest to this study occurs
between or among S-L students and representativemnprofit organizations. It is defined as a short
term, inter-organizational relationship between Stident representatives of a university and one or
more representatives of a nonprofit community oizgion.

This study defines community as the term appliesbimety and to social groups (professional,
interpersonal, interest, intra-organizational otei-organizational) when they are considered fiioen
point of view of the distribution of individuals drnstitutions of which they are composed. It retirgs
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individuals and institutions as community membarg] it defines community stakeholders as
representatives of community organizations. The pawt of the literature review defines successful

relationships.

Part Two

This part of the literature review focuses on tlationship management index (Hon & J. E.
Grunig, 1999). First, the history of the index isadissed. Second, the terms of the index are dkfine
Last, the terms are discussed relative to the gboferoject-based S-L relationships between
representatives of nonprofit organizations and eidents.

The terms that define positive relationship strig@g@nd quality relationships outcomes are
discussed. Hon and J. E. Grunig’s (1999) defingtiofirelationship outcomes and Ki and Hon'’s (2009a)
definitions of relationship cultivation strategi® presented. First, the development of the defirs of
relationship outcomes is discussed. Second, theitilefis of terms are presented. Third, the develept
of the definitions of relationship cultivation diegies is discussed. Last, the definitions of teanas
presented.

Historically, public relations scholarship’s intetén relationship studies was motivated by a
need to demonstrate the return on investment gibéc relations function to the organization. Hord
J. E. Grunig (1999) noted that public relationsf@ssionals know something about “how to communicate
with publics, in order to maintain a relationshigghathose publics” (p. 13).

Scholars and public relations professionals agkessutcomes of relationships between
organizations and their key stakeholders. The tesfipublic relations assessments of relationship
outcomes can influence an organization’s effortsxtiend, to repair or to dissolve a relationship.

A line of research within public relations schskip applied quantitative methods to assess
relationship outcomes (Ferguson, 1984; J. E. Gré&rtpang, 2000; Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999; Jo, 2003,

2006; Huang, 1997, 2001; Bruning & Ledingham, 190i@y, 2001; L. A. Grunig, J. E. Grunig, &
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Ehling, 1992). J. E. Grunig (2002) proposed aseggsilationship outcomes using qualitative research
methods.

Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999) offered parsimoniodsdens that characterize positive
relationship outcomes and describe relationshipdyfphe authors defined the terms for a publidicela
audience, and they describe professional relatipastReaders note: The use of the terms, public or
publics, within the following definitions differsdm the terms used in the body of this study.)

Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999) redefined the dimerssairsuccessful relationships from
interpersonal communication scholarship for thelipuklations context. The four dimensions of
successful relationship outcomes are: control nlityuérust, satisfaction, and commitment.

Control mutuality. The authors explained that “Although some imbalascetural, stable
relationships require that organizations and psldigch have some control over the other” (p.3)yThe
definedcontrol mutualityas “The degree to which the parties in a relahgnare satisfied with the
amount of control they have over a relationship”3p J. E. Grunig (2002) explained how control
mutuality contributes to positive relationship autes:

Although some degree of power imbalance is nataraiganization-public relationships, the

most stable, positive relationships exist when wizgtions and publics have some degree of

control over the other. One party may be willingéale more control to the other, however, when

it trusts the other—the next characteristic. (p. 3)

Trust. The authors definetust as, “One party’s level of confidence in and wijiress to open
oneself to the other party” (p. 3). They identifibdee dimensions of trudtitegrity is “ the belief that an
organization is fair and just” (p. IPependabilityis “ the belief that an organization will do what it saly
will do” (p. 3). Competences “the belief that an organization has the aptit do what it says it will do”
(p. 3).

Satisfaction. The authors explained that “A satisfying relatiapsh one in which the benefits
outweigh the costs” (p. 3). They defingatisfactioras “The extent to which each party feels favorably
toward the other because positive expectationstdbeuelationship are reinforced” (p. 3).
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Commitment. The authors definecommitmenas “The extent to which each party believes and
feels that the relationship is worth spending epéognaintain and promote” (Hon and J. E. Grunig,
1999, p. 3). Additionally, they identified two dim&ons of commitmentontinuance commitmei# “a
certain line of action” (p. 3), amaffective commitmeli$ “an emotional orientation” (p. 3).

The four dimensions of relationships summarizeadteomes of positive organization-
stakeholder relationships. Additionally, two retethip types were identified: exchange and communal
(Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999).

Exchange relationship.The following explanation also serves as the didiniof theexchange
relationship The authors wrote, “In an exchange relationshig, gaxty gives benefits to the other only
because the other has provided benefits in thegpastexpected to do so in the future” (p. 3).

Communal relationship. The authors defined@mmunal relationships one in which “both
parties provide benefits to the other because dheyoncerned for the welfare of the other -- evhan
they get nothing in return” (p. 3). They explairbdt, “For most public relations activities, devsiy
communal relationships with key constituencies iglmmore important to achieve than would be
developing exchange relationships” (p. 3).

Although the authors included the idea of bendfitsoth relationship definitions, exchange and
communal, the exchange relationship limits its fottuthe exchange of resources. The communal
relationship extends its focus beyond a simple amgh of resources to include mutual interests or
concerns “for the welfare of the other” (p. 3). ThBowing explores behaviors associated with
successful relationships.

Cultivation strategies are behaviors that leaclationship outcomes. Ki and Hon (2009a)
definedrelationship strategieas “any organizational behavior efforts that attetagestablish, cultivate,
and sustain relationships with strategic publigs™y). Assessments of cultivation strategies dibens
on behaviors that lead to positive relationshigontes. Scholars have posited that effective cuitma

strategies lead to quality relationship outcomes&(iion, 2009a; J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000; Hon & J
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E. Grunig, 1999). Ki and Hon (2009b) applied guatitre research methods to examine links between
cultivation strategies and relationship outcomes.

Six cultivation strategies that lead to positigtationship outcomes are explored: assurances,
positivity, access, sharing of tasks, opennesdddisre, and networking. This study relies on Ki and
Hon’s (2009a) definitions of cultivation strategeesd their explanations of how such strategiestiink
relationship outcomes (Ki & Hon, 2009b). Such lirske presented in this study as suggestions tw allo
the reader to envision how the cultivation stragegnay contribute to relationship outcomes.

AssurancesKi and Hon (2009a) definealssuranceas “any efforts by an organization to assure
its strategic publics that they and their concemasattended to” (p. 9). The authors demonstrauzd t
assurances can be a “primary predictor of all i@tahip outcome indicators” (2009b, p. 256). Asaae
strategies allow stakeholders opportunities to detrate “commitment,” and “to raise issues and
propose solutions” (p. 259).

Positivity. The authors definggositivity as “The degree to which members of publics benefit
from the organization’s efforts to make the relasioip more enjoyable for key publics” (2009a, p. 7)
Positivity is unconditionally a noncritical stan@909b). The authors found that positivity can fiorc
as a strong predictor of “control mutuality, satttfon and trust” (p. 256). Positivity strategieslude
“Providing a public with benefits and participatimgenjoyable and courteous communication with them
(p. 260).

AccessThe authors definedccessas “The degree of effort that an organization nits
providing communication channels or media outle# aissist its strategic publics in reaching i002a,
p. 6). They found that access can have “a poditiy@ct on control mutuality” (2009b, p. 256), ahdy
explained that “having accessibility to express'®opinion is crucial” (p. 256). Access allows
stakeholders “to join in the decision making pratd€p. 256).

Sharing of tasks.The authors definesharing of taskss “An organization’s efforts to share in
working on projects or solving problems of mutugkrest between the organization and its publiks” (
& Hon, 2009a, p. 8). They demonstrated that shasfrtgsks had an impact on control mutuality and
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satisfaction. Sharing of tasks involves “accomfigithe interdependent goals and objectives an
organization has with its publics” (2009b, p. 258).

Openness/disclosureThe authors definedpenness/disclosuies “an organization’s efforts to
provide information about the nature of the orgation and what it is doing” (2009a, p. 8). The aush
did not find a specific link between openness/disate and a particular relationship outcome, whedh
them to consider if openness/disclosure “is nousually exclusive strategy but rather a dimensiballo
cultivation strategies” (2009b, p. 259). Howevég scholarship of engagement considers
openness/disclosure an important S-L value (Jacif3).

Networking. Ki and Hon (2009a) definadetworkingas “the degree of an organization’s effort to
build networks or coalitions with the same groups their publics do, such as environmentalisteyng)
or community groups” (p. 9). They found no linkdween networking and relationship outcomes.
Although it is beyond the scope of this study tandastrate the role of networking in S-L relatiomshi
the scholarship of engagement that has examineggktispectives of representatives of community
organizations has consistently noted that the dappity to network with university stakeholders is a
important motivation for their participation in Sdrojects and programs (Cruz & Giles, 2000, Gagley
al., 2009). Participation in S-L processes may gi®ecommunity organizations with a degree of vigipi
on campus. The following summarizes part two ofliteeature review.

This part of the literature introduced definitiasfsrelationship outcomes and cultivation
strategies from public relations scholarship. TéllWwing discussion focuses on connecting S-L
relationships, as they are envisioned in commumityagement scholarship, to public relations’

relationship outcomes and cultivations strategies.

Part Three
The following discussion focuses on connecting i®lationships as envisioned in community
engagement scholarship to public relations’ retetiop outcomes and cultivations strategies. HonJand

E. Grunig’s (1999) relationship dimensions and Kdl &don’s (2009a) cultivation strategies are comgare
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to the Principles of Partnerships (Seifer and Cenyr2007). First, the Principles of Partnershigs ar
presented. Second, the principles are comparedaadkHon’s (2009) definitions of relationship
cultivation strategies. Third, the Principles oftRarships are compared to Hon and J. E. Gruni89)
definitions of relationship outcomes.

Table 1

Principles of Partnerships

Principle

1. Partnerships form to serve a specific purpose aagtake on new goals over time.

2. Partners have agreed upon mission, values, goatsurable outcomes and accountability for the
partnership.

3. The relationship between partners is charactetiganutual trust, respect, genuineness, and
commitment.

4. The partnership builds upon identified strengthd assets, but also works to address needs and
increase capacity of all partners.

5. The partnership balances power among partnersratiles resources among partners to be
shared.

6. Partners make clear and open communication an egguiority by striving to understand each
other's needs and self-interests, and developatgremon language.

7. Principles and processes for the partnership aableshed with the input and agreement of all
partners, especially for decision-making and confiesolution.

8. There is feedback among all stakeholders in theeeship with the goal of continuously
improving the partnership and its outcomes.

9. Partners share the benefits of the partnershipngalishments.

10. Partnerships can dissolve and need to plan a grdaeslosure.

Note: Adapted from “Toolkit for Servicéearning in Higher Education,” by Seifer, S. D.,if@ors, K.,
2007 Service-Learning context.Developed by the Community-Campus Partnershipbléaith

(CCPH) in 1998 as “Principles for a Good Commur@gmpus Partnership” and revised in 2006 as “The
Principles of Partnerships” the Principles of Parships document serves a normative function. It

describes ideal S-L relationships. Editors Seifet @onnors (2007) wrote, “These principles, or galu

promoted by these principles, have often been eitetthe underlying force for success among many
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partnerships” (p. 12). Additionally, the PrinciplelsPartnerships appears in many CCPH and National
Service-Learning Clearinghouse publications tooritice the various facets of S-L relationships to
potential S-L stakeholders.

The reader will again note that the body of thiglgtdiscusses relationships that occur between
or among the stakeholders or stakeholder groupsmdi@ up S-L partnerships. However, the Principles
of Partnerships uses the terms, partners and psinips, two ways: first, to describe the stakehslde
stakeholder groups who make up an S-L network;rs&do describe the network itself.

The following applies Ki and Hon’s (2009) definiti® of cultivation strategies to the Principles of
Partnerships. The cultivation strategy, accedgsisexplored.

AccessThis cultivation strategy emphasizes communicatizennels over communication content.
Ki and Hon (2009a) defined access“The degree of effort that an organization ntts providing
communication channels or media outlets that agsistrategic publics in reaching it” (p. 6). et
context of the relationship of interest to thisdgturepresentatives of nonprofit organizations &rld
students must decide how, how often, and with whigey will communicate. Principle six states,
“Partners make clear and open communication aninggwiority by striving to understand each other’'s
needs and self-interests, and developing a comarmguhge” (p. 12). Additionally, principles seveman
eight emphasize creating opportunities for input fa@dback, respectively. To realize these priesipl
stakeholders must create opportunities to givetiapd to provide feedback. They must work on
common language and agree on word usage. Ki and28@9b) suggested that access can have “a
positive impact on control mutuality” (p. 256). Theltivation strategy, assurances, is next explored

Assurances.This principle emphasizes attending to the othéarili Hon (2009) defined assurances
as “any efforts by an organization to assure resgic publics that they and their concerns aended
to” (p. 9). In the context of the relationship oférest to this study, representatives of nonprofit
organizations and S-L students must attend to ether’s concerns. For example, students must pay
particularly close attention to representativeaariprofit organizations who serve as their public
relations clients in the early stages of projeatg] they must attend to their concerns throughwut t
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projects. They must agree on a host of issuesémer around the realization of project goalshart, a
representative of nonprofit organization introdua¢eam of S-L students to his or her organizasion’
mission and communication goals, and he or sheiggestudents with access to research materiaés. Th
team of students plans to conduct research angbttupe the communication products they will retasn
recommendations for a public relations campaigres€éhprocesses require each to address the other’'s
needs, to give input, and to provide feedback. Ritieciples of Partnerships emphasizes assurances in
principles four, six, seven, and eight. Princigarfstates in part, “The partnership works to asiire
needs...of all partners.” Principle seven statesntiyles and processes for the partnership are
established with the input and agreement of alingss, especially for decision-making and conflict
resolution.” Principle eight states, “There is feadk among all stakeholders in the partnership thith
goal of continuously improving the partnership #sdutcomes” (p. 12)'he principles emphasize
assurances when they promote: addressing needsdeong input, and providing for feedback. Ki and
Hon (2009b) found that assurances can lead toréationship outcomes: control mutuality, trust,
satisfaction, and commitment. The cultivation stggt positivity, is next explored.

Positivity. This cultivation strategy emphasizes making refesiops enjoyable to stakeholders.
Ki and Hon (2009a) defined positivity as “The degte which members of publics benefit from the
organization’s efforts to make the relationship enenjoyable for key publics” (p. 7). In the contekt
the relationship of interest to this study, po#iivs demonstrated in behaviors that make thdio#ahip
enjoyable to the other. Principles four and nin@leasize positivity. Principle four states in péfihe
partnership builds upon identified strengths ars&ss” which suggests the principles promote takimg
unconditionally noncritical stance (Ki & Hon, 20Q%bward other stakeholders rather than offering
potentially offensive fixes. Principles nine statdartners share the benefits of the partnership's
accomplishments” (p. 12). Ki and Hon (2009b) fotimak positivity can lead to the relationship outesm
of “control mutuality, satisfaction and trust” (#66). The following explores the Principles of

Partnerships for the next cultivation strategy.
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Sharing of Tasks.This cultivation strategy emphasizes collaborati¢irand Hon (2009a)
defined sharing of tasks as, “An organization'®e# to share in working on projects or solvingljpems
of mutual interest between the organization anguitdics” (p. 8). In the context of the relatiornsloif
interest to this study, any collaborative efforsl @hared problem solving efforts are consideragesh
tasks. Principle seven promotes sharing of tasksates, “Principles and processes for the patngare
established with the input and agreement of aliness, especially for decision-making and conflict
resolution” (p. 12). Ki and Hon (2009b) demonstdatigat sharing of tasks can have an impact on @ontr
mutuality and satisfaction.

Openness/disclosureThis cultivation strategy emphasizes transpareikicgnd Hon (2009a)
defined openness/disclosure as “an organizatidfost® to provide information about the nature loé t
organization and what it is doing” (p. 8). In thentext of the relationships of interest to thisdstu
organizations must provide research materialsuesits and students must provide organizations with
project updates. Stakeholders must feel comfortatitesharing processes. Principle two promotes
openness/disclosure. It states, “Partners havedgngon mission, values, goals, measurable outcomes
and accountability for the partnership” (p. 12).the extent that stakeholders share informatiomabo
“mission, values, goals, measurable outcomes atwlatability,” they demonstrate openness/disclasure
Ki and Hon (2009b) considered openness/disclosudrfiension of all cultivation strategies” (p. 259)

Networking. Ki and Hon (2009a) defined networking as “the degrean organization’s effort
to build networks or coalitions with the same gretipat their publics do, such as environmentalists,
unions, or community groups” (p. 9). None of tha&iples of Partnerships promote networking. The
following summarizes the discussion of the Prirecspbf Partnership relative to relationship culiimat
strategies.

The Principles of Partnerships describes succeSsfutelationships. The comparison of Ki and
Hon’s (2009a) definitions of relationship cultivati strategies to the Principles of Partnershipsvstibat

descriptions of successful S-L relationships cafrdmed in terms of relationship cultivation stigiss.
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The following compares Hon and Grunig’s (1999) ni¢ifins of relationship outcomes to the Principles
of Partnerships. Control mutuality is first expldre

Control Mutuality. Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999) defined control mutyals “The degree to
which the parties in a relationship are satisfidith\whe amount of control they have over a relatiop”

(p- 3). Principles two, five, and seven emphasad@rol mutuality. Principle two states, “Partneevé
agreed upon mission, values, goals, measurablermagand accountability for the partnerships.”
Principle five states, “The partnership balancesgrcamong partners and enables resources among
partners to be shared.” Principle seven statei¢ipies and processes for the partnership arbledtad
with the input and agreement of all partners, @gfigdor decision-making and conflict resolutio(.
12).When the Principles of Partnerships demands th&ehblders “balance power,” it empowers each
with a measure of control over relationships atati@nship processes. Trust is next explored.

Trust and its dimensions.Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999) defined trust as “Cayfs level of
confidence in and willingness to open oneself todther party” (p. 3). The third principle of the
Principles of Partnerships includes “mutual trgt”12) in its description of a positive S-L retatship.
Satisfaction is next explored.

Satisfaction. Although the word “satisfaction” is not found iretfrinciples of Partnerships,
some principles reflect Hon and J. E. Grunig's @3®efinition of satisfaction. Here, stakeholdeebéve
“favorably toward the other because positive exatgms about the relationship are reinforced,” @mnd
positive relationships stakeholders feel satistecbhecause “the benefits outweigh the costs” (p. 3)
Principles five and nine emphasize satisfactiomdile five states, “The partnership balances powe
among partners and enables resources among padrershared.” Principle nine states, “Partheasesh
the benefits of the partnership's accomplishmeifiise’ Principles of Partnerships emphasizes that
stakeholders must share resources and benefitanfoment is next explored.

Commitment and its dimensionsHon and J. E. Grunig (1999) defined commitmentTdse"
extent to which each party believes and feelsttiatelationship is worth spending energy to mainta
and promote” (p. 3), and they described continua@oecemitment as “a certain line of action” (p. 3her
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third principle mentions “commitment” (p. 12) aslzaracteristic of an S-L relationship. Howeveddes
not distinguish continuance commitment, which ¢egain line of action, from affect commitment,
which is an emotional orientation.

The discussion found similarities between the alditon of positive relationships in the
Principles of Partnerships and in Hon and J. En{gis definitions of positive relationships. The
comparison of Hon and Grunig’s (1999) definitiorisedationship outcomes to the Principles of
Partnerships shows that descriptions of qualityr8tationships can be framed in terms of relatigmsh
outcomes. The following summarizes part three eflitierature review.

This part of the literature review introduced Hord Grunig’s (1999) definitions of relationship
outcomes. It introduced Ki and Hon'’s (2009a, 20Q@#f)nitions of relationship cultivation strategies
and it summarized their discussion of how cultmatstrategies link to relationship outcomes. It
compared cultivation strategies and relationshiga@mues to the Principles of Partnership, and ippsed
that public relations scholarship (Ki & Hon, 2002809b; Hon & Grunig, 1999) can frame discussions

of quality S-L relationships.
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CHAPTER THREE:

METHODOLOGY

This study takes a phenomenological approach tquhétative application of the RMI. It first
follows the approach suggested by J. E. GrunigZ2@Mo wrote, “Principles of rigorous qualitative
interviewing can be used to plan and analyze” Ype&tionship dimensions and cultivation strateda
assess relationship outcomes. Second, it folloeptbcess of themetizing the interview that Kvadd a
Brinkmann (2007) proposed for phenomenologicalruiésv research. The following restates the study’s
purpose.

The purpose of this study is to apply public relasi theory to the assessment of project-based S-
L relationships. Specifically, it assesses relaivps between or among university students and

representatives of communitpnprofit organizations from the community stakeleols perspective.

Description of Methodology Selected

This study’s methodology is the semi-structuredepth interview for phenomenological
interpretation. Kvale and Brinkmann (2009) defipdgnomenology as “a term that points to an interest
in understanding social phenomenon from the actawis perspective and describing the world
experienced by the subjects, with the assumptiantkte important reality is what people perceive it
be” (p. 26). Phenomenological qualitative methdtsiathe perspectives of representatives of
community nonprofit organizations to emerge. Tha fdimensions of relationship outcomes serve as
interview themes, and the language of interviewstjaes allow for descriptions of participants’

experiences rather than opinions.
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Design of Study

The terms of the Relationship Management Index (Rihich were introduced and discussed in the
literature review, presented two types of relatiops and four relationship dimensions. The dimamsio
represent the outcomes of successful relationshlpsindex is appropriate for the assessment of
organization—stakeholder relationships, and thidysapplies the RMI in the organization—stakeholder
context. The relationship dimensions explored @argtt control mutuality, commitment, and satisfawti
The two types of relationships, exchange and conafrare not explored because this study defines a
relationship as an exchange of influence and resguAdditionally, a dimension of trust, integriiy not

explored.

Sample and Population

This study’s convenience sample consists of teresgmtatives of nonprofit organizations who
interacted with S-L students to realize the go&bs project-based S-L projects from spring 200fatb
2013. The students with whom participants inteihetere undergraduates from the public relationsktra
within a school of mass communications. All progeeere arranged through the school, which is dart o
a large Southeastern public university.

The public relations faculty had invited organiemas to submit applications, which served as
requests to participate in the S-L project. Thdigipants were located from a data set of applices]
which represented over 70 S-L projects. The ddtesopects described in the data set ran from the
summer semester of 2002 to the fall semester d3.ZDe projects from the years 2002 to 2009 were
organized on an Excel Spreadsheet. Some projetedhurred during the 2010 to 2013 timeframe were
listed by organization alone, and the public relagifaculty helped locate the names of the contact
persons for these organizations.

First round of contacts. Twenty-one of the 29 organizations that particigateprojects from
2009 to 2013 were considered. Three projects warleigded because the organizations appeared to be
for-profit. Four projects were excluded becausa pérceived conflict of interest. The first project
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occurred within the school, and the author of gtigly had participated in the second project as a
graduate service-learner. The third and fourthqmtsj occurred within the university. In sum, sevéthe
28 projects were excluded before contacting paditis.

Of the 21 remaining potential participants, 10 wawatacted from information provided on
applications. The remaining 11 were contacted enlia their organizational websites. Working frdme t
most recent to least recent projects, communit@migtions were contacted with an introductory é-ma

The first contact e-mails were sent out the thietkvof September, 2013. These communications
were intended to introduce community organizatimnsature of the study and to the idea that theylevo
be contacted again (within three days) with anmrunésv request. The e-mails included the researsher’
phone and e-mail contact information.

Most organizations acknowledged the introductorgadl, and they replied that their staff
members were willing to forward the introductorjoirmation to representatives of their organizations
who had interacted most closely with students dutfire S-L project. However, more exclusion occurred
at this stage. Two organizations appeared unreéglaid the researcher failed to locate contact
information for a women'’s services center. Additithy, two organizations replied that no one curgent
on staff remembered working with students. Onemirzgdion never replied either to e-mail or to phone
communication from the researcher. Two organizati@n their staff members) replied that the person
who had worked most closely with students had mawealy and was unreachable. Two organizations
declined due to their busy schedules. These exctisseduced the number of potential participaras fr
21to 11.

After the introductory e-mail was sent, five reetmtives of organizations immediately sent e-
mails in which they tentatively agreed to partitgpd hree days after sending the introductory d;riee
researcher contacted the remaining potential fygatits to further discuss the project and request a
interview.

Three of the remaining 11 potential participantd b#her retired or changed positions. The
researcher was able to contact all three and totgeir participation. Two potential participantdl s
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worked for the school district in which the S-L jgrcts occurred, and they were located using thaig-m
addresses on their S-L applications. The retiredr@l participant had worked for a city organiaat
and she was contacted through the city’s persaoffieé.

Eventually, 11 potential participants agreed tdip@ate, and they scheduled interviews in late
November and December of 2013. One canceled r@wiatv. In sum, the convenience sample for this
study consists of 10 representatives of commuratypnofit organizations who worked closely with
public relations students on S-L projects. Thegunty ranged in date from spring 2009 to fall 2013.

Other exclusions Projects that occurred previous to spring 2008vexcluded from
consideration. During the contact process, it becal@ar that the staff of these community orgaronat
experienced difficulty either remembering the Stidents or locating a representative of their
organization who interacted closely with studeAtsempts to contact potential participants werenthe

limited to the five-year 2009 to 2013 time frame.

Instrumentation

The interviews began with a general, open-endedtoure Participants were asked to describe what
they knew about the S-L students. The questiondgagned to help the interviewer “understand why
people assess the relationship the way they dé&.(Grunig, 2002, p. 3). The questions that folldvlee
grand-tour question explored the four relationghiipensions. Additionally, participants were asked
about students’ communication behaviors, and thengwasked to describe behaviors they would have

preferred from students.

Interview Guide

Question: “What do you know about the students witlom you interacted on the S-L project?”
And, “Describe your experience with students.”

Probe to bring up the topic of first meetings: “Diise your experience of interactions in student
meetings particularly in the earlier meetings.
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Probe: If the participant discusses the first nmgstiwith students, then inquire about the
participant’s experience of students’ interesti@it organization’s mission and students’ respesctte
participant’s area of expertise.

Question: “Describe how students communicated yotin”

Question: “Describe how often students communicaii¢ial you.”

Question: “Describe any communication behaviorswould have preferred from students.”

Question: “Describe your experience of the ways bawlents responded to your input.”

Question: “Describe behaviors you would have lil@tiave seen from students relative to
responding to your input.”

Question: “Describe how you and your organizatienddited from interacting with students to
realize the goals of the project.”

Question: “What was your experience of studergséarch findings and recommendations?”

Question: “Why did your organization use the resle2

Question: “How would you describe students’ skillgaining your confidence in their abilities to
benefit your organization?

Question: “Describe any need you felt to oversadesit work.”

Question: “Describe how students delivered on themises.”

Question: “Describe any experiences where studentsed you to feel that the relationships they
built with you and with your organization would td®yond the end of the project?

Question: “Now that the project has ended, do youston the students interacting with your

organization in any future capacity (volunteer, @gmrolleague, etc.).”

Data Collection and Other Procedures

Although the interview appointments were for oneh@s promised to participants in the
introductory e-mail), the interviews were completeds little as 20 minutes and as much as 45 ménut
All interviews were recorded for transcription.
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The interviews were conducted at locations of thtigipants’ choosing, which included offices and
restaurants. When the interview occurred in a veatd or coffee shop, the researcher paid for the
participant’s purchases. Forms of consent wereigeovto participants before the interview and cxd

after the interview.

Data Analysis Plan

The dimensions of relationship outcomes and cultimestrategies framed discussions of this
study’s participants’ interviews, and participamssponses are described using phenomenological
gualitative methods (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009; Kre$lhw2007, Saldana, 2013). The interviews were
first recorded as audio recordings, and then thenewransferred to a digital voice recorder to aglto a
transcription program. Eclectic coding (Saldan@)®@vas applied to each interview. The codes were
review three ways: listening to audio tapes, harding on hard copies of transcripts, and applying
computer assisted methods. The author of this stadyits only coder.

The RMI and cultivation strategy codes extendedtiogeess of thematizing the interview into the
process of data analysis. After assigning cod®¥goal document was created for each code, and ten
interesting statements were chosen to representoeae. During initial coding, names of organizasio
and individuals were removed, and the words of stvarescripts were changed to protect the privacy of
organizations and participants. This study doesnubtide full transcripts to protect privacy. Hoveey
transcripts blinded for personal and organizatiatanhtifiers are available from the author.

To answer RQ1 and RQ2, the second round codingadeétaborative coding, was applied. The
codes were assigned to RMI themes, and the themeswsed to answer RQ1. Cultivation strategy codes
were used to answer RQ2, and both codes of RMldkeand cultivation strategies were used to answer

RQ3.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
RESULTS
The purpose of this study is to apply public relasi theory to the assessment of project-based S-

L relationships. Specifically, it will assess suelationships between or among university studants
representatives of nonprofit organizations fromabemunity stakeholder’s perspective. Scholars have
largely overlooked these relationships, and fewlisgihave succeeded in gaining the community
organization stakeholder’s participation. To apmiyplic relations theory to participants’ descripsoof
their project-based S-L relationships with studeRtdl relationship dimensions are treated as themes

RQ1: How may themes of RMI dimensions describeig@pents’ experiences of their relationships

with students?
To highlight the contribution of students’ behaviorrelationship outcomes, participants’ descripiof
students’ behaviors are framed as cultivation atiiat.

RQ2: How may cultivation strategies frame partiaifgadescriptions of students’ behavior?
To assess a project-based S-L relationship, thefmetationship dimensions and cultivation stragsgi
are applied to a participant’s descriptions todailprofile that privileges his or her perspective.

RQ3: How may themes of RMI dimensions and cultwastrategies frame a profile of a project-
based S-L relationship from the community stakedidddperspective to be used for assessment purposes

To answer RQ1: How may themes of RMI dimensiongiiles participants’ experiences of their

relationships with students? participants’ intemgenere explored for descriptions of their relasioips
with students relative to four dimensions: truatjsfaction, control mutuality, and commitment.

Participants’ descriptions of the dimensions agatrd as themes.
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Trust

Participants described their trust in studentsrdytine early and later stages of projects. They
described trusting in students’ competence reldtivespect for their areas of expertise and stisten
interest in their organizations’ missions. Theyaligged trust in the later stages of projects imteof
their confidence in student’s ability to realize thoals of projects and no need to oversee studmht
Participants’ trust in students’ dependability veaplored in their descriptions of the ways students
delivered on their promises. Additionally, an inierw question that was intended to verify trustiedd
descriptions of control mutuality.

Trust is first explored as two time-sensitive thepnteust in the early stages of the project and
trust in the later stages of the project. The feifgy explores students’ respect for participanteaa of
expertise in the early stages of projects.

Respect for areas of expertiseParticipants connected students’ interest irr éreas of
expertise to getting to know their professionaldgsounds. Such respect for expertise is exploreahas
aspect of trust in students’ competence. In theésstf the public relations campaigns course, esttsl
needed to understand participants and their orgaois before beginning their endeavors.

Participants described students who respecteddhpértise and attended to what they said. They
trusted students who planned for good resultgret to participants, and asked good questions.
Negative descriptions included asking the wrongstjars and failing to respect expertise.

One participant who had worked as an editor s&tljdents seemed to think that | was an
expert.” Others described feeling a respect far gmeas of expertise from students who planned)éad
project results. A participant said that duringrtial interview students said: “We know this ihat
you're already doing, fundraising. We don’t wanttpy what you’re doing, and we also want to
compliment what you’re doing so that it makes feefive.” Another said that students: “asked wtsathe
of our roles was and the kinds of things that weaweoking for,” she said. And:"We explained tonhe
the problems we were having and what we were |lapfon They were very inquisitive in that regard so
they could get us what it was we were looking fehg said.
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Generally, participants described students’ resfoedheir areas of expertise in terms of
listening, attentiveness, and the quality of tigeiestions. One said: “In that initial meeting, thisiened
very intently and had their questions preparelinkithey were very set on sticking to those qoesti
and getting them answered. | understand wherectimés from.” Students paid attention to one
participant’s “ground rules” for word usage. Antlessaid: “They were very open to ideas. | felt that
the initial meetings they really paid attentionofférthe very beginning, | just felt like there waterest
and there was buy in.”

Another participant said: “In the first meetingetstudents didn’t necessarily do anything that
would gain my confidence. | was just going in blifithey started to ask questions that gave me
confidence, they showed interest, they were seren they were going to do something.” He desdribe
his reaction when students failed to ask good dprest“l was really taken aback in the first meg$yi
he said. And: “They were almost arrogant. They vesiéng me questions about how to design this
marketing campaign, but they weren’t asking merigjiet questions. So | said: ‘you know what? I'm
going to let them go with it.” So, that’s kind oW it worked out,” he said. He described students’
respect for his area of expertise as “lackingtke Itiit,” he said. And: “They didn’t get it to thmoint of
saying, ‘This guy just works for the organizatioftiere was an air of, ‘We go to school. We've read
some books, so were the experts,” he said. Theviohg summarizes participant’s descriptions of
students’ respect for their areas of expertise.

In sum, participants described experiencing respien: students directly acknowledged their
expertise, students prepared and asked good questiod when students listened and attended to what
participants said in initial meetings. Arrogancel asking the wrong questions were perceived aska la
of respect.

The following presents participant’s descriptiofistoidents’ interest in their organizations’
missions. This theme further explored participatitsst in students’ competence in the early stajes

projects.
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Students’ interest in an organization’s missionParticipants described how students worked to
address their organizations’ missions in projeetigor hey described trusting students who asked goo
guestions, listened, and bought-in to project ga&dilitionally, participants said that studentsngai
their trust by learning about their organizatidRarticipants whose target demographics includeld hig
school or college age individuals trusted in stigleability to address their communication probleis
lack of trust was described in terms of studemtsklof understanding: of the non-profit contextthad
organization, and of its mission.

Students’ ability to ask questions inspired tr@te participant said: “When we had our initial
interview, just the types of questions they askelitin't feel like they were completely confusedizat
we were trying to accomplish. They asked good guesthat led me to believe they were following me
and what my goals were.” Another said: “Initialiyywas the questions. Who? What? Where? And, how
we did what we did, and very good questions.”

Another said students’ listening skills indicatediaterest in mission. “They really listened to
what we wanted to target, how we wanted to tatgend how we wanted to change the marketing
information that we had,” she said.

Students inspired trust when they actively soughirformation about organizations. One
participant said: “I got the impression that th&y a lot of research to figure out exactly whawés we
did. And, sort of get an understanding of the lafhgroblems we were facing.” Another said, “Student
had to get to know the culture of the organizatibefore they started work on a fundraising problem.

Some participants trusted students’ ability to ustdand their organizations’ missions because
their age group fit their target demographics. @aid their similar ages caused her to believetteat
communication problem “wasn’t something totallydign or that they really didn’t know that much
about. It was something that they could reallytbeerelevance of,” she said.

Some participants described difficulty trustingdgtots. One said: “I just wasn’t confident that
they really understood everything in that short timgewe had.” Yet, she said she never requestad ext
meetings with students. Another participant degsttibow students’ inexperience made it difficult for
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them to gain an understanding of her organizatidtsanission. Although “one student was aware of
nonprofits,” she said, “I think | would have likélde others to have researched and had more of an
awareness of how nonprofits operate because diffeaent atmosphere,” she said. And: “They had to
understand that this was a different type of caltorganization. We are centralized, and we akénigl
about one particular area. So once they understmadliving museum concept “we were great to go,”
she said. Another participant said he was, “nag’sstudents showed a genuine interest. “The midsion
pretty simple, in my opinion, which was to get therd out about our program. And they thought like
they knew,” he said. The following summarizes pgrtints’ descriptions of students’ interest in ithei
organizations’ missions.

In sum, participants described trusting students wére: prepared, listened, asked good
guestions, and showed respect. Specifically, wiatigipants were able to leave a meeting feeliag th
students had attended to them and understoodgibalis, students had earned participant’s trugtair t
competence. Additionally, students who showed @#tein learning about the participants’ expertise a
the organizations’ missions inspired trust. Arraggrpoor questions, and lack of interest failechspire
trust.

The following explores a theme of trust in the latimges of projects, confidence in students’
abilities. Participants described their confidemmcstudents’ abilities to realize the goals of patg.

Confidence in students’ abilities Participants described the ways students insginafidence
in their abilities to realize the goals of projecsudents’ “enthusiasm about developing a wayeto g
feedback from the community” inspired one partiagaconfidence “because we hadn't had that as a
tool,” she said. And: “What | found very interegtiim the team dynamics of the group was they went t
their personal skills. So, you could see they thdadpout ‘how do | fit into this.” There was nevér:
don’t want to go to that neighborhood and meet [gedmlon’t want to cold call somebody,” she said.

Another participant described how students’ pensswee inspired confidence. She said: “The

students tried to do this focus group. They hadl lanned out, and nobody showed up. So, theestsd
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went out on campus and grabbed people, and thetlwateagreed happened to be that age group that we
wanted. | just thought the focus group and the thaystudents were able to think on their feet waatg’

Some participants connected professional behawmidieducational achievement to their
confidence in student competence. One said: “W#ihught they were very well organized, and they
took it very seriously. They all seemed to be \eaynest in their attempt to get a good grade irchges
and do what they're supposed to do.”

A participant trusted students because, she séld,collaborated very well.” Students inspired
trust when they “seemed really confident here onpmass, and when they were meeting with me either by
phone or e-mail,” another participant said. Andhé&y also kept the communication short realizingetim
constraints and everything,” she said. One paditigaid: “In terms of gaining my confidence, bkn
the caliber of academics here. | knew these stadeaite in their capstone class, and | was pretty
confident about their ability to work with us.”

One participant who had invested energy in getiinignow students and building a common
language described a problem with trust. She hagtoblem,” she said with students until afterfinal
presentation when she learned they had negleci@depiot her organization’s target demographic on a
brochure cover.

She explained her process of getting to know stisd&he said: “Mainly, in talking to them |
learned about some of their backgrounds, wheredame from, and | think that’s important,” she said
And: “You have different ideas depending on theaareu come from. So, that was one of the things tha
we found out: ‘Where did you come from? How did ygyow up?’ because then we knew, well OK. If
this person came from the Midwest and has never theedemographic we serve, then their concept of
getting to know this community is a totally new expnce. They may come with preconceived ideas, and
you're not sure of where they are yet.” For examghe said: “If you come from a metropolitan area,
New York or Philadelphia or wherever, then youees and you are familiar with a whole lot of things

which might not be present in smaller cities angints, and it's a lot easier for us to communicate.”
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After students made their final presentation sl $&hen you find out, when we found out
about some of the things they wanted to do.” Thiailng product they created students demonstraéed th
they “were unsuccessful in understanding,” the wizgtion and its needs, she said. And, this cahsed
to adjust her “expectation in their competenceg¢ shid.

Some students failed to inspire confidence. Ongggaaint said, “We have to emphasize that they
need to use their natural curiosity. You didn’tifbat interaction. They were following the script.
Another said students’ “style of communication” emtiined her confidence in their abilities. She said
“Some people were too casual, and the communicaiiynhave been closer to texting.” And, she said,
“Maybe | felt like, ‘I hope they know what they'doing!” Initial problems with students preventedeo
participant from fully trusted them. He said, “I svét very confident in general, but | understooat tthis
was a learning experience.” The following summarigarticipants’ descriptions of their confidence in
students in the later stages of projects.

In sum, participants described the ways studettigregained or lost their trust. They described
how students’ enthusiasm for project goals, dematish of positive team dynamics, and perseverance
in their efforts inspired confidence. Additionalfarticipants extended trust to students who
demonstrated academic achievement, collaboratdutinét participant, communicated in a professional
manner, and attempted to understand the organizatiey described a lack of trust in students who:
failed to realize project goals, lacked naturalasity, or communicated in an unprofessional manner
The following explores participants descriptiongte ways students delivered on their promises.

Students’ dependability. Participants described students who over deliveretheir promises,
delivered on their promises, or did not overprom@&edents who over delivered on their promises did
more than they said they would do for organizati@rse participant said: “If anything, | did receive
more then they promised because they actually ulidogether all the research and everything placed
together in a very organized binder that | did eqtect and was not promised. But, when | receiydd i

was very impressed with the work and time theyiptat it.” Another said that students’
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recommendations were “more than | thought they didwalve done.” And, “I'm really impressed with
what they were able to deliver in that short tineeigd with what they had,” she said.

Some participants described students who delivenetieir promises. A participant said, “I
thought students did all they said they were géindo,” and another said students’ work “was very
useful.”

Those who said students did not overpromise hemddscribed lesser satisfaction with project
results. One said: “I don’t think students overpised. | think they did the best work they could$bly
do. | think they were really committed to our puijé Another said: “It was basically, ‘We are goitay
put things together as recommendations,’ so, te@y to their promise,” he said. The following
summarizes participants’ descriptions of the waydents delivered on their promises.

In sum, participants described their experiendesumients’ dependability relative to the ways
they delivered on their promises. They describadestits who over delivered on their promises, dedide
on their promises, or did not overpromise. Theof@lhg explores a theme of trust, a need to oversee
students’ work. The theme arose from an intervieestjon intended to elicit descriptions of trust
(competence reversed).

Need to oversee student workParticipants described a need to oversee studemts two
ways. They verified their trust in students’ congoete when they indicated that they felt no need to
oversee student work, or they said they needesdmsee student work and raised an issue of control
mutuality. The following briefly explores this tapiwhich is further explored as a theme of control
mutuality. Some participants who verified their fidance in students described them as self sufficie
and independent.

One participant described a need to manage stutterdictions with her organization’s
stakeholders. She worked to manage a sensitigtyeithat arose when students communicated with
donors. Descriptions of a need to oversee studesaiX are further explored in discussions of threntks

of control mutuality. The following summarizes ttimemes of trust.
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In sum, in the early stages of projects studengsied to gain an understanding of participants.
Students inspired trust when they acknowledgedqiaaits areas of expertise and showed an interest
organizations’ missions. Participants describedpmtent students as those who listened and asketl goo
guestions. Specifically, when participants weredblleave meetings feeling that students hachksteéo
them and understood their goals, students had @aaréicipants’ trust in their competence. Arroganc
poor questions, and lack of interest failed to iresprust.

Students’ competence in the later stages of pojeat explored in terms of participants’
confidence in their abilities. They trusted studemho showed enthusiasm for project goals,
demonstrated positive team dynamics, and persevetbdir efforts. Additionally, they trusted studse
who demonstrated academic achievement, collabovatagarticipants, communicated in a professional
manner, and attempted to understand organizatRaricipants verified their trust in students’
competence when they indicated that they felt rexlrte oversee student work. They described a lack o
trust in students who lacked natural curiosity atbse communication styles were too casual.

Students’ dependability was explored in partictpadescriptions of and the ways students
delivered on promises. Participants said studestemoverpromised, and they generally deliveredemor
than they promised. The themes of trust exploredpatence and dependability, which are two of the
three dimensions of trust. The third dimensiorggnity, was not explored.

The following explores the themes of satisfact®articipants described satisfaction in terms of

give and take, the value of students’ volunteer$oand long-term satisfaction.

Satisfaction

Participants discussed the benefits of interaatiitly students to realize the goals of projects.
They described benefitting from project outcomesl they acknowledged reciprocity in their
descriptions of a helping commitment. Additionatlyey appreciated the value of volunteer hourbea t
organizations, and they acknowledged the long-tezrefits of the respective projects to their
organizations.
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Four themes are presented. First, the theme ofagiddake is explored. Second, the value of
volunteer hours is explored. Third, long-term gatigon is explored. Last, satisfaction with prajec
design is explored.

Give and take Participants described satisfaction in their &lationships in terms of a helping
commitment and satisfaction with project outconTésee examples are offered. The first may describe
overall satisfaction.

A participant described project outcomes. She syl felt like we received far more than they
students probably did. We're so grateful for th&tie then described her organization’s helping
commitment. She said: “We enjoyed the process Isecae felt like we’re helping spark things in their
future and opening their minds and to what'’s pdesand we are always finding ways to reach otitéo
community. So, we felt like we were helping themorg).” And, she said, “We thought it was a neat way”
for students to have “something hands-on, sometigaly to work with.” She described her overall
satisfaction with both the project outcomes andahgortunity to help students.

Another participant described a problem that aeziiafter the final presentations, which
prevented her organization from benefitting frora tasults of the project. She said: “This is the
complaint | have. Love, love, love them. Love thedents. When they graduated they did us an amazing
book and | never got the book. | never got anyt.dfnever got the results.” (Note to reader: Aftes
interview, the author of this study was able tateca copy of the book and present it to the ppatitt).
The contrast between her “love” of the studentsthed failure to provide her with recommendations
may describe satisfaction that is lesser than vleeatl satisfaction previously described.

In the third example, a participant described [@wis in his interactions with students. He said:
“I'm not saying that we didn’t get any benefit amitthe work or the relationship, but overall what |
expected we didn’t get. | think the main thing veg gut of it was shock and awe of seniors and their
inability to do business,” he said. Satisfactiorswaeatened by unexpected project results and
unprofessional student behavior. However, the @pett described a strong helping commitment. He
said: “If I had an opportunity to help people taksponsibility for their own learning, [then] thatme is
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teaching. Plus, | wanted to help.” And, “One of tkasons | wanted to interact with students watsltha
understand the value of the real world contextSaiel. This second example of mixed satisfaction may
be lesser than the overall satisfaction first dbsc.

In sum, the interplay of give and take was mostrgjly displayed in descriptions of satisfaction
that included helping students and receiving threebis of project results. This suggests that figadmst
satisfaction in a project-based S-L relationshiphif type may be experienced by participants whose
descriptions of enjoying the activity of helping\dee-learners and of receiving the outcomes of a
successful project are both positive. Descriptioiigsser (or mixed) satisfaction emerge in S-L
relationships in which a participant fails to ddéisera helping commitment or describes project cue®
that fall short of his or her expectations, or both

The following explores a theme of satisfactiom ¥alue of volunteer hours. Participants
described of the value of student’s contributions.

Value of volunteer hours Participants described how students provided wigt organizations
otherwise could not afford. They described howrtbeganizations benefitted from: students’ voluntee
hours, university resources, and expert guidance.

One participant said: “Especially being a nonprafie really can’t afford to pay a marketing
company. It helps us during the year-end reporabige volunteer hours equate to x-number of dollars.
As a nonprofit it shows, OK, you only had five-tisamd dollars but you used it on very essentiabhin
Then you received twenty-thousand dollars worthalunteer hours to help your program go.” Another
said that interacting with students was “definitelycost saving measure” because “staffing washeoe.
So, we tacked into the university system to gedueses.” And, one participant said that, “To get a
website built from scratch can cost a lot.”

Additionally, participants acknowledged studemtsitribution in non-monetary terms. “In this
case as a nonprofit, 'm not looking to see how Imomoney | can get out of you. I'm looking to see if

you can essentially provide some guidance and s$iomeeto my organization,” one participant said.
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In sum, participants described their awarenesleotiollar value of students’ time, and they
recognized students’ contribution to their orgati@ss in terms of time and expertise. The following
explores a theme of satisfaction, long-term satigfa. Participants described ongoing satisfactiith
students’ work.

Long-term satisfaction Many participants described how their organizagibenefitted from
students’ recommendations in the long-term. In ganehey credited students with introducing their
organizations to social media. Some organizatighsaded student work to their websites, and others
used student research to build new campaigns.

The projects of interest to this thesis occurredf2009 to 2013. At that time, many
organizations had yet to embrace social media.estsdipdated organizations’ communication channels
when they introduced them to social media.

One participant said: “At that time | had absdlpteo use for Facebook or Twitter, no use. And,
students introduced me to it.” Another said: “Studgehad mentioned social media, and that was when
Facebook was really new. The only problem was tharozation at that time did frown on social media
to where the suggestion was out of the realm faoym®,” he said.

One participant said, “I'm sure the organizaticed pieces” of students’ work “because the
online information was part of their outcome, ametps of it are on the organization’s website,”

She said. Another participant described how heamimgtion benefited from the results of student-run
focus group. She said, “We have to use this inftionébecause this is what is happening.” And, she, s
“The way it worked out,” the results of the focusgp “gave us some great information that we use i
campaign” that, she said, was developed by angtioeip of students.

In sum, participants credited students with intrmdg their organizations to social media. Some
organizations still used student work on webs#esl others used student research in subsequent
campaigns. The following explores the theme, satt&in with project design. Participants descriaed

issue of satisfaction.
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Satisfaction with projectdesign Participants who seemed most satisfied with Sdjegts
described a good fit between their goals and praiesign. They described overall satisfaction with
projects that addressed a communication problezoymenended a public relations campaign, or
complimented an existing campaign. They describeédnsatisfaction with projects that sought to
improve on existing marketing campaigns.

One participant described the usefulness of aestudin internal audit to her organization. She
said, “l was able to take everything that the stisigaid and pair that up with everything we haghbe
saying. And, we presented our communications giamgawith the desire to apply methods to it,” she
said. And: “l was able to get our board to agreallmnv me to go through this process of initiatang
stakeholder survey,” she said.

Another participant said her organization did Ina¥e “a way to get the message out to the broad
community,” she said. And: “The students took thatand they developed ways of getting information
to the community and getting it out to the commyhishe said.

However, participants who presented students pvithlems of reworking existing marketing
campaigns put them in awkward positions. In moamtbne situation, the organizational representative
was the author of the existing marketing campadign students were asked to update. Thus, studekt wo
was compared to participant’s work. For example, participant criticized the quality of students’
research. He said: “Their research wasn't in ettavas just very seminal.” He explained that hie&kn
working on the marketing problem “for four yearsidd'we’ve built something from scratch, so we have
a pretty good understanding” of what we’re doing shid. Another said: “What students did was fine.
was pleased with that they put together for usctviaias pretty close to what we've already had.his t
marketing person at the school, what they prodwaesia good packet for me to have, but it wasn’t
necessarily anything we we’re able to use or tdidate,” he said.

Participants raised an issue of satisfaction ptithhect design. Projects that addressed a
communication problem, recommended a public ratatampaign, or complimented an existing
campaign had a better chance of eliciting desorigtof satisfaction than projects that rehashestiagi
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marketing campaigns, particularly in situationsvimich the participant was also the campaign’s oreat
The following summarizes the themes of satisfaction

In sum, participants described satisfaction foaysv first, in terms of project outcomes and an
opportunity to help students; second, in term$iefvalue of students’ volunteer contributions ® th
organization; third, in terms of long-term satisfae with student work; last, in issues of projdesign.
Satisfaction in S-L relationships may be multi-fizeke Generally, satisfaction in S-L relationshipsym
have something to do with the experiences thatraetative to a willingness to help and be helped.
Additionally, complications of satisfaction may acavhen students’ work is compared to existing

marketing campaigns. The following introduces themiecontrol mutuality.

Control Mutuality

Participants described their satisfaction withdaheunt of control they had in their relationships
with students in terms of the ways students respadnal their input and the behaviors they would tike
have seen from students relative to respondingdio input. Additionally, an interview question emded
to elicit descriptions of trust elicited descript®of control mutuality. Descriptions of control tality
are explored as themes.

Seven themes of control mutuality are presentedt, Ehree themes are explored: satisfactory
control mutuality, issues with managing studentshmunication, and tensions with course design.
Second, four time-sensitive themes are exploredt, Finsufficient communication in the early stagés
projects is explored. Second, the mid-semester aoriwation drop is explored. Third, insufficient
communication in the later stages of projects [@anes. Last, insufficient communication after fimal
presentation is explored. The following explores tileme, satisfactory control mutuality. Particiigan
either verified their trust in students or theyified their trust in students and raised an isdumoatrol
mutuality.

Satisfactory control mutuality. Participants’ descriptions ranged from studeniagi“a
wonderful job” to “responding appropriately” to inp They described students who were generally
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positive, considered input, and accepted feedbduise who described mixed satisfaction with control
mutuality had no complaints about students respantdi their input, but said they lacked opport@sitat
key points in the semester to offer input.

One participant said students’ response was “al\paggive. | don't remember anything where
there was a problem or anything negative,” she gaidther participant said, “I think students weezy
open to the input, to the ideas, and feedback."&ample, she said: “When they were coming up with
ideas they would call me or e-mail me to check. Arel/'d say: ‘Hey! Is this possible? Or, what dayo
think about this?’ So, they were getting feedback.”

Some participants described mixed satisfaction watttrol mutuality. First, they confirmed that
students responded positively to their input. Sdctmey described an issue of control mutualitye On
said, “It was genuine a response, and they weinitdy interested” in my input. And, “I just didbhave
enough opportunities to give my input,” he saidofher said that students’ response to her inpus“wa
great.” However, she said she needed more opptesifidr “input in between the meetings and thalfin
project.” And, “There was a time period in betwedmen there wasn’t enough communication,” she said.
For example: “The students didn’t say, ‘please Ito& over and let me know.’ | used to be an edar
I'm used to getting something and giving my in@rtd | like to do that. | don’t want to say, ‘Herals
the information,” and they give you a final prodaad that's it,” she said. The following summaries
theme, satisfactory control mutuality.

In sum, participants generally described posittvelent behaviors relative to responding to their
input. They offered three-part descriptions of colntnutuality. First, they described students’ beba
Second, they raised an issue of control mutudfityeeded). Last, if they described an issue otrobn
mutuality, then they usually described a preferdocéow to address it. The following explores the
theme, managing students’ communication. Somegiaatits described a need to manage the ways
students communicated with their organization’&eftalders.

Managing students’ communication Some participants described a need to managmtiient
and style of students’ communication. One partitiEaid a “sensitivity issue” arose when students
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wanted to question her organization’s sponsors.saltkg “I did have to have some interaction with
students on their expectations versus what we allyeed to present as an organization.” And, shd sa
“We had to fine tune the polling system to find sooommon ground.” For example, she said: “Students
wanted to have contact with all of our past spansorask them specific questions, and | didn't feel
comfortable with that.” And: “It was a list of twed different questions like, ‘Why do you give teth
organization? Do you feel that you're getting yowney’s worth?’ and, |1 don’t want the sponsorstéots
thinking, ‘Well, maybe I'm not getting my money’sovth,” she said. To assume control over students’
communication with sponsors, she first asked thesminstructor to intervene. Then, she said, “®ath
than letting the students call the stakeholderctli, | figured they could go ahead and come up wi
poll or questions. Then, | could go ahead and geadd if the sponsors choose to respond thenchay
she said.

Another participant said he empathized with stuslanexperience, but “the way they
communicated, specifically how they communicated,duld not be appropriate in the business world,”
he said. For example, he said: “I had to recomnueredof the students because of the way he
communicated with some folks that | thought wouddphwith the project. The way he wrote an e-mail, i
was not appropriate. | sort of had to call him ogd aay, ‘Hey! You know you need professional
relationships here. You can't be talking to pedhple way because you're essentially representing me

because | brought you in,” he said.

In sum, participants described a need to managestsi communication with other
organizational stakeholders. This issue occurreituations where inexperienced students interacted
with key stakeholders, particularly with donorseTbllowing explores the theme, tension with course
design. Participants described tension betweengbeais and course design.

Tension with course designParticipants described their uncertainty abouttivlar or not their
needs for more influence over project outcome®onfore communication with students conflicted with
course design. Participants were unsure if thessorgquired students: to test communication praegtmt

put one executive in charge of communication, anestablish regular communication.
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One participant said: “We try to test products @ufpeople of that age group, and I'm not sure
that students had time to really do that. | thiokne of it is just a time limitation. I'm not realgure.”

Another said: “The team’s executive was the onlg communicating with me, and that had to
do with the course structure. So, | didn’'t commatgcwith the rest of the team at all.” And, he sdid
wanted more communication, and it didn't seem lias invited to ask.”

A participant wondered if his preference for mooenmunication was justified. He said: “The
communication might have been a more regular. Wérdve communication. It was effective but at the
same time not regular. We might have had it ondwvime a month at most.” And: “Then you had to look
at on their side. If they’re communicating with ni@en is that too much? I don’t think | indicatédvas
too much, but at the same time | could see thenkingmwith a person who could indicate, ‘I don’t dee
to speak to you every week,” he said. The follogvgummarizes the theme, tension with course design.

In sum, participants described a tension betweein tieeds and course design. They described
their uncertainty about whether or not their nefledsnore influence over project outcomes or for enor
communication with students conflicted with coudesign. Participants were unsure if the course
required students: to test communication prodiietput one executive in charge of communicatioripor
establish regular communication. The following pres time-sensitive themes of control mutuality.

Participants described four time sensitive thenieotrol mutuality. First, they described a
need for more opportunities to communicate witldetus in the early stages of projects. Second, they
described a mid-semester communication drop. Tthid; described a need for more opportunities to
communicate with students in the later stages @epts. Last, they described a need to meet with
students after the final presentation. The follap@xplores the first time-sensitive theme.

Insufficient communication in the early stages oftie project. Participants described a need for
more time with students after the initial meetibgsnake sure their work accurately addressed
communication problems.

One participant said the project “went really vieloughout. The research was particularly
interesting, and it helped,” she said: “The onadhhat | would have liked to have done differeigly
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would like to have been involved during the devatept earlier on. | think students just got to adiiea
maybe, and they left out the information | gaventhémet with them several times and gave them
statistics,” she said. Another participant saidefd®e students launched into their endeavors, itldvo
have been better to have had small group meetihgsemve could really talk further.” And, “l wasn't
sure of how much | was saying was getting througtabse they were focused on their own questions,”
she said. For example, she said: “They’re like: ;@lell thank you very much,” and off they went o d
their project. | was a little surprised becauss @itpeople have ideas about fundraising, and thédvef
fundraising is a lot more complicated then whain talk about in twenty-minutes. And, just for mehie
said, “I felt | needed more in-depth conversationgh students. “If | look back on that process,aivh
would have changed was for us to have much lomgertbgether. Then for them to come up with some
ideas over a week’s time, and get back with mdabltcould have said, ‘OK, here’s why that's prolya
not the best direction to go, and maybe we carkt@bout this or that,” she said. The following
summarizes the theme.

In sum, participants described insufficient comngation with students early on in the semester.
They described student behavior, and they proposrd meetings with students. The following explores
the theme, a mid-semester communication drop.dizatits described a need for more communication
with students between the initial meetings anditied presentations.

Mid-semester communication dropParticipants described a drop in communication llegian
shortly after the initial meeting and ended betbesfinal presentations. Some said they were left
wondering what students were doing. Others saigwated more regular communication with students
and weekly updates between initial meetings aral finesentations.

Communication “was a couple of times a week, aed there was a lapse,” one participant said.
For example, he said: “It was kind of like, ‘OK! Vi doing our thing. Talk to you later!” And: “It
would have been nice for me to have had an upbtigteess they were building their recommendations,
and then they came with the end product,” he gaidther participant said: “I would have preferred a

little more regular communication because at orietpahought, ‘well maybe they’re not working on
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this.”” And: “There were two or three weeks therkere | didn’t hear” from any students, she said. I
kept thinking ‘I hope they're doing all right. | wato help them, but | don’t want to reach outherh.’
So, | think a weekly summary or update would bedybshe said. The following summarizes the theme.

In sum, participants described a mid-semester camwation drop. They proposed solutions to
the problem, which included more regular commuinbcaand weekly updates. The following explores a
theme of control mutuality, insufficient communiicet in the later stages of project. Participants
described a need for more interaction with studenisprove the usefulness of their recommendations

Insufficient communication in the later stages othe project. One participant described a need
for opportunities to influence project outcomes.dé¢scribed a change in his understanding of thieqiro
that occurred in the weeks before the final presents.

He said, “Originally, | saw it as a project thatwla be useful for my organization” that “would
allow us to be able to move forward.” And: “Half ywtrough the project, | realized it was more of a
class assignment that they were doing, and | were ths a resource to help with that. So, | adjusted
little bit, but it was not a problem,” he said. Aritf there was an opportunity for me to be ablegjice
feedback about the project, it could have beerebétie said. He suggested creating opportuniti€g\vie
students feedback on their recommendations bdfierértal presentation. The following summarizes the
theme.

In sum, he described a need for opportunities awige feedback in the later stages of the
project. He said he would have liked more intemactvith students in the weeks preceding the final
presentation to help shape project outcomes. Tlleiag explores the theme of control mutuality,
insufficient communication after the final preseiutas. Participants described a need to meet with
students after reviewing their recommendations.

Insufficient communication after the final presentaions. Participants described a lack of
opportunities to discuss with students any proble#itis recommendations and to provide feedback after
the final presentations. They said they would Hieal to discuss: the implications of a failed
recommendation, missing recommendations, and prabieith uploading recommendations to a website.
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Students had created a brochure for a participanganization that neglected to depict its target
demographic. The participant said, “What | woulddndked when the students finished the project and
after it was presented was that there would haee be opportunity at the final class for a follop/with
everybody in the class.” And: “When it was presdnteu saw it looked great. Then after you have
returned to the office and reviewed it you saw ltbis and this should be tweaked. | would have liaed
follow up to let the students know, to say: ‘Welk graded you on what we saw that was great. Then
after reviewing it, it's still great, however, ibald be tweaked in this area or we missed this’ or
something to that effect. Because once the pressmia over students are gone,” she said.

For example: “The last class should be to come Hatkneone wanted to come back to say,
‘Hey, you have the opportunity to do something.efédnshould be an opportunity either in person or in
writing to evaluate the product after you've haddito really review it. Because if there wasn’obofiv-
up communication between the student and the arghon, [then] you've in a sense almost wasted the
students’ time because they haven't heard fronelieat,” she said. And: “If we're training studentken
somewhere there has to be a meeting of the minsisyttOK! You're doing this, however, let me
introduce you to this because if that’s all youdang that’'s not productive.’ for the students. Jlean’t
take advantage of the challenge if they don'’t eeahere was one and they missed the mark,” sbe sai
And: “The organization is sort of locked into sohiag without thinking: ‘Hey! Well maybe there’s a

possibility of a change,” she said.

Another participant said, “I never got the booktieshad “the website, but beyond that we had no
access to the recommendations,” she said. And:vdd have used the recommendations, absolutely, |
still will. The students did videos, print ads, aidof this stuff,” she said. Within days of the
presentations “the e-mails stopped working,” she. $&tudents had graduated, and they moved on. |
didn’t even know who | was supposed to get in towith at the university,” she said. And, “The only
way we got into the website was because” one oftindents stayed on as a volunteer, and she hadsacc
to the website, she said. “I didn’t get anythingeell was writing to her saying, ‘you found the gasrd,

can you find the brochures? Can you find the dtiegs? Because | still want to use them,” she .sdi

49



was so sad because we put all this work into ithdee one night unveiled, and we never got it,” sid.
(Note to reader: After the interview, the recomnegiahs were delivered to the participant.)

One participant said, “Students were designing,thag said, ‘here’s the final product, and it was
in a pdf. file. So we weren't able to use it,” Jad. “We could have used it if we had the right
equipment,” she said. When she found out aboupithielem, she said: “It was actually so close to the
time that the project was to end. It was almostdidne of the final presentation” so she didn’t mentit.
The following summarizes the theme.

Participants described a need to meet with studdtgsthe final presentation. They suggested
moving the date of the final presentation to enitidhe semester to accommodate a follow-up mgetin
The following summarizes the themes of control rality

In sum, participants generally offered three-pagcriptions of control mutuality. First they
described students’ behavior. Second, they raisasisae of control mutuality (if needed). Lasthiéy
described an issue of control mutuality, then theyally described a preference for how to addtess i
They described students who were generally positwesidered input, and accepted feedback. They
described a need to manage students’ communioatibrorganizations’ stakeholders. This issue was
magnified in situations where inexperienced stuslerieracted with key stakeholders, particularlthwi
donors. Participants’ wondered if their issuesaftml mutuality conflicted with the course goasd
they were uncertain about whether or not their adedmore influence over project outcomes cordtict
with course design. Additionally, participants weresure if the course required students: to test
communication products, to put one executive irgd@f communication, or to establish regular
communication. They described a need for more tiitie students to make sure their work accurately
addressed their organizations’ communication gdalsy said they wanted more regular communication
with students and weekly updates between initiadtings and final presentations. Some participaaits s
they would have liked more interaction with stugentthe weeks preceding the final presentation to

shape project outcomes. Participants describeckeofeopportunities to discuss with students any
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problems with recommendations after the final pnestéons. The following explores the themes of

commitment.

Commitment

Although the relationships of interest to thissiBenvere bounded by the beginnings and ends of
S-L projects, participants described continuangermiment to some students, to the course instructor
and to other university stakeholders. Generallytiggpants said they relied on students to readhmu
their organizations after the ends of projects. if\oldally, participants described affect commitmant
terms of enjoying the company of students and wugltheir relationships with the course instruc&x
themes of continuance commitment are presentest, Fing-term continuance is explored. Second,
short-term continuance is explored. Third, compiises of continuance are explored. Fourth, missed
opportunity for continuance is explored. Fifth,cantinuance is explored. Sixth, continuance witteot
stakeholders is explored. Two themes of affect ciimemt are explored: enjoying students’ company
and valuing the course instructdhe following explores the continuance commitméeinte, long-term
commitment. Participants described long-term oroamg relationships with some students.

Long-term continuance Participants described inviting students to jbieir organizations or to
seek employment. They described relationships stithents who continued with organizations after the
ends of projects as volunteers or paid employedditiénally, they described a continuance commitmen
to exceptional students who stood-out during ptsjec

One participant said: “We always invite studentpto the organization.” Another said “there’s
always the opportunity” to work in her organizatiémd, she said, “If we were to have an opening, th
service-learning students would all be potentialdidates.”

One participant whose organization has an ongalagionship with a student recalled that after
graduation the student said, “I really enjoyed virmglon this so much I really would like to voluntge
the participant said. And, the student had beetuhteering for us for months now, and a part time

position just came up in my department. Now sheiagto be on our payroll soon,” she said.
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One exceptional student had volunteered with agi@ait’s organization for four years after the
end of the project. The participant said: “l staydommunication with her, and she actually stayed
with me, did my website, and has all the time. Wé&ejast now transitioning that website becausesshe’
brand new momma. She got married and everythingjudtdransitioned the website probably a year ago
from her, but when | have problems she still gethere. It was wonderful.”

Another participant said: “I remember one studast had really enlightened insights on the
topic. She just had a little more background knaolgks and that was good. She also stood out because
she seemed to put a lot into it, and because btiteghe was so good.” And: “We wanted to see if we
could keep her on as an intern, but she movedetotter coast. She had the things that | looksioe:
had enthusiasm, and she was outgoing, and a hakémw®ou can just tell,” she said. The following
summarizes the theme.

In sum, some participants described continuingicglahips with some students. They brought
students into their organizations as voluntee@sgraid employees. They made sure students had
opportunities to join their organizations, to beeowolunteers, or to seek employment. The following
explores a theme of continuance commitment, sleont-continuance. Participants described short-term
relationships with some students after the engs@écts.

Short-term continuance Participants described staying in contact witmestudents in a
coming and going fashion for a few months afterahds of projects. A student invited a participard
community event to promote her organizations, aratter delivered project results in person. Other
students stayed in contact with organizations kateonic communication (e-mail and social media).

One participant said: “Some of the students see¢mgd above and beyond what you'd expect.
One student invited us to a fundraiser in her comtytiAnd, she said: “One of the students still got
back with me afterwards with deliverables. Sod wdieet with her one more time.” Another participant
described how students “wanted to volunteer formgicommunity event,” she said. And, the students
told her that “we want to be a part of it,” shedsdBecause they really felt passionate about dssion
and what we do.”
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Another said: “One student came back and kepiunlt with us [via e-mail] for like three
months. So, | haven’t heard from her. | have badouch, but it's back and forth. So, I'm not swieat
she’s doing.” And, she said: “Two of the studerdsig touch with me the next semester to find aawh
what they had done worked, and to find out whatweees doing.”

A participant whose organization’s mission prevetiglents from staying on as volunteers said:
“Those students actually liked us on our Faceb@epSo, it was neat that they kept in touch,"did. s
The following summarizes the theme.

In sum, participants described students who comoatied with them after the ends of projects in
ways that extended relationships in the short-t&ime. following explores the theme of continuance
commitment, complications of continuance. Partiotpadiscussed the reasons students might avoid
continuing their relationships with some organizasi. The following explores complications of
continuance.

Complications of continuance Participants discussed the difficulties some estiisl face when
considering continuing relationships with their angzations. Some participants described belieksyst
or educational requirements that prevented studemtseither volunteering or seeking employmentwit
their organizations. Others described off-puttiogchy subjects that are inseparable from the kocia
services their organizations provide.

Some students failed to reach out, which surprisetparticipant because he said, “They are
about to graduate, and | represent the largestagmpin our geographic area.” However, continuing a
relationship with his organization required a degreeducation or social work. Another participsaid
the opportunity for students to extend their relaships with his organization “never played intblie
said, “because the organizations was very speealiz what we do,” and everyone who works there has
a degree in education. Additionally, he said tlatenof the students said, “Oh! That's somethinghtv
to go out and help with,” he said. So, extendirgrédationship “wasn’t an invitation, and it wasa’'tion-

invitation,” he said.
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One participant said that students were generatijuded from interacting with his organization
because of its faith-based mission. He said: “lsgugtheir beliefs kind of align with our missiottiey
could volunteer. And, he said: “We're particulaoabwho volunteers with our organization because we
are trying to create a culture. So we don’'t wamgbe engaging in drinking, partying and all of teos
things. I'm not saying all college students do,"daéd.

Some participants said the types of social sentlogeis organizations provide aren’t suitable
topics for dinner table conversations or cocktaitty chit-chat because they interact with violence,
chronic illness and death. One participant saide ‘Wslve subjects here that people don't want to talk
about.” The following summarizes the theme.

In sum, participants described issues that mayecstuglents to consider whether or not to
continue relationships with organizations. Partcits’ descriptions of complications of continuance
include: belief systems, education requirementssamditive topics. The following explores the thevhe
continuance commitment, missed opportunities fotiooance. Participants reflected on missed
opportunities to continue relationships with soruslents.

Missed opportunities for continuance Although participants generally said it was up to
students to reach out to organizations after tlis ef projects, some described missed opporturigies
continue relationships. One participant said sheldvbave liked to collect contact information fdr a
student team members. She said: “| would love talide to reach out and say, ‘Hey! If anybody needs
internships in the fall, | would love to be ablenbentor or whatever.™

Participants whose organizations hold annual conityevents said they were interested in
extending invitations to students. One particigaito said this was her first S-L project) saidtHink
we could have done a better job about engaging thetrer by inviting them to our community
awareness event,” she said. And, “The studentsicgzation in that would have been very welcoméné s
said. The following summarizes the theme.

In sum, participants said that they would havedit@ continue relationships with some students.
They proposed offering mentoring or internship apyoaties, and they wished to invite students to
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special events. The following explores the themeooitinuance commitment, no continuance.
Participants described why they did not expecbiatioue relationships with students.

No continuance Some participants described either how they didish to continue their
relationships with students or they assumed stsdead graduated and moved on to other pursuitde(No
to reader: continuance is not expected in a prdjased relationship.) One said: “I think in the
relationship, it wasn't really announced that itkisomething we’d really like to lock into. | thirtkwas
probably an exchange relationship.” She said,dhdianticipate” continuing relationships with sards,
but “there were a couple of them that sort of redobut,” she said.

Although one participant said she welcomed coimiguelationships with some students who
passed through her organization, she had no ptacantinue relationships with students from the S-L
project. “Not this group,” she said, “They're gome to different things, so not this group.” Anotiseid:
“That'’s the context of your relationship. There vealseginning, there was an end, and that was it. Bu
nothing negative, it was understood that they \gergors.”

In sum, participants described relationships witldents that were bounded by the limits of
projects. However, these relationships were prdyased, and neither the course syllabus nor theseou
design proposed extending relationships beyoneénis of projects. The following explores the thexhe
continuance commitment, continuance with other ensity stakeholders. Participants’ described the
importance of their relationships with universitgleholders rather than their relationships witlients.

Continuance with other university stakeholders Participants described relationships with: the
course instructor, the university, other professsitsdent organizations, and university departméng
said: “It was really wonderful to have that relaship with the instructor, which furthers our redaship
with USF. We love to keep those doors open becthese’s endless ways that we can partner.” And, she
said, “We have a really solid relationship with tiéversity.” Another said the project offered ‘taance
to meet other people at the university and to bii¢d relationship,” he said.

A participant who graduated from the universitidsarhe university is obviously close to my

heart. | know a lot of professors, and we use ttegiources in many of our programs. So, that's
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important. It's who you know, right?” Another safifye have great relationships with student
organizations where we go and promote our organizdtAnd, he said: “I really wanted to utilize the
university. I'm very proud of my alma mater.”Additially, participants described interacting with man
university departments including: anthropology, camnications, criminology, and education. The
following summarizes the theme.

In sum, participants described relationships wttie: course instructor, the university, other
professors, student organizations, and univergpadments. The following explores two themes of
affect commitment: enjoying the company of studemd valuing the course instructor.

Enjoying students’ company Participants described their affect commitmerdttments in
terms of enjoying their company. One said: “Lowwd, love them. Love the students.” Another sdid, “
just enjoyed being with the S-L students” when thisjted a radio station to produce a PSA.

One said, “Basically the students we've met arehdire ones outside of the S-L projects, all of
them have been enthusiastic.” And: “Some were afléin and others were OK, but there wasn't any
that | would say, ‘Oh, | don’t want her around,hé&said.

Another said: “They were wonderful. And, | waslkgaxtremely happy to work with those
young ladies.” The following summarizes the theme.

In sum, participants described enjoying studerisipany. They described students who were:
enjoyable, wonderful, and fun to be around. Thifahg explores the second theme of affect
commitment, valuing the course instructor.

Valuing the course instructor. Participants described enjoying their relatiopstwith the
course instructor in terms of her commitment tartbeganizations, and her ability to plan S-L paige
One said, “So, what we enjoyed was the relationgitip the course instructor. She actually joinee oh
our taskforce, we met four times, and it was reaibnderful to have that relationship with her.”

Another said: “If | need some marketing stuffikelto have the ability to call the course

instructor and say, ‘Hey! I'm working on this. Cgou partner me in the right direction?” And, hédsa
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“She would probably take the time because theiogistip is established.” The following summarizes t
theme.

Participants valued the course instructor fordoenmitment to their organizations and her ability
to plan S-L projects. The following summarizes tlkesrof continuance and affect commitment.

In sum, commitment was explored as themes of ceatice and affect commitment. Participants
described their long-term commitment to some stteddrhey invited students: to join organizatioiws, t
volunteer, and to seek employment. Participantsrde=i how they stayed in contact with some stuglent
in the short-term through face-to-face communicatind electronic communication. They described
obstacles to continuing their relationships witldgints and missed opportunities to continue
relationships with students. They proposed comiguelationships through mentoring, internshipsg, an
participation in special events. Some participaletscribed no continuance commitment to studentsy Th
said students had graduated and moved on to atinewifs, or they described the relationships as
inherently short-term. Additionally, participantestribed continuance commitment to university
stakeholders and departments.

Participants described affect commitment to stuglanterms of enjoying interacting with them.
They described affect commitment for the coursgiesor in terms of valuing her ability to set up.S
projects and for her commitment to their organaadi Participants’ descriptions of continuance and
affect commitment suggest relationship processasctimtribute to community building and that go
beyond the attainment of organizational goals. fBHewing explores participants’ descriptions of

students’ behaviors.

Cultivation Strategies
To answer RQ2: How may cultivation strategies frapagicipants’ descriptions of students’
behavior? six cultivation strategies (access, as®a@s, openness/disclosure, positivity, networkang,

sharing of tasks) are explored. Access is firstanegl.
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Access.This cultivation strategy focuses on communicatibannels rather than communication
content or frequency. Students were responsibledtablishing communication.

Participants described face-to-face and electromicmunication with students. Meetings
occurred on campus or on site. They described caritating with students via phone, e-mail and
texting. A problem with access interfered with econdnce commitment and satisfaction. One said, “We
met here on site a couple of times, so they coetdadeel of the area.” Another said, “We did etieing
from phone calls to in person interviews, to textito e-mail.”

A problem of access occurred shortly after thelfimasentations when students graduated and
their university e-mail addresses stopped work®mige participant lost contact with the student wias w
responsible for delivering recommendations to ligawization. She said, “I never got the book,” vahic
included a video, social media accounts and otekvetables. Her loss of access interfered with
satisfaction with project outcomes. Other partinigdound they lost the ability to contact studeats
invite them to annual events, which interfered veitimtinuance commitment.

In sum, all participants described meetings witliehts, and communication was mostly
electronic: phone, e-mail, or texting. Problemdwétcess after the final presentations interferiga w
satisfaction and continuance commitment. Assur#&next explored.

AssurancesThis cultivation strategy focuses on attendingie dther. Assurance behaviors
influence the content and frequency of communicatRarticipants described prepared and attentive
students. After initial meetings, participants conmicated with a team account executive. They Ifigirt
concerns were attended to when students listengeho and asked informed questions. They
appreciated timely communication that facilitatedut and feedback. In many projects, communication
occurred on an as needed basis, but most partisipard they would have preferred weekly updates.
Assurances influenced positive outcomes of trudtamtrol mutuality, and lack of assurances
contributed to issues of control mutuality.

Students researched organizations and preparetianselsefore their initial meetings with
participants. One participant said: “Our initiacennter with the students was an interview whesart
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of went over what it was we were looking for and Kind of information we would like for them to
gather for us.” And, she said, “I got the impresdioat they did a lot of research to figure outatya
what it was we did. And, sort of get an understagdif the kind of problems we were facing.”

Another said: Well, | think that they did some great preliminavgrk where they were
reviewing our website, and they requested sombedhiterature.” And, “It wasn't really too much fare
to explain to them [because] they were really adlgather that information from reviewing our websi
and also coming on site to see the work that wélaosaid. One participant said, “From the very
beginning I just felt like there was interest ahdre was buy-in.”

After initial meetings, participants communicateith#eam account executives, and they rarely
communicated with other team members. Account ekexsihelped teams prepare for meetings.

One participant said, “I had talked with the leadfthe group prior to our meeting.” And,
students asked “very good questions,” she saidthmaid, “The executive did a good job with
communicating. He asked probing questions to hetno their side.”

Additionally, the account executive facilitated ut@nd feedback between the participant and
student team. One participant said: “The execwtivald communicate with me and say: ‘Well, here are
some of the draft things we need to do. What dothiok?’ | would send back the draft things witleas
of how it could be different or improved. | alscechked for accuracy because a lot of times thingsea
lost.” Another said, “There was a lead person tmadstly worked with, which was good.”

One said, “If | needed anything | would call, ahd £xecutive would get right back.” Another
who worked with multiple teams said: “As they waikemeeting they would send me questions either by
phone or e-mail, and | would get right back witkrth And, they would say: ‘Hey, is this possible? Or
what do you think about this?” So, they were gegtfeedback.”

Participants described communicating with studentan as needed basis. Some participants
were satisfied with irregular communication; howewaost participants said they would have preferred

regular communication.
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Project design may influence the frequency of comigation. For example, one participant said
that communicating with students on an as needsid barved the goals of her project. She said ishe d
not want to interfere with the independence ofualett run audit of her organization’s internal
communication.

Other participants said they would have liked wegelddates from students. One participant said:
“The communication might have been a more reglilaras effective, but at the same time it was not
regular. We might have had it once or twice a mattimost,” he said. Another said, “I think a weekly
summary or update would be good.” And, “They didjet back to me on Fridays with a summary, which
| would have liked,” she said.

Assurances influenced positive outcomes of trudtamtrol mutuality, and lack of assurances
contributed to issues of control mutuality. Manytjgdpants responded to questions intended totelici
descriptions of trust with descriptions of assuemndé-or example, questions about students’ refpect
their areas of expertise and students’ interesteair organization’s missions elicited descriptiafis
attentive and prepared students. One said, “tlialtin the initial meetings we had tllaey really paid
attention.” And, “They really listened to what wamted to target, how we wanted to target it, how we
wanted to change the marketing information thahem,” she said.

Participants appreciated and trusted students isteméd to feedback and responded to input.
One said: “I knew what | wanted. And, it would opéeir eyes to different things that they needepiay
attention to.” Another said, “They were just vetieative. They really listened, and you could sethe
end result.”

Lack of assurances contributed in part to issuesofrol mutuality because assurance behaviors
address the time sensitive issues of control miigutaat involve insufficient communication.

In sum, participants described prepared and atestudents. After the initial meetings,
participants communicated exclusively with a teaeoant executive. They felt their concerns were
attended to when students listened to them andiastamed questions. They appreciated timely
communication that facilitated input and feedbdoknany projects, communication occurred on an as
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needed basis, but most participants said they whave preferred weekly updates. Assurances
influenced positive outcomes of trust and contratumlity, and lack of assurances contributed toass
of control mutuality. Networking is next explored.

Networking. This cultivation strategy emphasizes building neksar coalitions. Participants
described students’ networking behaviors in terfroanections and contacts. One participant sdide”
students do have connections. There was netwothkatg really hadn’t thought about and hadn't
expected, but that's how it worked out.”

Another participant said: “Students were ablertwvjgle contacts that extended the network. It
was really neat. They did great with that.” Onelsérhere were a couple of students that sort athed
out.” And, she said: “One woman was working foroapany that produced videos, and one of the
recommendations was for us to do an educationabvifo, she was offering that her company could do
that, but we have to go out and bid for that.” iims participants described students’ networking
behaviors in terms of connections and contactsn@gms/disclosure is next explored.

Openness/disclosureThis cultivation strategy focuses on opennessdawige full disclosure. It
involves the activity of providing information. $tents demonstrated openness/disclosure when tipey ke
participants informed or up-to-date about the candéed progress of projects. Participants described
students who welcomed their communication and wépi them informed throughout projects. However,
they described two problems with openness/disciothat influenced trust in students’ competence and
control mutuality. First, some participants desedlstudent communication that welcomed input and
feedback about parts of communication products. él@n they said they were not invited to offer inpu
and provide feedback about complete communicatiodyzts. Second, a problem with
openness/disclosure prevented a participant fromagiag a communication problem.

In response to a control mutuality question, ongigpant said, “| was pleased with the way that
we were able to get information to them and thayl&get information back.” Another participant said
“The customer service was very polite to the paihere | felt comfortable to be an open sharer. &itsl
were receptive for me to give information and tguime,” he said.
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However, he said, “If there was an opportunityrfa to be able to give feedback about the
project, it could have been better.” He said hial dor the project was for students “to put tighter
marketing materials together” and to offer “a diéfet perspective,” he said. When he received
recommendations from students, he found they veersitnilar to existing materials to be useful te hi
organization. He said: “What they did was fine.ds\pleased that they put together materials for us,
which was pretty close to what we've already hatla¥\they produced wasn’t necessarily anything we
we’re able to use, to send out, or to duplicatdtiose reasons.” Many participants said that they
appreciated opportunities to offer feedback onspafrftommunication products, but they needed
opportunities to offer feedback on complete commation products. For example, one participant said:
“I don’t want to say, ‘Here’s all the informatioAnd, they give you a final product and that's it.”

Two participants needed to manage students’ conuation, and their experiences offer an
example of the second problem with openness/disi@od he first participant said she was able to
manage a sensitivity problem in messages studedtplanned to send to her organization’s sponsors.
She identified the problem when students asketidoinput and feedback, and she was able to raise h
concerns before messages were sent out. The spadiuipant said students did not request feedback
the content of e-mails they wished to send to hgamization’s stakeholders. He said: “I had to
recommend one of the students because of the wagrhmunicated with some folks that | thought it
would help with the project, some of my partnei there going to be impacted by the project. The wa
he wrote an e-mail was not appropriate. | had bicham up and say: ‘Hey, you know you need
professional relationships here. You can’'t be taJkio people this way because you're essentially

representing me because | brought you in,” he.sstiddents’ openness/disclosure allowed the first
participant to control a problem, and studentsk latCopenness/disclosure did not give the second
participant control over a problem that influentedt and control mutuality.

In sum, participants described students who welcbiimeir communication and who kept them

informed throughout projects in ways that positniefluenced control mutuality. However, they
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described two problems with openness/disclosurteitflaenced trust and control mutuality. Positvis
next explored.

Positivity. This cultivation strategy emphasizes making refetiops enjoyable. In S-L, positivity
requires an unconditionally noncritical stance tahe other. Participants described studentstipiagi
in terms of: their presentations of self, theithersiasm and excitement about projects, and their
politeness when communicating. One participantrilesd a problem with positivity.

Participants described students’ presentatioseldf One said: “Students were professionally
behaved. They were well groomed and well dressed.”

They described students’ enthusiasm and exciter@emd participant said, “The students we've
met and even the ones outside of the S-L projalttef them have been enthusiastic.” Another said,
“They seemed very excited about the project.” Caid, students “were just as cordial as they coeld b
and as enthusiastic as they could be.”

Participants described students’ polite commuigoaOne said, “Students wanted to be
respectful” when communicating. Another said “stugaevere polite” in all communication, and he said
the “customer service was very polite.”

A problem with positivity occurred when a studeriticized an organization’s logo during a
public presentation. The participant said: “At gérel of the presentation, the students had desighagb
that was not satisfactory at all, and keep in ntledaudience. So, the presenter, the executivesgiry,
‘we took their lame logo that they had and creat@dawesome logo.” And | was like, ‘without knowing
who made that logo, the one we’re using, whichés you just insulted me and you’re working for me.’
And, that was the summary of the communication."ddscribed a student who chose to present an
offensive fix to a communication problem, whichrifgecame a relationship problem.

He explained: “The point is that you don’t knowytring. That's what people don’t understand.
You could be at any meeting or any event and lkantato somebody about the weather. And, then f hal
hour later they're up there presenting as the geasiof some multi-million dollar organization. S,
you started talking to this person prior to that kimowing who they are, and you embarrass thenoor y
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say something, [then] you've just removed yourfelfn any business with that person. That is somgthi
that the students had no understanding about vehatar,” he said. When he criticized the particifsan
logo, the student executive failed to take an uditmmally noncritical stance toward the participan

the terms of the Principles of Partnerships, thdestt failed to build on “identified strengths aambets.”

In sum, participants described students’ positivitterms of: their presentations of self, their
enthusiasm and excitement about projects, andpbéieness when communicating. One participant
described a problem with positivity. Sharing ofksigs next explored.

Sharing of tasks.This cultivation strategy emphasizes collaboratiod problem solving.
Participants said students collaborated with padits, they helped solve problems, and they iniced
social media.

One participant said: “We collaborated very welltbe video, | knew what | wanted and could
say, ‘That probably isn’t the place you want tadeeause the sun’s coming over my shoulder, and it's
going to blow up your camera. So, why don’t we tiiigind go over here?’ So, it would open their gpes
different things that they needed to pay attentiohAnd, she said, “When outcomes were starting to
come out of the project, they really were dead on.”

Another described sharing a concern with studehts said, about “the safety of the community,”
which helped them collaborate on a PSA. She sd, Went to a radio station to do a PSA. And, | just
enjoyed that experience. | just enjoyed being widm, just to get to know them better. To seetthay
really had the concern | do.” And, she said, “Thegvided me with a copy of the PSA, which we used
on our website.”

Students helped a participant solve a communicatioblem. She said: “Initially, we wanted the
students to do a survey, but the project endeceumlihis sort of audit. The interaction with thedents
and the results of the audit helped me convincéoard that we needed to do a stakeholder survey, a
communication survey.” She said she “was ableke &verything that the students said and pair it up
with everything we had been saying.” And: “We préed our communications plan [to our board] and
the desire to apply methods to it. | was able talye board to agree to allow me to go through this
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process of initiating a stakeholder survey.” Agsult, “| really believe that the students helpsdet to”
the place we are now, she said. And, “I think théitthelped us move forward,” she said.

Participants said that students introduced soog@ia. One participant said: “The students had
some skills that we didn’t have. The social mediisswere something that we needed badly because
every organization now has got to be into sociadimespecially with the group we were actuallyrigyi
to reach.” And: “It wasn't like we were trying teach the general public. We tried to reach an & to
year-old age group. The students were the oneshatidhose kinds of skills,” she said. The following
summarizes sharing of tasks.

Participants described students who collaboraigdthem and helped them solve
communication problems. Students collaborated daosand PSA productions, they helped solve
organizations’ communication problems, and thesoohiced organizations to social media. The
following summarizes the cultivation strategies.

In sum, students established communication. Alliggants described meetings with students,
and communication was mostly electronic: phone ad;rar texting. Problems with access after thalfin
presentations interfered with satisfaction andico@ince commitment. Students’ assurances behaviors
influenced communication. Participants describexbared and attentive students. After the initial
meetings, participants communicated exclusivel\haiteam account executive. They felt their corgern
were attended to when students listened to thenasgket informed questions. They appreciated timely
communication that facilitated input and feedbdcknany projects, communication occurred on an as
needed basis, but most participants said they woave preferred weekly updates from account
executives. Assurances influenced positive outcarhérsist and control mutuality, and lack of
assurances contributed to issues of control miyu&larticipants described students’ networking
behaviors in terms of connections and contactsleBiis’ communicated with participants to provide
them with information about the content and progi@sprojects. Participants described students who
welcomed their communication and who kept themrimied throughout projects in ways that positively
influenced control mutuality. However, they desedlwo problems with openness/disclosure that
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influenced trust and control mutuality. Studentssitivity made relationships more enjoyable.
Participants described students’ positivity in teroft their presentations of self, their enthusiasm
excitement about projects, and their politenessvdoenmunicating. One participant described a prable
with positivity. Students collaborated and solvedbtems. Participants described students who
collaborated with them and helped them solve comaeation problems. Students collaborated on video
and PSA productions, they helped solve organizatioommunication problems, and they introduced
organizations to social media.

The following offers a prolife of a S-L relationghiTo answer RQ3: How may themes of RMI
dimensions and cultivation strategies frame a |[@rafi a project-based S-L relationship from the
community stakeholder’s perspective to be use@dsessment purposes? themes of the four relagonshi
dimensions and descriptions of cultivation stragegire applied to one participant’'s descriptiong ¢ate

a profile of a S-L relationship to be used for assgent purposes.

Profile of a Service-Learning Relationship

At the time of the S-L project, this participardsva board member of a city nonprofit
organization. She and another board member intatagith S-L students. She said the project was her
first interaction with service-learning, and hepexence “was very positive.”

Before the S-L project, she said the organizatiad torochures and things like that,” but “there
wasn’'t a way to get our message out to the broadramity.” During the project, she said: “We did
community interviews, instrumentation developmant] media development. The students had a number
of meetings with our board. So, the board was eemgfortable with dealing with them,” she said. The
project, she said, “went very well.” And, “The gsalf the project were met, the instrumentation was
provided,” she said.

The following explores the participant’s interviéav themes of relationship dimensions. Themes

of trust are explored first.

66



Respect for areas of expertisdn the early stages of the project, studentseshher trust in their
competence. She said she “had talked with the tezfde group prior to our [first] meeting,” ana the
“initial meeting students asked very good questiaf®ut the boards’ makeup and why each member
chose to serve, she said.

Student’s interest in mission She said that students’ showed an interest iord@nization’s
mission when they asked good questions. “Initiatlwas the questions. Who? What? Where? And, how
we did what we did and very good questions,” st sa

Confidence in students’ abilities.She said, “Then going forward, their enthusiasnuabo
developing what we were looking for,” gave her edence in students’ abilities to realize the gaxls
the project. She said her organization was lookinda way to get feedback from the community
because we hadn't had that as a tool” and a wggttbour message out to the community because up to
that point,” she said, “people knowing about us basically word of mouth.”

Students inspired confidence in their abilities whigey appeared to be “refining in their minds
what they could do to pull out the information theseded,” she said. And, she said: “What | foung ve
interesting in the dynamics of the group that céones was they went to their personal skills. Teespn
who liked to do the background research took onyiteee, another one who liked to get out andtialk
people took on that piece. So, you could see theyght about ‘how do | fit into this?' There was/ae
‘I don’t want to go to that neighborhood and mestde. | don’t want to cold call somebody.™

Students’ dependability. She said: “Students actually over delivered anceupdomised. They
did everything we were anticipating they could dahis time frame.” Thus, students earned her trust
their dependability by over-delivering on their griges.

Need to oversee students’ workShe confirmed her confidence in students’ comueteShe
said: “It just really worked. | was pleased witle tvay we were able to get information to them, toey
could get information back.”

In sum, trust in this relationship was very gootidents asked questions that inspired trust in
their competence in the early stages of the progaat they inspired confidence in their abilitieg¢alize
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the goals of the projects in the later stages®ptioject. Students inspired trust in their depbilitia

when they delivered more to the organization tey promised. This participant confirmed her
confidence in students when she denied any needetsee their work. Themes of satisfaction are next
explored.

Give and take She described her satisfaction with the projelettive to good outcomes. She
said, “The goals of the project were met, the umsgntation was provided.” While she did not menton
helping commitment, she discussed how the boardheestwanted the project to introduce students to
“doing community work,” she said. “Particularly he said, “the students who had an interest in"this.

The value of volunteer hours She appreciated the value of students’ time apdréise. She
said the project was “a cost saving measure.” ABthffing was not there. So, we tacked in to the
university system to get resources,” she said.

Long-term satisfaction Although she transferred from the organizatioariother city position
just after the end of the project, she said thatttyanization still uses pieces of students’ wBhe said,
“The online information that was part of their autee is on the [organization’s] website.”

Satisfaction with project design While preparing for the S-L project, the orgatiza’'s board
members “had to do the initial write-up, and it wasy helpful to us,” she said. The course instiuct
“was trying initially to see how we would fit” inta campaigns course S-L project, she said. Althdligh
board acknowledged that it “wanted the world,” toeirse instructor’s direction challenged it to deci
what was possible to “get in a semester’s timeg’ &id. It worked to define its needs so that stisde
could realize the goals of the project in one s¢ene$hus, the board invested energy to set upjagr
that would benefit both students and the orgarinati

In sum, although this participant did not descaldeelping commitment she said the organization
wanted to introduce students to community work. iiddally, she: seemed satisfied with the project’s
outcomes, appreciated the contribution of studeime and expertise to the organization, reported o
long-term benefits of the project, and seemedfidisvith course design. Themes of control mutyalit
are next explored.
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Satisfactory control mutuality. She described her satisfaction with students’ camaoation. “It
was open and honest. | think that all the inforprathat went from our side to theirs was taken into
consideration and welcome, “she said. And, “Weldide very good communication,” she said.

She confirmed her satisfaction with the ways sttalegsponded to her input. She said: “It was
fine, more than fine. It was everything | could baxpected.”

She said, “We had very good communication.” Shetimeed no issues of control mutuality
relative to the themes of: managing students’ comaation, insufficient communication in the early
stages of the project, a mid-semester communicaltiop, insufficient communication in the later stag
of the project, or insufficient communication aftke final presentation.

Tension with course designThe participant was left wondering whether therse instructor
approved of the project results. She said: “Theg tmhg | would have liked was to learn how the
instructor felt the outcome was for them. We néarezw. Were they satisfied?”

In sum, the participant was satisfied with contmaituality in her relationship with students. Her
only concern was whether the course instructor@amat of students’ work. Themes of continuance
commitment are next explored.

Short-term continuance She said, “I've had personal contact with one lmemfof the student
team] out of Clearwater in that first year aftére[tend of the project].”

Missed opportunities for continuance This participant moved from the organization #igor
after the end of the project. So, she had no oppitigs to continue relationships with students who
showed an interest in doing community work with ¢inganization. She said: “I think where my
frustration came in was that this all came in whheecutbacks started. The city was looking at viays
meet their responsibilities to the organizatiort, ot take as much internal time and effort.” Saiel s*If
| had been in the organization, [then] there wdwdde been more” opportunities to continue relatiqrss

with students who were interested in community work
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In sum, she continued a relationship with one sitdia electronic communication for one year,
and her change of position interfered with oppdties to bring students into the organization. Theraf
affect commitment are next explored.

Enjoying the company of studentsThroughout the interview, she described her apatien for
students’ enthusiasm for the project.

Valuing the course instructor. She said she appreciated the way the coursedtatroffered
direction to the organization’s board in the pregtian stage of the project.

She enjoyed students’ enthusiasm, and she vahgecburse instructor for helping the
organization prepare for its first S-L project. TioBowing summarizes this relationship in terms of
dimension themes.

In sum, a profile of a successful relationship ayadr All of the themes captured descriptions of
successful or positive relationship outcomes. Sfseribed no complaints about her relationships with
students, and she valued the course instructor.

The following explores the participant’s descripsaf students’ behavior. Six cultivation
strategies are explored: access, assurances, ggétiselosure, positivity, networking, and shamfg
tasks. Access is first explored.

AccessShe said access was “basically telephone, e-naiyrdentation and face-to-face
meetings.”

Assurances Communication was “as needed, and if we had angtouns or needed an update
for a meeting coming up then | would interact vitiem,” she said. And, “I think that all the infortiza
that went from our side to theirs was taken intostderation and welcome.” She said.

Networking. She did not describe networking.

Openness/disclosureShe said, “Students’ communication was open ame$t.”

Positivity. She described students’ enthusiasm.

Sharing of tasks.Students “made suggestions about how they couldhiitt we needed into
what they needed to complete their course,” sk saiditionally, she described how students toak th

70



information she gave them and refined it “in thminds” for what they “could pull out” to realizegh
goals of the project, she said.

In sum, the participant described students’ behliamiterms of five cultivation strategies: access,
assurances, openness/disclosure, positivity, aawihghof tasks. She said her overall experience was
“very positive,” and communication with studentssweery good. After comparing the descriptions of
relationship dimensions to descriptions of culimatstrategies, it appears that in this S-L retafop
students’ positivity and assurances positivelyueficed control mutuality, and sharing of tasks
influenced trust in students’ competence.

This profile answered RQ3: How may themes of RNth@insions and cultivation strategies frame
a profile of a project-based S-L relationship frbhra community stakeholder’s perspective for assessm
purposes? It suggests that the RMI offers a framdigcussing a S-L project that brings a relatiims
between one or more representatives of a nongnafénization and S-L students to the foreground, an
it places S-L project outcomes in the backgrouhdaptures the community stakeholder’s perspective
a S-L relationship, the course design, and praettomes, and it suggests that a project-based S-L
relationship can influence community-building preses beyond the realization of project goals.

The profile can be used many ways: first, to expthe outcomes of community engagement;
second, to prepare future S-L stakeholders forgelects; third, to give students’ ideas about ttow
cultivate positive S-L relationships; fourth, tdgeducators explore S-L outcomes in the projduy t
supervise. Beyond the S-L context, the profile ftarction as a post-project follow-up with a

representative of a community organization.
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CHAPTER FIVE:
DISCUSSION

Ten representatives of community nonprofit orgam@ns who interacted with S-L students from
the public relations campaigns course made upttitly’'s convenience sample. Participants described
their relationships with S-L students in interviev@aialitative methods were applied to interview
transcripts.

Although not generalizable to S-L relationshipgublic relations campaigns course projects
(because of the sample size and methods applredjesults of this study present a range of desmnip
of S-L relationships, which are organized as theaf@slationship dimensions. Participants described
positive relationships outcomes, as well as problesith trust, satisfaction, control mutuality, and
commitment. They generally described positive stitbehaviors that influenced positive relationship

outcomes.

RQ1

To answer RQ1, participants’ descriptions of tiesqperiences with students were organized into
discussions of four relationship dimensions: traatisfaction, control mutuality, and commitmeriieT
themes of trust explored competence and depentyakitiich are two of the three dimensions of trust.
The third dimension of trust, integrity, was nopkxed. Students’ competence in the early stages of
projects was explored. Students inspired trust vwhey acknowledged participants areas of expestise
showed an interest in organizations’ missions.i€tpants described competent students as those who
listened and asked good questions. Specificallgnyparticipants were able to leave meetings feeling
that students had listened to them and had underieir goals, students had earned participantst t

in their competence. Arrogance, poor questions |acidof interest failed to inspire trust. Studénts
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competence in the later stages of projects waseegbin terms of participants’ confidence in their
abilities. They trusted students who showed endisusifor project goals, demonstrated positive team
dynamics, and persevered in their efforts. Adddibn they trusted students who demonstrated ac&adem
achievement, collaborated with participants, comicated in a professional manner, and attempted to
understand organizations. Participants verified tinest in students’ competence when they indtate
that they felt no need to oversee student workydescribed a lack of trust in students who lacked
natural curiosity and whose communication stylesavwieo casual. Students’ dependability was explored
in participants’ descriptions of and the ways stugli@elivered on promises. Participants said stisden
never overpromised, and they delivered more they pinomised.

Generally, satisfaction in S-L relationships nhaye something to do with the experiences that
occur relative to a willingness to help and be gdlBatisfaction was multi-faceted. Participants
described satisfaction in terms of project outcoarmas an opportunity to help students. They appiedia
the value of students’ time, and they recognizadestts’ contributions to their organizations imterof
time and expertise. They credited students wittoducing their organizations to social media. Some
organizations still used student work on webs#esl others used student research in subsequent
campaigns. However, participants raised an issgatifaction with project design. Projects that
addressed a communication problem, recommendedl& pelations campaign, or complimented an
existing campaign had a better chance of eliciiegcriptions of satisfaction than projects thaastied
existing marketing campaigns.

Control mutuality was explored. Participants’ ddsed students who were generally positive,
considered input, and accepted feedback. Theyitledcsix issues of control mutuality. They desalibe
need to manage students’ communication with orgaioizs’ stakeholders. This issue was magnified in
situations where inexperienced students interastddkey stakeholders, particularly with donors.
Participants’ wondered if their issues of contraituality conflicted with the course goals, and theyre
uncertain about whether or not their needs for nmfteence over project outcomes conflicted with
course design. Additionally, participants were uastithe course required students: to test
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communication products, to put one executive irrggh@f communication, or to establish regular
communication. They described a need for more tintie students to make sure their work accurately
addressed their organizations’ communication gddisy said they wanted more regular communication
with students and weekly updates between initiadtings and final presentations. Some participaaits s
they would have liked more interaction with studentthe weeks preceding the final presentation to
shape project outcomes. Participants describeckeofeopportunities to discuss with students any
problems with recommendations after the final pnéesens.

Commitment was explored as themes of continuandeafiact commitment. Participants
described their long-term commitment to some sttgddrhey invited students: to join organizatiows, t
volunteer, and to seek employment. Participantsrde=i how they stayed in contact with some stuglent
after the end of the semester in the short-terutyin face-to-face and electronic communicationyThe
described obstacles to continuing their relatigoshvith students, and missed opportunities to nasti
relationships with students. They proposed comtiguélationships through mentoring, internshipsg, an
special events. Some participants described nont@rice commitment to students. They said students
had graduated and moved on to other pursuits ggrdbscribed the relationships as inherently short-
term. Additionally, participants described continoba commitment to university stakeholders and
departments. Participants described affect commitrieestudents in terms of enjoying interactinghwit
them. They valued the course instructor for helitghtdo set up S-L projects and for her commitment
their organizations. Participants’ descriptiongofitinuance and affect commitment suggest relatipns
processes occur in project-based relationshipsctitibute to community building and that go beyon

the attainment of organizational goals.

RQ2
To answer RQ2, cultivation strategies were explangghrticipants’ descriptions of student
behavior. Students established access. All paatitgpdescribed meetings with students, and

communication was mostly electronic: phone, e-nmitexting. Problems with access after the final
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presentations interfered with satisfaction andioomince commitment. Students’ assurances influenced
communication content and frequency. Participagsedbed prepared and attentive students. After the
initial meetings, participants communicated exaleki with a team account executive. They felt their
concerns were attended to when students listeniho and asked informed questions. They
appreciated timely communication that facilitatedut and feedback.

In many projects, communication occurred on aneggled basis, but most participants said they
would have preferred weekly updates. Assurancéseiméed positive outcomes of trust and control
mutuality, and lack of assurances contributedgods of control mutuality. Participants described
students’ networking behaviors in terms of conmertiand contacts. They described openness/diselosur
in terms of students’ openness to provide them imitbrmation about the content and progress of
projects. Participants described students who wedcbtheir communication and who kept them
informed throughout projects in ways that positnmefluenced control mutuality. However, they
described two problems with openness/disclosuteitfiaenced trust and control mutuality. Students’
positivity made relationships more enjoyable. géints described students’ positivity in termstloé&ir
presentations of self, their enthusiasm and exetgrabout projects, and their politeness when
communicating. However, one participant describpdoblem with positivity. Participants described
sharing of tasks in terms of students’ ability tdlaborate and to solve problems. Students colktiedr
on video and PSA productions, they helped solvamizgtions’ communication problems, and they

introduced organizations to social media.

RQ3

To answer RQ3, one participant’s interview was esgal to create a profile of an S-L
relationship. A profile of a successful relatioqsbmerged in which all of the themes of relatiopshi
dimensions captured descriptions of successfubsitipe relationship outcomes. The participant had
complaints about her relationships with studemsd, she valued the course instructor. She described
students’ behavior in terms of five cultivationag&rgies: access, assurances, openness/disclosure,
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positivity, and sharing of tasks. She said her alVexperience was positive and that communicatiith
students was good. After comparing the descriptadmslationship dimensions to descriptions of
cultivation strategies, it appears that—in this &lationship—students’ positivity and assurances
positively influenced control mutuality, and shariof tasks influenced trust in students’ competence

The profile suggests that the RMI offers a franrediscussing a S-L project that brings a
relationship between one or more representativasnaiprofit organization and S-L students to the
foreground, and it places S-L project outcomefienldackground. It captures the community
stakeholder’s perspective on a S-L relationship cburse design, and project outcomes. This prodife
be used many ways: first, to explore the outconie®mmunity engagement; second, to prepare future
S-L stakeholders for S-L projects; third, to givedents’ ideas about how to cultivate positive S-L

relationships; last, to help educators explore @fcomes in the projects they supervise.
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CHAPTER SIX:
CONCLUSION

This study applied public relations theory to alga@ve assessment of project-based S-L
relationships. It brought together two lines of@eahship—relationship studies within community
engagement and cocreational studies within publations—to address the problem of assessing the
community outcomes of S-L relationships. It adjdstee scholarly language of each field. To addtless
S-L context, this study compared definitions froublic relations scholarship to the Principles of
Partnerships, which allowed for interpretive adjestts of relationship dimensions and cultivation
strategies that consider the values and goalslofisterms of organizational-public relationships,
students were envisioned as representing the @afion (as university stakeholders or brand
ambassadors) and representatives of community izegams were envisioned as a public. This move
allowed for an assessment that privileged the conityjwngtakeholder’s perspective.

This study proposed a theoretical frame and quiaitanstrumentation from public relations
scholarship to be used in assessments of S-Lae#dtip outcomes. It extended the application of the
RMI to interdisciplinary research with the scholapsof engagement and to another aspect of public
relations pedagogy.

This study may interest community engagement schiada well as public relations scholars for
five reasons. First, it extends relationship managg theory by applying it to a new context. Secaind
suggests a program of interdisciplinary researtivdzen the fields of public relations and community
engagement. Third, it suggests a research progiimaveonvenience sample that may interest scholars
from both fields. Fourth, public relations scholaray value this research program for further extend
public relations theory to the nonprofit contexast, it suggests ways of incorporating public iefet

theory into S-L pedagogy.
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There are several limitations of this study. Altgbsimultaneous and computer assisted coding
was successfully applied to participants’ desariptito develop discussions of the influence ofesttsl
behavior on relationship outcomes, further apglicadf computer assisted methods to all transcripts
rather than excerpts of transcripts would enhanee/alidity of the results. Simultaneous codingted
descriptions that coded for multiple themes oftreteship outcomes. A second coder and more feedback
from participants would have improved the resuMthough the course requires students to reflect on
their S-L experiences, it is unclear if client argations have a responsibility to reflect on tr&ic
experiences. This study’s frame did not allow fertain types of self-reporting. For example, p#ptiats
described ways they made projects work for thenesehnd for their organizations, which were not
included in study results.

Suggestions for future research include furthéneefient of the in-depth interview guide to
ensure it accurately represents the relationsimgasions and cultivation strategies for the S-Ltexin
and to ensure it does not tax participants’ pagehlsemes of relationship dimensions from this study
may be applied to follow-up assessments with conitygstekeholders about relationships and outcomes
of public relations campaigns course projectsrimsentation is needed to assess the responsititie
representatives of nonprofit organizations to tHesdudents with whom they interact to realize goals
of projects. Adjustments and pretests to this stumhgtrumentation will allow for instrumentatioa t
assess S-L projects from university departmentgofiite mass communications) in which pre-
professional S-L students and representatives mbnodit organizations interact. A coordinated staaly
examine compatibility between students’ and clieexpectations is needed. Aspects of successful
relationships can be used to develop a surveyimsnt to uncover trends in relationship cultivatiom
maintenance in public relations campaigns coutsasutilize Service-Learning models to achieve

effective students learning outcomes.
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