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Introduction and overview 

How can schools promote civic-mindedness among youth through service learning?
1
 Can 

schools promote civic-mindedness through mandatory service learning programs at all? These 

questions guided the present study of service learning experiences and civic-mindedness among 

Dutch youth (12-18 years) in secondary education. Past studies of the effects of service learning 

programs in the USA, Canada and Australia have produced mixed results. While some studies 

claim that mandatory programs do not promote civic-mindedness, other studies do claim positive 

effects. Differences between schools in the characteristics of the programs may account for these 

differences. Therefore, the present study examined civic-mindedness among 2,491 students in 

secondary education in a variety of programs from 34 different schools requiring service from a 

country that has not been studied before: the Netherlands. 

In the past decade, many schools in the Netherlands have started to offer service learning 

programs to students. The programs vary widely in content, the level of supervision, integration 

in the curriculum and student reflection. At each school, students participated from classes that 

had completed the service learning and from a control group of classes that had not.  

Most students (77%) reported positive or very positive experiences during service. On 

average, students who had completed the service learning programs scored higher on civic-

mindedness indicators than did students who had not yet participated. Specifically, service 

learning was associated with stronger civic values, social support behavior, engagement in 

charities, and engagement in politics. Positive experiences during service were positively 

associated with civic-mindedness. Thus, schools can promote civic-mindedness through 

mandatory service programs by offering programs that are satisfying to students. 

                                                 
1
 In the literature, different names and definitions are used for what is called service learning (programs)  in the 

present paper, including volunteering, voluntary service, compulsory volunteering, mandatory volunteering, 

community service, and civic internships. The common element in these different concepts is that youth engage in 

activities benefiting (clients of) a nonprofit organization without pay. Civic-mindedness refers to dispositions 

promoting civic engagement, and civic engagement itself. In this study, dispositions include social values (altruistic 

values, empathy, postmaterialist values), psychological traits (trust, self-esteem), and skills (general social skills, 

civic skills). Civic engagement indicators are intentions to give and volunteer, actual giving and volunteering 

(beyond the service learning program), social support behavior, political interest and the intention to vote in 

elections. 
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Envisioned effects of service learning 

In a letter to parliament from 2005, the minister of Health, Wellbeing and Sports 

described the intended impact of ‘civic internships’ – the name of service learning programs in 

the Netherlands – as follows: “Through voluntary action students get acquainted with various 

aspects of society in an active way. In this way, a positive contribution is made to enlarging their 

civic engagement, their awareness of values and norms, and active citizenship is stimulated.” 

These envisioned effects of service learning are strikingly similar to the benefits hoped for in US 

policies encouraging youth participation: “The hope of these policy initiatives was that 

encouraging youth to get involved in their communities (and sometimes beyond) and by 

providing them with outlets to do so would instill a sense of civic responsibility, reduce apathy 

and cynicism, and promote a lifelong commitment to service” (Planty, Bozick, & Regnier, 2006).  

It is no coincidence that the department of Health uttered these wishes. The department 

had just implemented the Social Support Act (‘Wet op de Maatschappelijke Ondersteuning’, 

WMO), which directs citizens in need of care and support to relatives, friends, and voluntary 

associations. The welfare state serves as a backup. The Act increases the demand for volunteers 

at a time when the number of volunteers and informal carers available has declined to a minimum 

(Timmermans, De Boer, & Iedema, 2005). Nonprofit organizations have lamented the lack of 

volunteers for years (Devilee, 2005). Given this scarcity of volunteers, a new source of volunteers 

would be most welcome. New groups of citizens need to be mobilized for voluntary action. One 

potential new group is the current generation of youth. Dutch citizens from more recent 

generations may be more likely to be members of voluntary associations than members of older 

generations at the same age, but the proportion of members who are also volunteering is lower 

among the younger generations (Bekkers & Ruiter, 2008). Other research shows that older 

generations are more generous to nonprofit organizations as donors (Bekkers, 2007a). 

Encouraging youth to participate in nonprofit organizations early in education could be a way to 

promote civic engagement in the long run. Recently, the Dutch government has decided that all 

students in secondary education have to complete a service learning program of 72 hours (two 

weeks full time). Schools are free to decide what kind of program is offered to students. In this 

context, it would seem sensible to study whether mandatory service learning programs actually 

increase civic-mindedness, and what types of programs are most effective. 
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Evidence thus far 

The case for mandatory service 

It does seem that service learning programs may promote civic-mindedness among 

students. In a study among 486 Boston 10
th
 to 12

th
 graders, Metz & Youniss (2003) find that 

mandatory service increases volunteering after the program was completed and is also associated 

with increased intentions to volunteer in the future. Using the same data, Metz & Youniss (2005) 

find that mandatory service increases voting intentions, intentions to volunteer or join a civic 

organization, interest and understanding of politics, but not more activist forms of civic 

participation like boycotting a product, demonstrating for a cause or working on a political 

campaign. Using data from the National Household Education Survey of 1999 on 4,306 US high 

school respondents, Schmidt, Shumow & Kackar (2007) find that mandatory service increases 

civic efficacy (the perception that one can have an influence the government) and civic 

knowledge (knowledge about government, politics and national issues).  

The rationale for mandatory volunteerism is that programs that have socially desirable 

effects should not be limited to those who choose to participate. Moreover, voluntary programs 

are likely to benefit only those youth who are more likely to participate in organizations anyway. 

A previous study in the USA reveals that those more inclined to volunteer in youth are more 

likely to be children of volunteers, have higher grades, are more religious, and describe 

themselves as more ‘active’, ‘organized’, ‘helping’, ‘empathic’ and are more involved in sports 

clubs (Metz & Youniss, 2005). These findings square well with findings on correlates of 

voluntary youth participation in the Netherlands (Bekkers, 2005), which include parental 

education, parental religious involvement, and parental volunteering. If participation in service 

learning programs is voluntary, it is likely that youth who are more likely to develop civic-

mindedness anyway because of their background will participate. These youth are more likely to 

get engaged in voluntary associations, participate in politics in the absence of service programs at 

school. Conversely, those who come from backgrounds that make them less likely to be engaged 

in community and political affairs in their adult lives will be less likely to participate in voluntary 

service programs at school. The effect of voluntary programs would then be to create differences 

between those from backgrounds that encourage civic engagement and those from backgrounds 

that do not at an earlier age. Through voluntary service, youth develop ‘habits of the heart’ and 

get into social networks that make them accessible for voluntary associations in the future 
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(Bekkers, 2005). If the program is effective, it will strengthen pre-existing social values and 

tendencies to participate, and the differences will also become stronger.  

Mandatory service programs could serve to reduce pre-existing differences in social 

values and tendencies to participate in voluntary associations. Those who are less familiar with 

civic engagement because of a lack of participation in their home environment may learn to 

participate through the school’s program. If the program is successful, their participation level 

will increase during and after the program. They will catch up with those who were already 

inclined to participate before the program.  

Such a pattern of floor- and ceiling effects indeed appears in the data of Metz & Youniss 

(2003; 2005). Students who are already inclined to participate have high base line scores, which 

hardly increase during the program. Students from backgrounds less familiar with civic 

engagement have low base line scores and are likely to catch up during the program. 

 

The case against mandatory service 

However, there is controversy on whether ‘mandatory volunteerism’ is beneficial for civic 

engagement in the long run. A common argument is that mandatory service programs have less 

positive or even negative effects on civic-mindedness because they undermine intrinsic 

motivation to display socially desirable behaviour. Volunteering is voluntary action, but many 

service learning programs are not voluntary at all. Forcing people to ‘volunteer’ may in fact 

create an aversion against volunteering. In social psychology, the negative effect of introducing 

incentives on sustenance of prosocial behavior is well documented (Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 

1999). Intrinsic motivation is likely to be undermined when people voluntarily engage in 

prosocial behavior that is not directly in their own interest. If at some point they receive material 

compensation for that behavior – or get punished for not displaying that behavior – they will 

evaluate their behavior in terms of a cost-benefit analysis. The intrinsic motivation that used to be 

enough to make people engage in prosocial behavior will then not be viewed as a benefit. The 

result is that incentives crowd out intrinsic motivation, and are required in the future to produce 

the desired outcome. A meta-analysis of laboratory studies has shown that material incentives 

indeed lower performance in interesting tasks and the evaluation of how interesting these tasks 

are (Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999). In addition, the meta-analysis revealed that undermining of 

intrinsic motivation is stronger among children than among adult students. Intrinsic motivation is 
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undermined most strongly if people know beforehand that they will get a reward for completing a 

task, or a reward proportional to performance. 

If volunteering is mandatory, this may be taken as a signal that one cannot expect people 

to volunteer if they were not required to do so. This would reduce the legitimacy of volunteering 

for those who already do volunteer. From this line of argument, a negative effect of mandatory 

service is predicted for students who are already involved in volunteering. In a study of St. Paul 

university students, Stukas, Snyder and Clary (1999) found that required community service 

programs in the United States in themselves had no effect on intentions to volunteer. But those 

who perceived their volunteerism as controlled externally (“I am participating only because it is 

required of me”) were less likely to say they would volunteer in the future if they had more 

volunteer experience. In contrast, those with more volunteer experience were more likely to say 

they would volunteer in the future if they scored below average on the measure of external 

control (“Even if I weren’t in the program, I would volunteer”).  

In the case of Dutch service learning programs, intrinsic motivation may be undermined if 

the necessity to complete the requirement in order to graduate is strongly emphasized, and if the 

service learning activities are evaluated in the form of a grade. This is most likely to affect those 

who already volunteer. However, evaluation of the service in the form of a grade need not have 

adverse effects if the student also gets approval verbally. In the meta-analysis of intrinsic 

motivation research, verbal approval is found to increase performance and interest in the tasks 

performed (Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999). 

In a qualitative study of unemployed youth in Australia, Warburton and Smith (2003) 

found that participants in the ‘Work for the Dole’ program experienced their program activities as 

compulsory, or even as exploitation. Such perceptions of external control were associated with an 

aversion against volunteering. It should be noted that the context and the participants of this 

program differ strongly from other studies. Participants were unemployed youth on welfare, who 

were forced to participate in the program as a way to teach them ‘mutual obligations on their way 

to work’. The participants are unlikely to be engaged in ordinary volunteer work (outside the 

program). In psychological terms, the program generated reactance (Brehm, 1966). Nevertheless, 

the study illustrates that satisfaction with volunteering activities depends on perceptions of 

external control, also for those who are not already volunteering.  
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However, three other recent studies do not find negative effects of mandatory service 

programs. The first study by Schmidt, Shumow & Kackar (2007) shows that mandatory service is 

equally beneficial for civic efficacy and civic knowledge as voluntary service. The second study 

by Planty, Bozick and Regnier (2006) among 9,966 former high school students in the National 

Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 suggests that students who were required to serve by 

schools were not more or less likely to volunteer than those who had not participated. However, it 

is difficult to evaluate this suggestion because the analyses included the value attached to helping 

people in the community, which in itself is likely to be an outcome of service learning programs. 

This variable is likely to mediate the effect of programs. The third study of students in Ontario, 

Canada by Henderson, Brown, Pancer and Ellis-Hale (2007) found that mandatory community 

service increased the likelihood of ‘volunteering’ in high school (including the service itself) but 

did not produce negative effects on attitudes toward volunteering, confidence in institutions, or 

political interest and cynicism. A negative effect on media exposure (watching the news on 

television, reading newspapers) was interpreted from age differences. In sum, mandatory service 

learning need not deter students from volunteering in the future. 

 

The importance of program characteristics 

The literature on the effects of service learning programs (for reviews see (Perry & 

Katula, 2001; Billig, Root, & Jesse, 2005; Meinhard & Brown, 2007) has reached conclusions 

that differ strongly from study to study. One reason why previous studies have found such mixed 

results is that the types of programs studied differ in effectiveness (McLellan & Youniss, 2003).
2
 

Obviously, not all types of service learning programs are equally effective in fostering civic-

mindedness. The effectiveness of service learning programs is likely to depend on several 

program characteristics, including responsibility of students in selecting a host organization, the 

level of interaction with and the type of beneficiaries, embeddedness of service learning into the 

curriculum, and the quality of reflection (Meinhard & Brown, 2007).  

Giving students responsibility in selecting a host organization or a set of activities within 

a given organization may restore the sense of agency that critics fear is lost in mandatory service 

programs (Foster & Meinhard, 2000). If students are given a choice in where they fulfil their 

                                                 
2
 Other reasons include the lack of standardized measures of outcome variables and the use of different research 

designs. 
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requirement and what kind of tasks they do, they are more likely to feel that they are volunteering 

and come to view their service learning as their own choice. One study found that student 

responsibility was associated with greater satisfaction with the program and more positive 

outcomes of service including additional volunteering after the program was completed (Foster & 

Meinhard, 2000). 

There is also a potential danger in giving students responsibility if students are not guided 

in making their decisions: they may simply choose an organization that they already know, or 

engage in activities that provide few meaningful experiences (McLellan & Youniss, 2003).  

A second important characteristic of programs seems to be whether students interact with 

beneficiaries and the type of beneficiaries of programs. Metz, McLellan & Youniss (2003) found 

that participation in programs that involve direct contacts with people in need is associated with 

higher levels of concern with these groups and voting intentions. In a more detailed analysis, 

Reinders and Youniss (2006) find that the effect of participation in such programs is mediated by 

enhanced self-awareness.  

A third important characteristic of programs suggested by previous studies is the 

embeddedness of service into the curriculum (McLellan & Youniss, 2003). Schools that integrate 

service learning into the curriculum enhance the quantity and quality of reflection, which in itself 

is an important factor promoting the effectiveness of service learning (Eyler, 2002). If students 

talk about their service learning experiences in class it is more likely that these experiences can 

be interpreted meaningfully from values in various cultural traditions (McLellan & Youniss, 

2003). 

Still other program characteristics may be relevant for the effect of service learning, such 

as whether activities were undertaken alone or in a group, during school time or in evening hours 

and weekends, how long the duration of the service program was, how intense, whether students 

received a certificate, and so on (Meinhard & Brown, 2007). Several of these characteristics were 

also measured in the present study. 

 

The case for volunteer satisfaction 

A crucial variable linking service with civic-mindedness is satisfaction with the service 

program. A successful service learning program is a program that at least did not create an 

aversion against volunteering among students. In the best case, students are satisfied with the 
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program, and have developed positive associations with volunteering. Guided by positive 

associations, students will be more likely to volunteer in the future. The results of Warburton and 

Smith (2003) illustrate that a poorly designed program may create aversion against volunteering. 

Well structured programs are more satisfactory to students (Meinhard, Foster, & Wright, 2006). 

The findings of previous studies on program characteristics can also be understood by 

giving proper attention to the role of volunteer satisfaction. Consider the impact of giving 

students responsibility in selection of tasks and organizations. Students dislike having no choice 

and simply being assigned a host organization or a number of tasks. This will diminish their 

service motivation and their satisfaction with the program as a whole. They will develop negative 

associations with service. Also the impact of interaction with needy beneficiaries may be 

understood from student satisfaction. If service provided few meaningful or challenging 

activities, it is unlikely to be satisfactory to students. While engagement in social service work 

rather than functionary work may require a larger effort, it is also likely to be more satisfactory. 

Similar arguments can be made for curriculum integration and reflection: they may promote 

civic-mindedness primarily by enhancing the satisfaction with service. 

The role of volunteer satisfaction has been noted earlier. McLellan and Youniss (2003) 

conjectured that “categories of required and voluntary do not in themselves convey the nature of 

service students might do with implications for the benefits they may derive from service”. 

Recently, Henderson et al. (p.858) concluded that “the quality of the service experience is likely a 

much more important determinant of young people’s attitudes toward volunteering than is the 

mandated or non-mandated nature of the experience”.  

While satisfaction may be a crucial variable for the success of service learning, 

surprisingly few studies have actually measured it. In one recent study among psychology 

students in Canadian tertiary education, Taylor & Pancer (2007) found that students who had “a 

more supportive and positive experience, were more likely to have continued work as volunteers 

two months after they had completed their course requirements”. 

 

A model of service learning impacts on civic-mindedness 

The discussion above leads to a set of hypotheses that are summarized in the form of a 

causal model. In the upper left part of the model, three program characteristics are located: 



 10 

contact with beneficiaries, reflection, and student responsibility.
3
 The hypotheses on these 

variables are:  

1. Contact with beneficiaries enhances satisfaction with the program, and 

ultimately enhances civic-mindedness.  

2. Reflection on service learning experiences enhances the satisfaction with the 

program, and thereby enhances civic-mindedness.  

3. Internal control enhances satisfaction with the program, and ultimately enhances 

civic-mindedness. 

The hypothesis on prior volunteering is that 

4. Prior volunteering experience enhances satisfaction with service learning and 

ultimately enhances civic-mindedness. 

Finally,  from the literature on intrinsic motivation it is hypothesized that  

5. Internal control increases satisfaction with programs particularly among 

students with prior experience in volunteering. 

 

Figure 1. Hypothesized causal model of service learning impacts on civic-mindedness 
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3
 In order not to make the model too complicated, other potentially relevant program characteristics are left out of the 

model. 
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The Dutch context 

Because the present study was conducted in the Netherlands, it may be that differences 

between the US and the Netherlands preclude an easy translation of findings from earlier studies 

in these countries to the Dutch context. One key difference between the Netherlands and the US 

is that the civic internships completed in Dutch secondary education are seldom guided by a 

normative discourse that is more commonly found in the US. The example of the program in 

‘school A’ in the study of McLellan, Youniss and Yates (2003) that was “designed to guide 

students into social service activities because these fit the curriculum goal of exemplifying 

religious principles through action on behalf of social justice” would be a possible but rare 

exception in the Netherlands. Most schools that require service do so in a less value-laden 

manner. Some schools, particularly at the level of lower vocational education (VMBO) view 

service learning as an extension of existing internships that students complete in preparation of 

their occupational career. This difference may imply that service learning by students in the 

Netherlands is less strongly related to social values and dispositions promoting civic engagement 

than service learning in the US. 

Another key difference between the US and the Netherlands is that the Netherlands is a 

rather secular country. In the present study, only 26% of students reported affiliation with 

organized religion, and 89% reported no church attendance at all (72.2%) or once per year 

(16.8%). Dutch youth lack exposure to religious traditions that encourage volunteering. This 

difference may imply that service learning provides a more extraordinary experience for students 

in the Netherlands than for US students, and may therefore have a stronger impact. 

 

Data collection 

Data for this study were collected among 2,491 students in 34 schools in secondary 

education, in two stages. The main data collection period was October-November 2007, when 

2,187 students in 28 schools participated). The questionnaire was tested in a pilot survey in May-

June 2007 among 304 students in 8 schools (two of which also participated in the main data 

collection). 

Schools participating in the study were selected from two lists of schools known to have 

service learning programs: a list of 11 schools that participated in a prior study on organizational 

issues in the introduction of service learning (Alblas, 2006) and a list of 266 schools that applied 
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for government grants to cover expenses for the introduction of service learning programs 

(SenterNovem, 2006). Two of the 11 schools from the earlier study also appeared on the list of 

266 schools that applied for a grant. From these lists, schools in the major cities Amsterdam, 

Rotterdam and the Hague were selected first in order to reach students from ethnic minority 

backgrounds which are disproportionally located in the cities. Additional schools were selected 

such that all regions of the country were covered. However, because a complete list of all schools 

offering service learning programs in secondary education in the country was not available at the 

time, it is impossible to assess how representative the sample is. 

Targeted schools first received a screening call to ensure that they actually had offered a 

service learning program to students in the past year. This was the case for 75 schools. Next, 

cooperation with the study was solicited with a request for participation of at least one but 

preferably two classes of students, one that had completed the service program and one that had 

not. 37 schools consented with participation (49.3%). At three schools fewer than 4 students 

completed the questionnaires; these observations were eliminated from the analyses below. At 

twelve schools, classes that had completed service were one grade above classes that had not 

completed service. At twelve other schools, classes that had completed service were in a different 

track than classes that had not completed service.  

For different practical reasons it was not possible to enlist participation from classes that 

had participated and classes that had not at five schools. At these schools only students 

participated from classes that had entered a service learning program. But also at these schools at 

least three of the students who completed the questionnaire did not complete the service learning 

program in the past year (e.g., due to reshuffling of students over classes, illness, geographic 

mobility, failure to meet requirements, etc.). Thus it was possible at every school that participated 

in the study to compare students who had completed the service learning program with students 

who had not. 

At all 34 schools except 2 (n=148 and n=153) the service learning program was 

mandatory. Because previous research suggests that whether service was mandatory or not does 

not make a difference these schools were retained in the analyses.
4
 

Schools participating in the study were asked first to have students complete the 

questionnaire online. Schools that did not have PC rooms large enough to let students participate 

                                                 
4
 Additional analyses to check this remain to be conducted. 
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or found it difficult to organize were offered a written questionnaire. 1,476 students participated 

online; 1,034 students completed a written questionnaire. 

 

Analysis plan 

Ideally, assignment to conditions in which students completed service versus a condition 

in which students did not would be random in order to establish causality in the effects of 

programs. Otherwise students predisposed to service will be more likely to select into and 

complete the program, and we would erroneously ascribe the effect of the pre-existing disposition 

to service to the program. In our case, selection of students into programs is not an issue because 

service was mandatory at all schools. Thus the variable ‘service completed’ also reflects a 

difference in tracks for twelve schools, and an age difference in the other twelve schools. To 

reduce the possibility that the estimated effect of service is merely an artefact of differences in 

tracks and age, dummy variables for tracks and age are included in the analyses below.
5
 In 

addition, students at some schools were more likely to have completed service than at other 

schools. To eliminate the likelihood of ascribing differences between students who have 

completed required service programs and students who have not, observations were grouped by 

schools and a regression model with fixed effects for schools was estimated. In this way, an 

estimate can be given of the average difference between students who have completed required 

service programs and students who have not within schools. 

Estimating the effect of program characteristics is more difficult. It is likely that schools 

tailor their program to student characteristics. For instance, lower vocational education schools 

may be less likely to give students full responsibility in selecting a host organization or a set of 

tasks. Obviously, choices of schools with respect to the nature of service learning programs are 

beyond our control. Unfortunately there is no adequate way of dealing with the endogeneity of 

program characteristics.6 The best option is to first estimate effects of student characteristics 

among those who have completed service on civic-mindedness, then add program characteristics 

                                                 
5
 A fortunate circumstance made it very unlikely that the estimated effect of service is due to age and track 

differences: the outcome variables did not have a systematic relationship with age or track among students who had 

not completed the programs. 
6
 A fixed effects regression model is not an option to solve this problem because students from the same schools will 

be rather likely to have completed the same programs. As a result, there is no or little variance between students from 

the same schools in program characteristics. Ideally, one would experiment with random assignments of schools to 

changes in programs over time. In a less ideal scenario, one would observe groups of students within the same 

schools before and after a school has changed its program. 
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and see whether effects of student characteristics have changed. This suggests that schools tailor 

their programs to their student population.
7
  

 

Measures 

 

Indicators of civic-mindedness 

Four types of indicators of civic-mindedness were measured in this study: generalized 

social trust, civic values, skills, and behaviours. Generalized social trust was measured with two 

statements, originally from Rosenberg (1956): “In general, most people can be trusted” and “You 

can’t be too careful in dealing with other people”. Usually, these sentences are presented to 

respondents as two extreme poles of one survey item. Using the two poles as separate items, the 

concept of trust is measured with a higher level of reliability. This strategy has been used 

successfully in earlier studies (Bekkers, 2006; 2007b). Response categories ranged from 1 

(completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). The second statement was reverse coded so that a 

higher score represents more trust. The correlation between the two items was .235, yielding a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .380.  

Civic values. As indicators of civic values, measures of postmaterialistic values, altruistic 

values, empathic concern, and perceived social norms to give and volunteer were measured. 

Reliabilities of these measures are displayed below in column 2 of table 1.  

The measure of postmaterialistic values included seven values in society (respect, causing 

no trouble, tolerance of different opinions, a worthy life in old age, good health care, saving 

nature, respecting human rights), that students evaluated on a scale from 1 (‘not important at all’) 

to 10 (‘extremely important’). The postmaterialistic values measure is the mean score on these 

items. 

Altruistic values were measured with a Dutch translation of three items on “benevolence” 

from Gordon’s (1976) Interpersonal Values scale (adapted from Lindeman 1995): “I find it 

important to share my possessions with others”; “I find it important to make an effort on behalf 

of others”; “I find it important to give help to the poor and those who need it”. Response 

                                                 
7
 However, this pattern of results may also indicate that some programs work better for students with specific 

characteristics. In this case, one would expect that there are significant interactions between student and program 

characteristics. Additional analyses to check this remain to be conducted. 
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categories ranged from  1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). The altruistic values 

variable is the mean score of these items.  

 

Table 1. Indicators of civic-mindedness 

 items alpha loading 

Generalized social trust 2 .380  

‘In general, most people can be trusted’   .786 

‘You can’t be too careful in dealing with other people’   .786 

Civic values    

Postmaterialistic values (value of respect, care, health, nature) 7 .927 .692 

Altruistic values (e.g., ’I find it important to help others’) 3 .660 .800 

Empathic concern (e.g., ‘I feel sorry for people in need’) 4 .729 .700 

Social norm to give and volunteer (‘Everyone should…’)  4 .713 .616 

Civic skills    

Communication skills (‘telling someone you like him/her’) 7 .726 .770 

Organizational skills (cooperation, organization) 5 .587 .747 

Self-esteem (‘I am satisfied with who I am’) 6 .847 .672 

Civic behaviors    

Involvement in charitable causes 3 .525  

Number of solicitations for charitable contributions (z)   .686 

Gave to charity last year (0-1)   .754 

Amount donated to charity last year (z)   .674 

Social support 2 .428  

Helping classmates with homework (z)   .759 

Friends ask for advice (z)   .780 

Involvement in politics 2 .489  

Political interest (z)   .806 

Intends to vote when 18 (0-1)   .814 

 

Empathic concern was measured with a Dutch version of four items from Davis (1994). 

Translated literally, the items are: “I often feel concern for people who are less fortunate”, “Often 

I don’t care about the troubles of others”, “Usually I am not concerned about the misfortune of 

others”, “I am often touched by the experiences of others”. 

Social norms to give and volunteer were measured with four statements: “In my social 

environment, volunteering is normal”, “Everyone should volunteer once in their lives”, “I find 
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that everyone should give to charities”, and “People in my social environment find it normal to 

give to charities”. 

Because the measures of civic values showed moderate to strong positive 

intercorrelations, they were combined into one civic values ‘superfactorscore’. The factor 

loadings of the four measures range from .616 to .800 (see column 3 of table 1).  

Civic skills. The civic skills superfactor score combined measures of communication skills 

(seven items measuring ease of engagement in communication with peers, e.g.: “In a group of 

boys or girls I often tell about things that have happened to me”; (Arrindell, 1984)), five items 

about organizational skills (‘how well are you at: cooperating with others, listening to others, 

telling people how they can improve things when they go wrong, work independently, organize 

things’), and self-esteem (six items from Rosenberg (1965)). 

Civic behaviors. Finally, factor scores for three types of civic behaviors were constructed 

based on a factor analysis of student’s responses to questions about involvement in charitable 

causes (‘how often have you been asked to donate money to charities in the past year?’, ‘did you 

give money to charities in the past year?’, and ‘how much did you donate to charities in the past 

year?’), social support behaviour (‘how often do friends come to you and talk about personal 

matters like being in love, problems at home, fights?’ and ‘how often do you help classmates 

with homework?’) and involvement in politics (‘Do you intend to vote in elections when you 

have become 18?’ and ‘my interest in politics is…’ (ranging from 1 - ‘very weak’ to 5 - ‘very 

strong’). Ordinal measures were z-standardized before the factor analysis. Eigen values for the 

three factors were 1.738, 1.205 and 1.127, respectively.  

 

Characteristics of service 

Service completed was a dummy variable coded 1 if students reported that they had 

completed service learning activities in the past academic year (2006-2007), and 0 otherwise.8 

41.5% had completed a service learning program last year. 

Satisfaction with service was measured with a single item asking ‘How do you look back 

on your service learning?’, with response categories ranging from 1 – ‘very negatively’ to 5 – 

                                                 
8
 Some students were confused about the difference between service learning and occupational internships. Both 

types of activities are generally called ‘stage’ in Dutch; service learning is called ‘maatschappelijke stage’ and 

occupational internships ‘beroepsstage’ or ‘winkelstage’ (for students in retail). Students who mentioned a for-profit 

organization as their host organization were not considered as students who completed service learning. 
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‘very positively’. In addition, satisfaction with aspects of service was measured with seven 

statements: ‘During my service…I did things I am not good at at all (1)…I am very good at (5)’, 

‘My service was…boring (1)…challenging (5)’, ‘During my service…I learned nothing (1)…I 

learned a lot (5)’, ‘During service I felt…not valued at all (1)…very valued (5)’, ‘My service fit 

my interests very well…disagree completely (1)…agree completely (5)’, ‘My service was 

pleasurable socially… disagree completely (1)…agree completely (5)’, ‘During service I did 

useful things… disagree completely (1)…agree completely (5)’. Satisfaction with aspects of 

service is the mean score on these seven items. Responses to the seven items all correlated 

positively with each other; Cronbach’s alpha for the seven items was .879. 

Internal control was measured with two questions on freedom of choice for students in 

where they completed their service requirement and what kind of tasks they had. Students were 

asked whether they ‘were free to decide what they did exactly during their service’, with three 

response categories: ‘I was free to decide what I wanted to do during my service’, ‘I could choose 

from a list of potential activities’, and ‘No, others decided that’. Next, students were asked 

whether they were free to choose a host organization, with three response categories: ‘No, there 

was no choice’, ‘I could choose from a list of potential organizations’, and ‘I was completely free 

to decide where I wanted to do my service’. 

Contact with beneficiaries was measured with questions on the type of tasks performed 

during service. Students who reported ‘helping others’, ‘keeping company’, ‘giving support’ and 

‘supervising activities’ were considered as having contact with beneficiaries. Other types of 

activities measured were organizational activities (organizing activities and advocacy). 

Functionary work (collecting money, maintenance work, DIY) served as the reference category. 

Reflection activities were measured with a single item asking whether students had 

attended lessons or a lesson about service learning at school. 

 

Control variables 

Measures of control variables gender, age, religious affiliation, frequency of church 

attendance and track level are straightforward.
9
 Ethnicity was coded 1 (minority group) if the 

                                                 
9
 The Dutch educational system forces children to make a decision for continued education into university after the 

age of 12
 
(eighth grade). Students may enter lower vocational education (VMBO) to gain early access to the labour 

market or enter general secondary education at different levels (in ascending order: HAVO, VWO, Athenaeum or 
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student or one of the parents was born outside the Netherlands. Prior volunteering is coded 1 if 

students reported that they were active as volunteers in an organization without pay. 

Unfortunately, the questionnaire of the pilot study did not include an explicit sentence saying that 

service learning activities were not to be considered as volunteering. Therefore, analyses below 

that include the volunteering variable exclude cases from the pilot study and have a lower number 

of observations. 

Less common control variables included in the present study are subjective health (‘How 

would you rate your health?’, ranging from 1 – ‘poor’ to 5 ‘excellent’ and a vocabulary test score 

modelled after the GSS WORDSUM variable (Alwin, 1991; Gesthuizen & Kraaykamp, 2002). 

Students were given four words and five potential synonyms for each. The number of correct 

synonyms is the score. 

 

Results 

Descriptive statistics 

To get a sense for the data, the first column of table 2 contains descriptive statistics of the 

socio-demographic characteristics of the sample. There are slightly more males than females. 

About one quarter of the sample is foreign born or has foreign born parents. Almost half of the 

sample is at lower vocational school.  

The second column shows the proportion of students for each dummy variable that has 

completed the program and the mean score of other variables among those who have completed 

the program. Females were somewhat more likely to have completed the service requirement 

than males. Students 17 years of age or older were more likely to have completed the program 

than younger students; students aged 15 were less likely to have completed the program than 

younger or older students. Protestant students were more likely to have completed the program 

than non-religious students.  

Students from minority groups were less likely to have completed service learning 

programs than native Dutch students. Students in lower vocational education were less likely to 

have completed service; students in middle secondary and higher secondary athenaeum tracks 

were more likely to have completed service. Students who completed the service programs 

                                                                                                                                                              
Gymnasium). Some participants in the survey were in a special program for students with learning or behavioural 

disorders (coded as ‘other track’). 



 19 

evaluated their health as slightly worse than students who had not completed the program. 

Students who completed the service programs had higher scores on the vocabulary test than those 

who had not completed the programs. A probit regression analysis including these characteristics 

revealed very similar results, except for the vocabulary test finding. The higher scores on the 

vocabulary test of students who had completed service were somewhat less pronounced when 

track variables were included in the analysis. 

 

Table 2. Characteristics of survey participants and students who completed service (n=2,491) 

 

in sample completed 

service Probit analysis 

Male 54.48 39.65 --- 

Female 45.52 *43.74 *.056 

Age 13 1.28 43.75 
†
.146 

Age 14 10.32 41.25 *-.108 

Age 15 30.71 **36.73 **-.139 

Age 16 24.65 40.75 **-.103 

Age 17 and over 8.51 **51.89 --- 

Age missing 24.53 †44.68 -.000 

No religion 73.99 43.67 --- 

Catholic 13.77 42.57 .013 

Protestant 7.99 **50.75 *.106 

Islam or other 4.26 33.96 -.045 

Church attendance (times per year) 4.36 4.72 .016 

Native Dutch 76.84 43.21 --- 

Ethnic minority 23.16 **35.88 **-.074 

Lower vocational (VMBO) 45.04 **35.12 --- 

Middle secondary (HAVO) 24.85 **51.70 **.151 

Higher secondary general (VWO) 15.62 44.47 *.065 

Higher secondary Atheneum  9.11 *48.46 **.124 

Higher secondary Gymnasium 1.69 47.62 .080 

Other track 0.06 **18.48 -.211 

Vocabulary Test (0-4) 2.57 **2.70 
†
.022 

Mean/Predicted probability  41.51 .411 

Observations    2491 
†
 significant at 10%; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%.  

--- = reference group. 
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Table 3 shows descriptive statistics of programs completed by students. First of all, 

general satisfaction with the program was rather high: the average score was slightly higher than 

8, on a scale from 2 to 10. Just 7% scored 4 or lower, 16.5% scored 6 and 76.4% scored 8, 9 or 

10. The average level of satisfaction with seven different aspects of the program was slightly 

lower, but still rather high. Positive attitudes ranged from slightly higher than 40% (for feeling 

useful) to slightly lower than 75% (for feeling valued). 

 

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for those who completed service (n=1,034) 

General satisfaction with program 8.09 

Satisfaction with seven aspects 7.41 

No choice in organizations 17.79 

Limited choice in organisations 21.86 

Full choice in organisations 60.35 

No choice in tasks 55.70 

Limited choice in tasks 17.99 

Full choice in tasks 26.31 

Reflection in class 55.51 

Service work 65.67 

Organizational work 18.37 

Other work 18.96 

Functionary work 25.92 

Health 26.30 

Worked with children 49.52 

Advocacy groups
 
 10.93 

Sports 22.05 

Other sectors 17.50 

Received certificate 26.31 

Intensity of service (hours per day)  5.69 

Duration of service (number of days) 7.50 

Hours missing 5.41 

Days missing 6.38 

Service during school hours 62.38 

Also served earlier 14.41 

Service alone 13.73 

Satisfaction with reflection in class 6.16 

Grade for service (0-10) 8.07 

Service not graded 57.35 

More hours than required (-2 to 2) 0.24 



 21 

A minority of students had no choice at all in where they completed the service (18%). 

Another relatively small group (21%) had some freedom of choice, and 60% had full freedom of 

choice in where they completed service. In contrast, 56% had no choice in the kind of work they 

did. 18% chose tasks from a list and 26% had full freedom of choice. Two thirds of the students 

did some form of service work. Only a quarter did functionary work; 18% did organization work 

and 19% completed other tasks (proportions add up to more than 100% because students could 

indicate more than one type of work). Almost half of the students worked with children, a quarter 

in health organizations, just over one fifth in sports clubs, eleven percent in advocacy groups and 

18% in other sectors (again proportions may add up to more than 100% because students could 

indicate more than one type of organization).  

In the middle and lower parts of table 3 you find average proportions for program 

characteristics that have not often been studied before. A quarter received a certificate from the 

host organization for completing the program. On average, students spent 7.5 days working in the 

program. However, there was a large variance in the number of days spent, with one fifth 

spending only one or two days, and ten percent spending three weeks or more. The intensity of 

the program also varies, with 22% spending less than two hours per day, and 16% spending more 

than eight hours. The average is 5.7 hours. A majority of students did service during school 

hours; 38% completed service in their own leisure time. 14% also served in earlier years. Most of 

the students served with fellow students; 20% with one other student, about 40% in a group of 

more than two, and 14% worked alone. 

The bottom part of table 3 contains statistics for characteristics that depend on the 

student’s effort during service. Satisfaction with reflection lessons on average was rather low 

(6.16); though the average grade for completing the program – if it was graded – was high (8.07). 

However, a majority did not receive a grade for the activities in the program. The final 

characteristic in table 2 is whether the student’s effort was more or less than required. Almost 

half (48%) said they spent exactly the number of hours required. A quarter reported that their 

efforts were more than required; 11% says that they spent ‘much more time’ than required. 13% 

admits having spent less time than required; 3% much less. 5% reports that there was no 

minimum number of hours required of them. 
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What determines students’ satisfaction with service learning? 

Table 4 reveals support for the hypothesis that students with prior volunteering experience 

found the service learning program more satisfying (model 1). Satisfaction among these students 

is 0.59 points higher than among those with no prior volunteering experience. The hypothesis that 

internal control is associated with higher satisfaction also receives support (model 2). Students 

with some or full freedom of choice for organizations and with full freedom of choice in tasks in 

their service program found the program more satisfying. The effects are sizeable: full choice in 

organizations increases satisfaction with 1.1 point; limited choice with 0.7 points. Choice in 

organizations is more strongly associated with satisfaction than choice in tasks. As hypothesized, 

reflection in class on service learning experiences is also associated with higher satisfaction, 

though the effect is modest (0.4 points).  

The finding in model 2 that students who were engaged in service work are more satisfied 

supports the hypothesis that contact with beneficiaries promotes satisfaction. Controlling for the 

type of activities, there are no differences between students who completed their service in 

different sectors. Students who worked in health organizations were just as satisfied as students 

who worked with children, in advocacy groups or sports clubs.  

Model 3 includes estimates of the relationship of satisfaction with service with some other 

program characteristics that are not often studied in previous research. None of these 

characteristics is significantly related to satisfaction. 

Model 4 tests the hypothesis that internal control is more important for the satisfaction of 

those with prior volunteering experience than for those without. The results do not indicate 

unequivocal support for the hypothesis. In contrast with the hypothesis, those with prior 

experience in volunteering were actually less satisfied with the program when they had full 

freedom of choice than when they had no choice at all. The result for limited freedom of choice is 

in the same direction but not significant. However, in line with the hypothesis, full freedom of 

choice in tasks during service was more strongly associated with satisfaction for those with prior 

volunteering experience than for those without. 

Model 5 reveals relationships of satisfaction with service learning with variables that 

depend on  the student’s effort. The model shows that students who were more satisfied with 

reflection in class were also more satisfied with service learning as a whole. Not surprisingly, 
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also students with a higher grade for their service learning were more satisfied. Those who did 

not receive a grade are less satisfied.  

 

Table 4. OLS regression analysis of satisfaction with service (n=738) 

 1 2 3 4 5 

Prior volunteering beyond program **.590 **.521 **.513 **1.240 **1.146 

Service work
 f
  **.913 **.948 **.946 **.830 

Organizational work
 f
  .251 .247 .230 .151 

Other work
 f
  *.655 *.671 *.669 *.644 

Worked with children
 g
  .169 .184 .170 .042 

Advocacy groups g  -.136 -.102 -.119 -.085 

Sports
 g
  .111 .107 .092 .088 

Limited choice in organisations e  **.722 **.719 **.981 **.939 

Full choice in organisations
 e
  **1.029 **1.073 **1.724 **1.414 

Limited choice in tasks
 e
  .053 .081 .172 .238 

Full choice in tasks
 e
  *.441 *.460 .052 .067 

Reflection in class  **.461 **.428 **.433 *.352 

Also served earlier   .200 .156 .223 

Service alone   -.113 -.122 .065 

Received certificate   -.119 -.130 -.198 

Intensity of service (hours per day)    .015 .014 -.009 

Duration of service (number of days)   -.007 -.006 -.016 

Hours missing   -.047 -.074 -.132 

Days missing   
†
-.968 -.930 -.898 

Service during school hours   .034 .021 -.073 

Prior volunteering * full choice orgs    **-1.267 **-1.121 

Prior volunteering * some choice orgs    -.587 -.618 

Prior volunteering * full choice tasks    *.708 .542 

Prior volunteering * some choice tasks    -.047 -.176 

Satisfaction with reflection in class     **.241 

Grade for service     **.191 

Service not graded     *-.347 

More hours than required     **.204 

Constant **6.305 **4.050 **4.028 **3.696 **4.400 
+ significant at 10%; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%.  

All models include controls for gender, age, religious affiliation, frequency of church attendance, minority status, 

track, subjective health, and the vocabulary test score. Results for these variables appear in the appendix, Table A. 
e
 Reference category: no choice. 

f
 Reference category: functionary work. 

g
 Reference category: health organization 
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This result is striking, because from the literature on intrinsic motivation one would 

expect that students whose service was graded would be less satisfied. Apparently, students 

dislike receiving no grade for their efforts. Finally, students who spent more hours than required 

are more satisfied with service learning as a whole. It should be kept in mind that the direction of 

causality may be reversed here (e.g., if students were more satisfied with their service they spent 

more than required as a result). 

 

Effects of service learning on civic-mindedness 

Table 5 shows the ‘gross effects’ of completing a service learning program on generalized 

trust, civic values, skills, social support, involvement in charitable causes and involvement in 

politics, not controlling for student characteristics. Students who completed their service learning 

requirement scored higher on each of the five measures of civic-mindedness than those who had 

not completed service. The smallest differences were found for skills and involvement in politics. 

In the fixed effects specification, the effect of completing service on civic skills is not even 

marginally significant. The largest differences were found for civic values and social support. 

However, these differences are not very large. Students who completed their service scored .17 

standard deviation above those who had not completed their requirement. 

 

Table 5. Gross effects of completing service learning program 

 trust values skills social 

support 

charitable 

causes 

politics 

Random effects .042 ***.154 
†
.071 **.130 *.102 

†
.080 

Fixed effects .038 ***.166 .066 ***.160 *.108 †.078 

 

Obviously, the results in table 5 need to be corrected for student characteristics, including 

prior volunteering. In addition, it is important to ascertain whether service learning enhances or 

diminishes pre-existing differences in civic-mindedness. Finally, it is important to check whether 

satisfaction with service is a crucial factor mediating the effect of completing a service learning 

program. Therefore, table 6 summarizes the results of a series of regression analyses of the 

outcome variables on having completed service, prior volunteering, an interaction of service and 
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prior volunteering, satisfaction with service learning, and control variables (full results appear 

below in appendix, table B).  

The most striking finding in this set of analyses is that satisfaction with service has 

positive relationships with all outcome variables except involvement in charitable causes. 

Students who were more satisfied with their service have developed a stronger civic-mindedness. 

Controlling for satisfaction, the difference between those who have completed a service learning 

program and those who have not is not significant. This implies that the differences observed 

earlier between those who have completed a service learning program and those who have not are 

due to those with positive experiences. It is because most students have positive experiences with 

service that service promotes civic-mindedness.  

 

Table 6. Net effects of completing service learning program and prior volunteering on civic-

mindedness indicators (n=1997) 

 

 trust values skills social 

support 

charitable 

causes 

politics 

Completed service .021 .098 .027 .094 -.048 .022 

Prior volunteering -.066 .085 .089 .111 .003 .046 

Completed * prior .082 .069 -.043
 

.002 *.282 .071 

Satisfaction with service 
†
.073 **.210 **.149

 
**.182 -.006 **.102 

 

Prior volunteering has positive relationships with all outcome variables except generalized 

social trust, though none of these relationships is significant. The analyses also reveal that 

involvement in charitable causes increases significantly among those who reported previous 

engagement in volunteering but not among those not previously engaged in volunteering. Similar 

positive relationships of completing service among those with prior volunteering experience - 

though not significant - are found for civic values, engagement in politics and generalized social 

trust.10 To some extent, completing service enhances pre-existing differences in civic-

mindedness. 

                                                 
10
 Analyses including an interaction between prior volunteering and satisfaction with service produced no significant 

interactions, and did not change the results in table 6. 
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What kind of service learning programs are most effective? 

Table 7 summarizes results of regression analyses of outcome variables on program 

characteristics (among those who completed service). For each variable, estimated effects of 

program characteristics are shown from models without satisfaction with the service program 

(first line) and from models including satisfaction with the service program (second line). 

Remember that program characteristics are assumed to affect civic-mindedness through 

satisfaction. If satisfaction mediates effects of program characteristics, the estimated effects of 

program characteristics in models including satisfaction should be weaker than in models without 

satisfaction included. First, results of models without satisfaction are discussed. 

In line with the hypothesis that contact with beneficiaries promotes civic-mindedness, 

service work is associated with a higher level of social support behaviour. However, service work 

is not associated with other civic-mindedness indicators. In contrast to the hypothesis, reflection 

in class is not associated with any of the civic-mindedness indicators. This finding suggests that 

current reflection activities are not effective and the quality of reflection needs to be improved. 

Also the hypothesis on internal control receives little support. Few of the variables measuring 

control have significant relationships with the outcome variables. In contrast to the hypothesis, 

students who had limited choice in tasks have weaker civic values than those who were simply 

assigned a set of tasks. However, the positive relationship of full choice in tasks with engagement 

in politics is in line with the hypothesis. Finally, the hypothesis on prior volunteering does 

receive considerable support. Students who volunteered beyond the program had stronger civic 

values, displayed more social support behaviour, were more strongly engaged in charitable 

causes and were more strongly engaged in politics than students who had not volunteered. 

The middle part of table 7 contains results for four program characteristics that have not 

often been studied in previous research: whether students served on their own or in a group, 

whether their service was graded, the duration of service (number of days) and the intensity of 

service (average number of hours per day).
11
  

 

                                                 
11
 Other program characteristics were also included in the analyses: whether students had completed service 

programs in earlier years, whether they received a certificate from the host organization, and whether service 

activities took place during school hours. Some of these program characteristics had relationships with civic-

mindedness indicators; see appendix tables C through H. 
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Table 7. Effects of program characteristics and satisfaction with the program on civic-

mindedness indicators (n=737-773) 

 

 trust values skills social 

support 

charities politics 

Service work -.037 

-.139 

.028 

-.149 

.092 

.089 

**.335 

*.243 

.182 

.157 

.163 

.141 

Reflection -.115 

-.070 

.016 

.021 

.072 

.036 

.066 

.097 

.089 

.066 

.009 

.007 

Some choice organizations .157 

.049 

.025 

-.108 

 .006 

-.026 

-.034 

-.032 

.150 

.160 

-.085 

-.075 

Full choice in organizations  .061 

-.004 

.069 

-.141 

.104 

.082 

.047 

.034 

-.070 

-.041 

-.139 
†-.196 

Some choice in tasks -.027 

-.050 

†
-.190 

*-.213 

.085 

.074 

.016 

.018 

.066 

.114 

.104 

.055 

Full choice in tasks -.011 

-.016 

-.089 

*-.195 

.019 

-.020 

.031 

-.051 

-.109 

-.104 

*.178 

.144 

Prior volunteering  .068 

.053 

**.243 

**.190 

.063 

.020 

*.162 
†
.115 

**.284 

**.258 

†
.119 

.081 

Served alone *-.299 

*-.354 

*-.230 

*-.230 

-.101 

-.055 

.143 

.163 

-.167 

-.110 

.092 

.160
 

Service not graded .104 
†
.153 

.105 
†
.136 

-.022 

.000 

†.138 
†
.148 

-.089 

-.029 

†.127 

*.166
 

Duration .001 

.002 

.000 

-.003 

-.008 

*-.011 

-.000 

-.005 

-.002 

-.003 

-.006 

*-.009 

Intensity -.000 

.007 

†
-.021 

**-.028 

-.000 

-.007 

.004 

-.002 

-.009 

-.009 

†
-.019 

*-.027 

Satisfaction  

**.140 

 

**.213 

 

*.093 

 

**.144 

 

-.051 

 

.063 

 

The results indicate that solitary service is associated with lower civic-mindedness: 

students who served in a group had significantly higher levels of generalized trust and civic 

values. Social support behaviour and engagement in politics have a positive relationship with 

solitary service, but these relationships are not significant.
12
  

                                                 
12
 The negative effects of solitary service are striking because solitary service was not strongly associated with 

satisfaction with service. This suggests that service in groups is more effective because of interpersonal processes 

that do not appear in higher satisfaction. 
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In line with theories on crowding out of intrinsic motivation, grading of service activities 

is counterproductive. Students whose service was not graded were more likely to provide social 

support to peers, and were more engaged in politics. In a moment we’ll return to these results.  

A higher intensity of service is associated with lower civic values scores and lower 

engagement in politics. Duration of service also tends to have negative relationships with civic-

mindedness, but without controlling for satisfaction these relationships are not significant.  

As hypothesized, satisfaction with service is a very important factor for the effectiveness 

of service learning programs. Satisfaction with service is positively associated with generalized 

social trust (though marginally significant), civic values, social support behaviour and 

engagement in politics, but not with civic skills and with engagement in charitable causes. 

The results also support the hypothesis that satisfaction mediates effects of program 

characteristics. Controlling for satisfaction with the program, most of the effects of program 

characteristics on civic-mindedness outcomes are reduced in size and/or no longer significant. 

Examples are the effect of service work on social support and the effects of prior volunteering.  

Interestingly, satisfaction also suppresses negative effects of several program 

characteristics. Figure 2 shows these suppression effects graphically. First of all this pattern is 

found for internal control. Controlling for satisfaction, those who had some or full choice in tasks 

actually have significantly lower civic values scores than those who had no choice at all. Phrased 

differently, no choice in fact promotes civic values, but this relationship was obscured by the 

lower satisfaction with service among those who had no choice.  

Second, satisfaction also suppresses negative effects of grading. Controlling for 

satisfaction, effects of receiving a grade for service activities became more negative. Students 

whose service was not graded were more trusting, had stronger civic values, were more likely to 

provide social support to peers, and were more engaged in politics. 

Third, satisfaction suppresses negative effects of duration and intensity. Students who 

served for a longer period of time had lower civic skills and were less involved in politics. 

Students who served more hours had lower civic values scores and were less involved in politics. 

This suggests that if service was more intense and took longer but was less satisfying it is 

counterproductive. 

Finally, additional analyses (available from the author) suggest that some types of 

programs are more effective for some students than for others because they are more satisfying 
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for them. Controlling for program characteristics and satisfaction with service, relationships of 

gender, age, ethnicity, and religious affiliation with civic-mindedness sometimes change 

substantially. For example, the higher scores of female students on social support and civic 

values are partly due to higher satisfaction with service activities. 

 

Figure 2. Revised causal model of service learning impacts on civic-mindedness 
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Conclusion 

In the present study, I sought to give an estimate of the effect of mandatory service 

learning programs in the Netherlands on civic-mindedness. The Netherlands is an interesting case 

because many schools are experimenting with service learning programs and because service 

activities are viewed in a less strong moral discourse. It turns out that mandatory service makes a 

modest but positive contribution to the development of civic values, social support, engagement 

in charities, and engagement in politics. Students who have completed a service learning program 

score higher on these indicators of civic-mindedness than students from the same schools who 

have not completed the program.  

In contrast to results from earlier studies in the US (Metz & Youniss, 2003; 2005), 

students with experiences in volunteering beyond the program were not less likely to benefit from 

service learning than students with no prior experiences in volunteering. Moreover, engagement 

in charities was higher among students who volunteered beyond the program than among 

students who did not. The effects of service on several other outcomes were also more positive 
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among those with prior volunteering experience, but they were not significant. Thus, it seems that 

present service learning programs in the Netherlands amplify pre-existing differences in civic-

mindedness.  

These results also speak against the hypothesis that intrinsic motivation for civic 

engagement among those with prior volunteering experience is undermined by mandatory service 

learning. However, crowding out of intrinsic motivation may occur in service learning programs 

in another way. Students whose service activities are graded were less civic-minded in a number 

of ways than students who did not receive a grade.  

Also in contrast with earlier findings from the US (Metz, McLellan, & Youniss, 2003), 

engagement in service work had limited effects on civic-mindedness. Students engaged in service 

work were more actively engaged in social support behaviour towards peers, but did not have 

higher scores on other indicators of civic-mindedness. A potential explanation of this finding is 

discussed below.  

Going beyond previous studies, I examined the role of satisfaction with service learning 

as a potential mediator and the role of program characteristics as moderators of service learning 

effects. Satisfaction with the program is a crucial factor enhancing the effectiveness of service 

learning. Students who have completed the program are more civic-minded primarily because 

their experiences with service were positive. 

 

Discussion  

An important source of satisfaction for students is responsibility in selection of a host 

organization and a set of activities. But freedom may be abused. Some students used their 

freedom to select organizations that they were already participating in. Some even described 

relatively effortless tasks that they would have done anyway such as babysitting nieces and 

nephews or playing card games with their grandparents. Indeed for some outcomes, freedom of 

choice had negative effects. For teachers, it is important to guide students to organizations and 

tasks that provide positive and meaningful experiences. 

A crucial issue of course is how long the effects of service will persist. In the present 

study, students reported on service learning activities in the past year. It may be that the effects 

observed in the present study are short-lived, and will disappear after one or two more years. In 

one US study, effects of service learning were limited to several years after service (Planty, 
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Bozick and Regnier, 2006). Future research needs to follow up students who have completed 

service learning programs for a longer period of time to address this issue. 

Another issue is whether the effects are truly causal effects of service learning. Though I 

think the basic design of comparing students who have completed service with students from the 

same school who have not is strong, it remains possible that the observed differences are merely 

reflecting the normal development of students in these schools. To address this possibility, 

longitudinal research is also necessary among students who have not completed the program. 

Future research also needs to address how students are allocated to organizations and 

tasks. In most cases, students had freedom to choose an organization but were assigned a set of 

tasks. It is unlikely that these allocations were random. Teachers may decide to assign students to 

a specific organization because they think that students are likely to learn something useful there. 

However, teachers may also decide to assign students to a specific organization where students 

can do no harm because they think that students are not likely to learn anything anyway. 

Obviously, students who were given responsibility to select an organization or a set of tasks do so 

based on their characteristics, introducing selection bias. How students select host organizations 

or tasks is uncharted territory. 

Other issues for future research are the influences of parents, teachers, and school 

characteristics; and consideration of other outcome variables such as school performance, 

dropout, occupational plans, antisocial and criminal behaviour, which are associated with service 

learning according to some studies in the US (Billig, Root, & Jesse, 2005). 

Finally, future research needs to pay more attention to the role of reflection. According to 

one recent review of previous studies (Meinhard & Brown, 2007), the quality of reflection is the 

most important factor for the effectiveness of service learning. However, in the present study no 

effects of reflection were found. To some extent, this result is likely the result of the inadequate 

measurement of reflection. The survey included only one question asking whether students had 

talked about service learning in lessons at school. In a qualitative study that was also part of the 

research project (Karr, 2008), strong support was found for the positive role of reflection. 

However, the study also showed that students as well as teachers often find it difficult to engage 

in systematic reflection activities. We need to know more about the quantity, kind and quality of 

reflection activities, and the timing of these activities. Reflection is most effective if it takes place 
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before, during as well as after service (Hatcher & Bringle, 1997; Eyler, 2002). More knowledge 

on the role of reflection will enable schools to make service learning programs more effective. 
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Appendix  

 

Table A. Satisfaction with service: estimates for control variables 

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Female 0.522** 0.621** 0.470** 0.456** 0.466** 0.454** 

Age 13 
a
 0.484 0.944 1.872** 1.862** 1.602* 1.127+ 

Age 14
 a
 -0.168 -0.169 0.549 0.558 0.416 0.440 

Age 15
 a
 0.195 0.330 0.440+ 0.453+ 0.395 0.486* 

Age 16
 a
 -0.047 0.015 0.032 0.034 -0.011 0.144 

Age missing -0.190 0.205 0.236 0.332 0.275 0.445 

Catholic
 b
 0.354+ 0.291 0.230 0.245 0.256 0.204 

Protestant
  b
 -0.067 -0.220 -0.407 -0.430 -0.506 -0.294 

Islam or other 
b
 0.841* 0.682 0.796+ 0.672 0.626 0.562 

Church attendance (times per year) -0.053 -0.058 -0.029 -0.019 0.005 -0.020 

Ethnic minority 
c
 -0.128 -0.032 0.078 0.102 0.060 -0.001 

Lower vocational (VMBO)
 d
 1.073+ 1.058+ 1.289* 1.197* 1.260* 1.200* 

Middle secondary (HAVO)
 d
 1.097+ 0.903 1.135* 1.087+ 1.149* 1.193* 

Higher secondary general (VWO)
 d
 1.089+ 0.951 1.192* 1.070+ 1.144* 1.168* 

Higher secondary Atheneum
 d
 1.073+ 0.706 0.903 0.905 0.983+ 1.007+ 

Other track
 d
 0.414 0.204 0.867 0.908 1.036 0.522 

Subjective health (1-5)  0.176* 0.200** 0.186* 0.192* 0.133+ 

Vocabulary test (0-4)  0.116 0.060 0.058 0.072 0.081 

Constant 6.728** 6.305** 4.050** 4.028** 3.696** 4.400** 

Observations 936 738 738 738 738 738 

Number of schools 34 28 28 28 28 28 
a
 Reference category: age 17 and over. 

b
 Reference category: No religion. 

c
 Reference category: native Dutch.  

d
 Reference category: higher secondary Gymnasium. 
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Table B. Civic-mindedness indicators: estimates for control variables 

 Trust Values Skills 

Social 

support  Charities Politics 

Completed service 0.021 0.098 0.027 0.094 -0.048 0.022 

Prior volunteering beyond program -0.066 0.085 0.089 0.111 0.003 0.046 

Completed * prior volunteering 0.082 0.069 -0.043 0.002 0.282* 0.071 

Satisfaction with service 0.073+ 0.210** 0.149** 0.182** -0.006 0.102** 

Female -0.007 0.507** -0.088* 0.691** 0.071 -0.183** 

Age 13 
a
 0.321 0.334+ 0.437* 0.015 -0.255 -0.244 

Age 14
 a
 0.174 -0.031 -0.082 0.005 -0.155 -0.299** 

Age 15
 a
 0.137 0.017 0.020 -0.046 -0.044 -0.124 

Age 16
 a
 0.185* -0.059 -0.019 -0.029 -0.058 -0.082 

Age missing 0.203* 0.013 -0.050 -0.036 -0.151 -0.211* 

Catholic
 b
 0.039 0.196** 0.099 0.179** 0.094 0.260** 

Protestant
  b
 0.183 0.274** 0.138 0.031 0.118 0.118 

Islam or other 
b
 0.280* 0.208+ 0.279* 0.120 0.253* 0.170 

Church attendance (times per year) -0.092** 0.020 -0.056* -0.047+ 0.036 0.051+ 

Ethnic minority 
c
 -0.163** 0.062 0.074 0.064 0.056 -0.054 

Lower vocational (VMBO)
 d
 -0.324 -0.396+ -0.432* -0.216 -0.644** -0.119 

Middle secondary (HAVO)
 d
 -0.125 -0.311 -0.173 -0.068 -0.439* 0.220 

Higher secondary general (VWO)
 d
 -0.044 -0.340+ -0.211 -0.054 -0.558** 0.106 

Higher secondary Atheneum
 d
 0.108 -0.335+ -0.156 -0.117 -0.442* 0.333+ 

Other track
 d
 0.097 -0.432 -0.128 -0.282 -0.430 0.017 

Subjective health (1-5) 0.016 0.025 0.140** 0.002 -0.006 -0.007 

Vocabulary test (0-4) -0.003 0.010 0.014 0.005 0.012 0.035 

Constant 0.035 -0.038 0.260 -0.292 0.498* 0.094 

Observations 1997 1997 1997 1997 1997 1997 

Number of schools 28 28 28 28 28 28 
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Table C. Generalized social trust: estimates for control variables and program characteristics 

among those who completed service 

 

Female -0.147+ -0.150+ -0.160+ -0.201* -0.199* 

Age 13 
a
 0.709* 0.722* 0.570+ 0.393 0.384 

Age 14
 a
 0.344+ 0.354+ 0.327 0.234 0.232 

Age 15
 a
 0.199 0.221 0.230+ 0.160 0.159 

Age 16
 a
 0.290* 0.314* 0.330* 0.292* 0.289* 

Age missing 0.337* 0.385* 0.355* 0.273+ 0.270+ 

Catholic
 b
 -0.082 -0.086 -0.076 -0.121 -0.123 

Protestant
  b
 0.076 0.087 0.061 0.049 0.055 

Islam or other 
b
 0.130 0.171 0.101 0.074 0.072 

Church attendance (times per year) -0.069 -0.081 -0.075 -0.067 -0.069 

Ethnic minority 
c
 -0.137 -0.162 -0.142 -0.180+ -0.180+ 

Lower vocational (VMBO)
 d
 -0.386 -0.285 -0.314 -0.404 -0.400 

Middle secondary (HAVO)
 d
 -0.297 -0.175 -0.195 -0.294 -0.290 

Higher secondary general (VWO)
 d
 -0.081 0.020 -0.010 -0.099 -0.098 

Higher secondary Atheneum
 d
 -0.224 -0.088 -0.090 -0.134 -0.131 

Other track
 d
 -0.052 0.111 0.136 0.087 0.084 

Subjective health (1-5) 0.034 0.023 0.012 0.012 0.013 

Vocabulary test (0-4) 0.032 0.019 0.029 0.020 0.018 

Prior volunteering beyond program 0.068 0.072 0.088 0.053 0.054 

Service work
 f
 -0.037 -0.031 -0.069 -0.139 -0.133 

Organizational work
 f
 -0.179 -0.171 -0.187+ -0.182 -0.181 

Other work
 f
 0.095 0.088 0.059 0.008 0.016 

Worked with children
 g
 0.058 0.075 0.085 0.105 0.104 

Advocacy groups
 g
 -0.017 -0.005 -0.007 -0.011 -0.012 

Sports
 g
 0.026 0.029 0.028 0.046 0.043 

Limited choice in organisations
 e
 0.157 0.174 0.139 0.049 0.055 

Full choice in organisations
 e
 0.061 0.099 0.105 -0.004 0.005 

Limited choice in tasks
 e
 -0.027 -0.059 -0.038 -0.050 -0.052 

Full choice in tasks
 e
 -0.011 -0.024 0.013 -0.016 -0.021 

Reflection in class -0.115 -0.071 -0.038 -0.070 -0.072 

Also served earlier  -0.110 -0.137 -0.163 -0.162 

Service alone  -0.299* -0.340* -0.354* -0.354* 

Received certificate  -0.140 -0.090 -0.077 -0.079 

Intensity of service (hours per day)   -0.000 0.005 0.007 0.007 

Duration of service (number of days)  0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002 

Hours missing  -0.128 -0.178 -0.120 -0.114 

Days missing  0.218 0.227 0.321 0.303 

Service during school hours  -0.103 -0.081 -0.016 -0.015 

Satisfaction with reflection in class   0.083** 0.063* 0.062* 

Grade for service   -0.051* -0.073** -0.073** 

Service not graded   0.104 0.153+ 0.155+ 

More hours than required   -0.023 -0.044+ -0.044+ 

Satisfaction with service    0.140** 0.116+ 

Prior volunteering * satisfaction     0.051 

Constant 0.144 0.102 0.042 0.316 0.302 

Observations 773 773 773 737 737 

Number of schools 28 28 28 28 28 
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Table D. Civic values: estimates for control variables and program characteristics among those 

who completed service 

 

Female 0.517** 0.520** 0.525** 0.480** 0.481** 

Age 13 
a
 0.907** 0.832** 0.521+ 0.250 0.246 

Age 14
 a
 0.247 0.189 0.111 -0.004 -0.005 

Age 15
 a
 0.003 -0.002 0.007 -0.082 -0.083 

Age 16
 a
 -0.195+ -0.194+ -0.150 -0.207+ -0.209+ 

Age missing 0.074 0.041 0.043 -0.053 -0.055 

Catholic
 b
 0.168+ 0.160 0.176+ 0.158 0.158 

Protestant
  b
 0.186 0.182 0.214 0.190 0.194 

Islam or other 
b
 0.285 0.343+ 0.314 0.302 0.300 

Church attendance (times per year) 0.012 0.012 0.005 0.002 0.002 

Ethnic minority 
c
 0.080 0.069 0.078 0.024 0.024 

Lower vocational (VMBO)
 d
 -0.273 -0.244 -0.264 -0.356 -0.354 

Middle secondary (HAVO)
 d
 -0.244 -0.220 -0.229 -0.336 -0.334 

Higher secondary general (VWO)
 d
 -0.128 -0.109 -0.122 -0.189 -0.189 

Higher secondary Atheneum
 d
 -0.319 -0.290 -0.282 -0.355 -0.354 

Other track
 d
 -0.344 -0.251 -0.348 -0.390 -0.392 

Subjective health (1-5) 0.081* 0.085* 0.080* 0.077* 0.078* 

Vocabulary test (0-4) 0.050 0.051 0.055 0.051 0.049 

Prior volunteering beyond program 0.243** 0.259** 0.228** 0.190** 0.190** 

Service work
 f
 0.028 0.009 -0.036 -0.149 -0.145 

Organizational work
 f
 -0.105 -0.083 -0.108 -0.106 -0.105 

Other work
 f
 0.057 0.025 -0.014 -0.098 -0.094 

Worked with children
 g
 0.085 0.088 0.060 0.084 0.083 

Advocacy groups
 g
 -0.161 -0.159 -0.178 -0.194+ -0.195+ 

Sports
 g
 0.068 0.067 0.067 0.085 0.083 

Limited choice in organisations
 e
 0.025 0.040 0.022 -0.108 -0.105 

Full choice in organisations
 e
 0.069 0.075 0.033 -0.141 -0.136 

Limited choice in tasks
 e
 -0.190+ -0.199* -0.201* -0.213* -0.214* 

Full choice in tasks
 e
 -0.089 -0.086 -0.099 -0.195* -0.198* 

Reflection in class 0.016 0.048 0.068 0.021 0.020 

Also served earlier  -0.035 -0.048 -0.105 -0.104 

Service alone  0.092 0.089 0.160 0.160 

Received certificate  -0.063 -0.054 -0.013 -0.014 

Intensity of service (hours per day)   -0.019+ -0.024* -0.027* -0.027* 

Duration of service (number of days)  -0.006 -0.010* -0.009+ -0.009+ 

Hours missing  0.082 -0.027 0.031 0.034 

Days missing  0.041 0.098 0.060 0.050 

Service during school hours  -0.070 -0.060 -0.018 -0.018 

Satisfaction with reflection in class   0.087** 0.057** 0.056* 

Grade for service   0.024 -0.003 -0.003 

Service not graded   0.127+ 0.166* 0.167* 

More hours than required   0.075** 0.054* 0.054* 

Satisfaction with service    0.213** 0.199** 

Prior volunteering * satisfaction     0.028 

Constant -0.183 -0.017 0.052 0.497 0.490 

Observations 773 773 773 737 737 

Number of schools 28 28 28 28 28 
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Table E. Civic skills: estimates for control variables and program characteristics among those 

who completed service 

 

Female -0.139+ -0.143+ -0.140+ -0.153+ -0.152+ 

Age 13 
a
 0.691* 0.623* 0.469 0.451 0.448 

Age 14
 a
 -0.032 -0.085 -0.107 -0.104 -0.105 

Age 15
 a
 -0.024 -0.060 -0.046 -0.066 -0.067 

Age 16
 a
 -0.095 -0.115 -0.082 -0.099 -0.100 

Age missing -0.376** -0.360** -0.332* -0.339* -0.340* 

Catholic
 b
 0.065 0.064 0.058 0.009 0.008 

Protestant
  b
 -0.010 -0.015 0.029 -0.017 -0.015 

Islam or other 
b
 0.160 0.144 0.133 0.110 0.109 

Church attendance (times per year) -0.020 -0.019 -0.024 -0.017 -0.018 

Ethnic minority 
c
 -0.011 0.001 -0.009 -0.034 -0.033 

Lower vocational (VMBO)
 d
 -0.099 -0.144 -0.152 -0.193 -0.191 

Middle secondary (HAVO)
 d
 0.096 0.066 0.074 0.007 0.009 

Higher secondary general (VWO)
 d
 -0.012 -0.075 -0.068 -0.100 -0.100 

Higher secondary Atheneum
 d
 0.047 0.042 0.050 0.016 0.017 

Other track
 d
 0.287 0.333 0.227 0.256 0.255 

Subjective health (1-5) 0.144** 0.132** 0.124** 0.138** 0.138** 

Vocabulary test (0-4) -0.055 -0.057 -0.056 -0.068 -0.069 

Prior volunteering beyond program 0.063 0.073 0.050 0.020 0.020 

Service work
 f
 0.092 0.110 0.082 0.089 0.091 

Organizational work
 f
 0.170+ 0.181+ 0.166+ 0.186+ 0.186+ 

Other work
 f
 0.180 0.190 0.178 0.167 0.170 

Worked with children
 g
 0.072 0.080 0.053 0.073 0.072 

Advocacy groups
 g
 -0.023 -0.018 -0.021 0.070 0.070 

Sports
 g
 0.109 0.122 0.125 0.132 0.131 

Limited choice in organisations
 e
 0.006 -0.005 -0.018 -0.026 -0.024 

Full choice in organisations
 e
 0.104 0.130 0.079 0.082 0.085 

Limited choice in tasks
 e
 0.085 0.096 0.092 0.074 0.073 

Full choice in tasks
 e
 0.019 0.047 0.024 -0.020 -0.021 

Reflection in class 0.072 0.050 0.041 0.036 0.035 

Also served earlier  -0.012 -0.006 -0.014 -0.014 

Service alone  -0.101 -0.072 -0.055 -0.055 

Received certificate  -0.037 -0.049 -0.034 -0.035 

Intensity of service (hours per day)   -0.000 -0.006 -0.007 -0.007 

Duration of service (number of days)  -0.008 -0.010* -0.011* -0.011* 

Hours missing  0.234 0.195 -0.035 -0.033 

Days missing  -0.331 -0.309 -0.444 -0.451 

Service during school hours  0.036 0.023 0.011 0.011 

Satisfaction with reflection in class   0.051* 0.034 0.034 

Grade for service   0.042* 0.033 0.033 

Service not graded   -0.022 0.000 0.001 

More hours than required   0.060** 0.049* 0.049* 

Satisfaction with service    0.093* 0.084 

Prior volunteering * satisfaction     0.019 

Constant -0.130 -0.052 0.078 0.174 0.169 

Observations 773 773 773 737 737 

Number of schools 28 28 28 28 28 
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Table F. Social support behavior: estimates for control variables and program characteristics 

among those who completed service 

 

Female 0.556** 0.549** 0.559** 0.523** 0.524** 

Age 13 
a
 0.099 0.120 -0.084 -0.202 -0.205 

Age 14
 a
 0.023 0.058 -0.008 -0.042 -0.042 

Age 15
 a
 -0.165 -0.098 -0.098 -0.156 -0.157 

Age 16
 a
 -0.159 -0.111 -0.085 -0.130 -0.131 

Age missing -0.023 0.052 0.056 0.021 0.020 

Catholic
 b
 0.084 0.093 0.109 0.060 0.059 

Protestant
  b
 -0.284+ -0.272+ -0.244 -0.267+ -0.265 

Islam or other 
b
 -0.191 -0.138 -0.133 -0.147 -0.148 

Church attendance (times per year) 0.007 -0.001 -0.010 -0.014 -0.015 

Ethnic minority 
c
 0.070 0.053 0.058 0.016 0.016 

Lower vocational (VMBO)
 d
 -0.017 0.066 0.061 0.043 0.044 

Middle secondary (HAVO)
 d
 -0.036 0.040 0.036 -0.009 -0.008 

Higher secondary general (VWO)
 d
 -0.159 -0.110 -0.115 -0.124 -0.123 

Higher secondary Atheneum
 d
 0.033 0.120 0.124 0.070 0.071 

Other track
 d
 0.019 0.050 -0.021 0.023 0.022 

Subjective health (1-5) -0.011 -0.026 -0.024 -0.028 -0.027 

Vocabulary test (0-4) -0.009 -0.023 -0.023 -0.022 -0.023 

Prior volunteering beyond program 0.162* 0.159* 0.127+ 0.115+ 0.115+ 

Service work
 f
 0.335** 0.328** 0.308** 0.243* 0.245* 

Organizational work
 f
 0.220* 0.228* 0.214* 0.247* 0.247* 

Other work
 f
 0.432** 0.413** 0.389** 0.302* 0.305* 

Worked with children
 g
 0.208** 0.217** 0.192** 0.222** 0.221** 

Advocacy groups
 g
 -0.059 -0.019 -0.038 -0.058 -0.058 

Sports
 g
 0.089 0.070 0.070 0.082 0.081 

Limited choice in organisations
 e
 -0.034 0.024 0.027 -0.032 -0.030 

Full choice in organisations
 e
 0.047 0.123 0.097 0.034 0.037 

Limited choice in tasks
 e
 0.016 0.010 0.000 0.018 0.017 

Full choice in tasks
 e
 0.031 0.022 0.000 -0.051 -0.053 

Reflection in class 0.066 0.112 0.122+ 0.097 0.097 

Also served earlier  0.141 0.137 0.090 0.091 

Service alone  -0.230* -0.229* -0.230* -0.230* 

Received certificate  -0.072 -0.082 -0.031 -0.032 

Intensity of service (hours per day)   -0.021+ -0.026* -0.028** -0.028** 

Duration of service (number of days)  0.000 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 

Hours missing  0.285 0.206 0.130 0.132 

Days missing  -0.102 -0.054 -0.264 -0.270 

Service during school hours  -0.113 -0.105 -0.100 -0.100 

Satisfaction with reflection in class   0.035 0.009 0.009 

Grade for service   0.033+ 0.017 0.017 

Service not graded   0.105 0.136+ 0.137+ 

More hours than required   0.065** 0.047* 0.047* 

Satisfaction with service    0.144** 0.136** 

Prior volunteering * satisfaction     0.017 

Constant -0.688* -0.679* -0.635* -0.408 -0.413 

Observations 773 773 773 737 737 

Number of schools 28 28 28 28 28 
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Table G. Involvement in charitable causes: estimates for control variables and program 

characteristics among those who completed service 
 

Female 0.016 0.004 -0.000 0.045 0.044 

Age 13 
a
 0.065 -0.011 -0.073 -0.058 -0.055 

Age 14
 a
 0.463* 0.414* 0.431* 0.415* 0.415* 

Age 15
 a
 0.117 0.127 0.147 0.168 0.169 

Age 16
 a
 0.103 0.115 0.139 0.154 0.155 

Age missing -0.159 -0.092 -0.063 -0.119 -0.118 

Catholic
 b
 0.043 0.049 0.031 0.104 0.105 

Protestant
  b
 0.139 0.140 0.171 0.228 0.226 

Islam or other 
b
 0.427+ 0.405+ 0.377 0.364 0.365 

Church attendance (times per year) 0.041 0.041 0.042 0.047 0.048 

Ethnic minority 
c
 -0.052 -0.046 -0.060 0.022 0.022 

Lower vocational (VMBO)
 d
 -0.724* -0.695* -0.705* -0.651* -0.652* 

Middle secondary (HAVO)
 d
 -0.558+ -0.507+ -0.497+ -0.463 -0.464 

Higher secondary general (VWO)
 d
 -0.693* -0.678* -0.671* -0.722* -0.723* 

Higher secondary Atheneum
 d
 -0.620* -0.549+ -0.543+ -0.494 -0.495 

Other track
 d
 -0.696 -0.606 -0.683 -0.679 -0.678 

Subjective health (1-5) 0.047 0.029 0.015 0.023 0.023 

Vocabulary test (0-4) -0.085+ -0.098* -0.095* -0.096* -0.095* 

Prior volunteering beyond program 0.284** 0.284** 0.281** 0.258** 0.258** 

Service work
 f
 0.182 0.191 0.166 0.157 0.156 

Organizational work
 f
 0.129 0.132 0.121 0.052 0.052 

Other work
 f
 0.078 0.095 0.094 0.074 0.072 

Worked with children
 g
 -0.059 -0.044 -0.059 -0.075 -0.075 

Advocacy groups
 g
 0.078 0.093 0.103 0.078 0.079 

Sports
 g
 -0.143 -0.131 -0.128 -0.164+ -0.163+ 

Limited choice in organisations
 e
 0.150 0.134 0.111 0.160 0.158 

Full choice in organisations
 e
 -0.070 -0.058 -0.101 -0.041 -0.044 

Limited choice in tasks
 e
 0.069 0.066 0.071 0.098 0.099 

Full choice in tasks
 e
 -0.109 -0.111 -0.118 -0.104 -0.103 

Reflection in class 0.089 0.074 0.059 0.066 0.067 

Also served earlier  0.023 0.030 0.063 0.062 

Service alone  -0.167 -0.137 -0.110 -0.111 

Received certificate  -0.103 -0.105 -0.168+ -0.168+ 

Intensity of service (hours per day)   -0.009 -0.011 -0.009 -0.009 

Duration of service (number of days)  -0.002 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 

Hours missing  -0.270 -0.267 -0.098 -0.099 

Days missing  -0.052 -0.060 -0.051 -0.046 

Service during school hours  0.004 -0.016 -0.031 -0.031 

Satisfaction with reflection in class   0.050* 0.051* 0.051* 

Grade for service   0.023 0.040+ 0.040+ 

Service not graded   -0.089 -0.029 -0.029 

More hours than required   0.022 0.036 0.036 

Satisfaction with service    -0.051 -0.044 

Prior volunteering * satisfaction     -0.015 

Constant 0.352 0.407 0.529 0.413 0.417 

Observations 773 773 773 737 737 

Number of schools 28 28 28 28 28 
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Table H. Involvement in politics: estimates for control variables and program characteristics 

among those who completed service 

Female -0.226** -0.217** -0.204** -0.208** -0.208** 

Age 13 
a
 -0.202 -0.169 -0.394 -0.454 -0.452 

Age 14
 a
 -0.375* -0.354+ -0.433* -0.469* -0.469* 

Age 15
 a
 -0.303* -0.309* -0.298* -0.331** -0.331** 

Age 16
 a
 -0.130 -0.136 -0.103 -0.117 -0.116 

Age missing -0.202 -0.260+ -0.256+ -0.275* -0.274+ 

Catholic
 b
 0.331** 0.322** 0.336** 0.314** 0.314** 

Protestant
  b
 0.187 0.185 0.207 0.214 0.213 

Islam or other 
b
 0.173 0.191 0.184 0.200 0.201 

Church attendance (times per year) 0.053 0.054 0.045 0.043 0.043 

Ethnic minority 
c
 -0.229* -0.235** -0.231* -0.252** -0.252** 

Lower vocational (VMBO)
 d
 -0.003 -0.008 -0.016 -0.076 -0.077 

Middle secondary (HAVO)
 d
 0.228 0.207 0.202 0.157 0.156 

Higher secondary general (VWO)
 d
 0.104 0.106 0.086 0.043 0.043 

Higher secondary Atheneum
 d
 0.369 0.337 0.324 0.330 0.329 

Other track
 d
 0.007 -0.030 -0.107 -0.089 -0.089 

Subjective health (1-5) -0.025 -0.010 -0.014 -0.002 -0.002 

Vocabulary test (0-4) 0.074+ 0.082* 0.084* 0.076+ 0.076+ 

Prior volunteering beyond program 0.119+ 0.122+ 0.090 0.081 0.081 

Service work
 f
 0.163 0.147 0.128 0.141 0.140 

Organizational work
 f
 0.008 0.012 -0.005 0.032 0.032 

Other work
 f
 -0.036 -0.049 -0.071 -0.049 -0.051 

Worked with children
 g
 -0.065 -0.073 -0.102 -0.098 -0.098 

Advocacy groups
 g
 -0.110 -0.129 -0.149 -0.077 -0.077 

Sports
 g
 0.034 0.026 0.031 0.073 0.074 

Limited choice in organisations
 e
 -0.085 -0.081 -0.075 -0.075 -0.076 

Full choice in organisations
 e
 -0.139 -0.166 -0.190+ -0.196+ -0.199+ 

Limited choice in tasks
 e
 0.104 0.092 0.081 0.055 0.055 

Full choice in tasks
 e
 0.178* 0.173* 0.165+ 0.144 0.145 

Reflection in class 0.009 0.031 0.042 0.007 0.007 

Also served earlier  -0.027 -0.030 -0.034 -0.035 

Service alone  0.143 0.134 0.163 0.162 

Received certificate  0.053 0.034 0.016 0.017 

Intensity of service (hours per day)   0.004 0.001 -0.002 -0.002 

Duration of service (number of days)  -0.000 -0.003 -0.005 -0.005 

Hours missing  -0.087 -0.166 -0.306 -0.308 

Days missing  0.247 0.278 0.192 0.196 

Service during school hours  -0.073 -0.062 -0.040 -0.040 

Satisfaction with reflection in class   0.055* 0.048* 0.048* 

Grade for service   0.054** 0.054* 0.054* 

Service not graded   0.138+ 0.148+ 0.147+ 

More hours than required   0.039+ 0.034 0.034 

Satisfaction with service    0.063 0.069 

Prior volunteering * satisfaction     -0.013 

Constant 0.119 0.157 0.179 0.264 0.267 

Observations 773 773 773 737 737 

Number of schools 28 28 28 28 28 

 


