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3

1.1
P R A C T I C A L  W I S D O M  F O R 
C O N D U C T I N G  R E S E A R C H

An Introduction
Robert G. Bringle, Julie A. Hatcher, and Thomas W. Hahn

Over the past three decades, an increasing number of colleges and 
universities, both domestically and abroad, have explicitly embraced 
service learning and community engagement (SLCE) as means to 

enact the public purposes of higher education (Campus Compact, 2016). 
The field of SLCE is flourishing, and more scholars across a range of disci-
plines are conducting research on SLCE than ever before. The time is right 
to capture its living history to both highlight accomplishments to date and 
advance research on SLCE in the years ahead. 

There are many indicators that collectively provide solid evidence for 
the growth and strength of SLCE in higher education. There is a flourishing 
network of national organizations (e.g., Association of American Colleges 
& Universities, Campus Compact, Imagining America) as well as interna-
tional membership organizations (e.g., Campus Engage Ireland, Centro 
Latinoamericano de Aprendizaje y Servicio Solidario, Ma’an Arab University 
Alliance for Civic Engagement, Service-Learning Asia Network, Talloires 
Network) dedicated to deepening and improving practice in SLCE (Hoyte 
& Rowe, 2017). Additionally, the Council of Europe (2017) has recently 
endorsed service learning as a key educational strategy to support the devel-
opment of competencies for democratic culture. 

Another important proxy for the vitality of SLCE in higher educa-
tion is the Elective Carnegie Classification for Community Engagement 
(Saltmarsh & Johnson, 2017), a framework used to assess and deepen prac-
tice across time. Initiated in 2006, this elective classification process is now 
managed through the Swearer Center at Brown University. Currently, a total 
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4  framing the conversation

of 361 American colleges and universities have gained this distinction as a  
community-engaged campus through evidence-based documentation of 
foundational indicators, curricular engagement, and partnerships. A new 
pilot, the International Carnegie Community Engagement Classification, 
is now welcoming international institutions to explore how this framework 
might best be adapted in various cultural contexts. 

The International Association for Research on Service-Learning and 
Community Engagement (IARSLCE) has assumed a prominent role in 
advancing research on service learning. Since 2002, IARSLCE has sponsored 
18 annual research conferences, including conferences in Canada and Ireland, 
and cosponsored regional conferences in international locations. Conference 
program sessions document progress in both the quantity and quality of 
research on service learning. There has been a clear shift from presentations 
that are predominantly programmatic accounts and descriptive program 
evaluations of service learning courses to more prevalent examples of research 
that is higher quality and contributes to a knowledge base that can guide 
practice. Furthermore, more researchers across a range of disciplines attend 
IARSLCE conferences and are developing programs of research on SLCE as 
their primary area of scholarship. 

Research on service learning is also prevalent in higher education to the 
extent that several meta-analyses have examined the relationship of service 
learning and multiple student outcomes. For example, Bowman’s (2011) meta-
analysis of undergraduate college diversity experiences and their relation-
ship to civic engagement found that diversity experiences (e.g., face-to-face 
interactions with diverse groups) were related to changes in civic attitudes, 
behavioral intentions, and behaviors. Conway, Amel, and Gerwien’s (2009) 
meta-analysis of studies with pretest-posttest design with community ser-
vice reported positive changes for academic outcomes, personal outcomes, 
citizenship outcomes, and social outcomes. Celio, Durlak, and Dynmicki’s 
(2011) meta-analysis of 62 studies involving 11,837 students at the elemen-
tary, secondary, or postsecondary level found that service learning students 
showed significant gains in five outcome areas: attitudes toward self, attitudes 
toward school and learning, civic engagement, social skills, and academic 
performance. Yorio and Ye’s (2012) meta-analysis supported the hypotheses 
that service learning has a positive association with understanding of social 
issues, personal insight, and cognitive development. Novak, Markey, and 
Allen (2007) found service learning was associated with an improvement in 
learning estimated to be greater than 50%. Finally, Warren’s (2012) review of 
11 research studies examining the relationship between service learning and 
student learning outcomes suggested that, regardless of the way learning was  
measured, service learning was associated with positive student learning 
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practical wisdom for conducting research  5

outcomes. Collectively, these studies represent the robust nature of research 
on service learning and support other forms of evidence for the association 
between service learning and learning.

IUPUI Series on Service Learning Research

This book series was conceived when the Center for Service and Learning 
at Indiana University–Purdue University Indianapolis (IUPUI) applied 
to become and was designated as a campus Signature Center to advance 
research. As with previous volumes in the IUPUI Series on Service Learning 
Research (Bringle, Hatcher, & Jones, 2011; Clayton, Bringle, & Hatcher, 
2013a, 2013b; Hatcher, Bringle, & Hahn, 2017), the purpose of this volume 
is to share information that will enhance the breadth, depth, and quality of 
research on service learning. There have been several explicit and tacit fac-
tors that have shaped all volumes in the IUPUI series, including this one. 
The first and most important factor is the definition of service learning. As 
we have noted in previous volumes, there are variations in definitions, and 
they continue to evolve over time and context. For the purposes of the series, 
service learning is defined as

a course-based, credit-bearing educational experience in which students 
(a) participate in mutually identified and organized service activities that 
benefit the community, and (b) reflect on the service activity in such a way 
as to gain further understanding of course content, a broader apprecia-
tion of the discipline, and an enhanced sense of personal values and civic 
responsibility. (Bringle & Clayton, 2012, pp. 114–115; adapted from Bringle 
& Hatcher, 1996)

Although this definition places service learning within the formal cur-
riculum, we acknowledge that there are definitions of service learning that 
include both curricular and cocurricular programs (e.g., Jacoby, 2015) that 
can focus on civic learning, include reflection, and engage students and 
faculty in reciprocal partnerships with community constituencies. Research 
indicates that these cocurricular programs can provide meaningful opportu-
nities for understanding the development of civic learning (Richard, Keen, 
Hatcher, & Pease, 2016). Nevertheless, we emphasize the formal curricular 
nature of service learning, and contributors in this volume were invited to 
describe their research on service learning and other means of community 
engagement.

The second factor is our awareness that research on service learning out-
comes must now be more attentive to the quality of course design. There 
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6  framing the conversation

is great variation, on our own campus and within the field at large, in the 
fidelity to the definition when service learning courses are designed, imple-
mented, assessed, and improved. This is an important issue for deepening the 
learning experiences for all participants, as well as when conducting research 
on service learning. Too many research studies consider participation in ser-
vice learning as simply a dichotomous variable (i.e., participation versus non-
participation), rather than exploring how and to what extent various aspects 
of course design are related to targeted outcomes. 

Articulating and capturing the nature of service learning courses remains 
a seriously underdeveloped aspect of research to date. There are two new 
tools that can assist researchers in this regard. The IUPUI Service Learning 
Taxonomy (Hahn, Hatcher, Price, & Studer, 2017) delineates six attributes of 
service learning courses (i.e., assessment, civic competencies, critical reflection, 
community activities, diversity of interactions, and reciprocal partnerships) 
and can serve as a framework for evaluating alignment with each attribute. 
These attributes were identified through research to date on student outcomes 
for service learning (e.g., Conway et al., 2009; Jacoby, 2015), and they pro-
vide a basis for assessing course quality. In a similar way, through grant sup-
port from the U.S. Department of Education’s Fund for the Improvement of 
Postsecondary Education “First in the World” program, Furco and Matthews 
(2018) developed the Service-Learning Quality Assessment Tool (SLQAT). 
Currently in the pilot phase, SLQAT will be the first standardized, validated 
instrument to measure the quality of service learning courses in higher edu-
cation. Collectively, this work supports a more fine-grained analysis of how 
variations in particular course attributes may be related to mediating variables 
and variations in student learning (e.g., academic, civic, personal) and other 
stakeholder outcomes.

Third, in this series we view service learning as an integral activity in 
the broader agenda of civic engagement in higher education (Peters, 2010). 
Service learning involves the curriculum, faculty, students, staff, and com-
munity partners in what can be an excellent model for contributing to 
scholarly learning and the broader public purposes of the academy (Bringle, 
Games, & Malloy, 1999). Service learning and a range of effective teach-
ing strategies have immediate and long-term outcomes for preparing stu-
dents for engaged lives as civic-minded professionals (Hatcher, 2008). Thus, 
we assert that research on service learning is a means toward improving all 
instruction in ways that advance the democratic purposes of higher educa-
tion. The contributors of chapters in this volume have articulated how they 
view their research on SLCE as having broader purposes that matter to 
them personally as well as professionally. They illustrated how research can 
be conducted for different reasons, both for self-interested curiosity and for 
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practical wisdom for conducting research  7

the public good. They also demonstrated how the “why” and “to what end” 
of their research can evolve as a program of research develops and matures 
across time.

Fourth, we acknowledge that research is a somewhat contested term that 
is used in a variety of ways across the disciplines. Contributors to this vol-
ume represent a range of disciplines and fields including education, history, 
organizational leadership, political science, philanthropic studies, psychol-
ogy, and public health. Their approach to research is diverse. We consider 
research to be a specific type of scholarship. This volume reflects our prior 
views on quantitative and qualitative research that refer to rigorous inquiry 
that is based on, evaluates, and informs theory (Bringle, 2003; Bringle & 
Hatcher, 2000; Bringle, Hatcher, & Williams, 2011; Patton, 2012). We place 
research at the intersection of theory, research design (quantitative and quali-
tative), measurement, and practice (see Figure 1.1.1) because we think the best 
research has relationships to each of these domains.

Central to this view is the aspiration that good, rigorous, well-designed, 
and well-executed research will contribute to answering “why” questions 
that have generalizable implications that contribute to a knowledge base 
that informs both future research and improved practice (Patton, 2012). 

Theory 

DesignResearchMeasurement

Practice

Figure 1.1.1. Research situated within the context of theory, measurement, design, 
and practice.
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8  framing the conversation

This is in contrast to some empirical studies in the field that have presented 
descriptive, atheoretical, parochial program evaluations with limited gener-
alizability as well as using assessments and measures that are not grounded 
in theory and lack psychometric evidence. In previous volumes in the series, 
contributors have been intentionally asked to identify cognate theories that 
can provide a basis for generating future research. Many contributors in this 
volume have done the same. Similarly, we expect that theory-based, high-
quality research (both quantitative and qualitative) will contribute to practice 
by elucidating choices made in service learning course design, identifying 
moderator variables (e.g., attributes that are brought to the service learning 
course experience) that are associated with different outcomes, developing an 
understanding for how intervening variables result in particular outcomes, 
and thus better documenting the breadth and depth of outcomes that are the 
strengths of service learning.

This Volume: Narratives to Improve Quality of Research

Just as service learning is built on and incorporates the strengths of praxis, 
the research process is an experiential journey that contributes to learning 
and deeper understanding through experience. Conducting research, then, 
is a type of experiential learning, and these chapters are intended to convey 
some of the lessons learned. Research also represents a form of reflection, 
particularly when it meets the five qualities of good reflection: links activities 
to learning, is structured, occurs regularly, provides a basis for feedback, and 
allows for exploration of values (Bringle & Hatcher, 1999; Hatcher & Bringle, 
1997). Contributors to this volume have distinguished careers conducting 
research, and they document well the ways in which research as a reflective 
activity has contributed to their professional development, scholarly identity, 
and new lines of inquiry. Their examples provide retrospective snapshots of 
programs of research as well as commentary about isolated research projects, 
including identifying ways to improve the study if replicated or extended. 
The corpuses of research and scholarship are exemplary and extensive.

Through self-reflections by recognized contributors to SLCE research, 
chapter contributors were asked to address the dual themes of “How did 
we get here?” and “Where are we going?” as scholars and collectively as a 
field. They were given the opportunity to reflect on and share their per-
sonal experiences as scholars, the key questions and research agenda that 
they have pursued, and their contributions to building the SLCE field. 
The narratives are intended to both capture the pathways and support the 
journey of others toward higher quality research. Specifically, the goal was 
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practical wisdom for conducting research  9

for contributors to identify key choices they made in terms of inquiry and 
methodology, describe both successes and challenges in establishing and 
navigating a SLCE research agenda across one’s career, and share lessons 
learned from their research journey to advance the field both domestically 
and abroad.

A number of books have used narratives to explore the experiences 
of community-engaged scholars. In recent years, Democracy and Higher 
Education: Traditions and Stories of Civic Engagement by Peters (2010) and 
Next-Generation Engagement and the Future of Higher Education: Publicly 
Engaged Scholars edited by Post, Ward, Longo and Saltmarsh (2016) elevated 
the role of scholarly identity and generational differences that may exist in 
terms of how scholars enact their vision for community engagement. This 
volume is similar to the theme of sharing wisdom that is described in Service-
Learning: A Movement’s Pioneers Reflect on Its Origins, Practice, and Future by 
Stanton, Giles, and Cruz (1999) and Where’s the Wisdom in Service-Learning 
by Schumer (2017). However, this volume is distinct in that it has a specific 
emphasis on wisdom associated with conducting research and establishing a 
research agenda focused on SLCE. Contributors were asked to offer practical 
wisdom for varied audiences to improve research on this high-impact teach-
ing practice in higher education (Kuh, 2008).

Even though the contributors in this volume are exemplars, their narra-
tives also illustrate a humility about their work, its importance, its quality, 
and how it could be improved. There is a sense of appreciation that they 
have been a part of a new field of study in which scholars are eager to col-
laborate and share information. They also demonstrate how isolated research 
projects can grow into a program of research. The field will be well-served 
when it takes more seriously the challenge of building up and improving on 
past research, rather than continuing to conduct isolated research projects 
that fail to break new ground or extend previous results. We hope that these 
stories provide inspiration, high standards, and advice for improving research 
on SLCE, whether it is a primary or secondary aspect of one’s corpus of 
research. We are aware that all of the contributors are American scholars, and 
this can be viewed as a limitation. However, we expect that their experiences, 
reflections, and wisdom will be relevant to the broader community of inter-
national scholars and researchers.

The following two chapters in Part One frame the subsequent chapters 
in the book. Plater’s chapter provides a compelling argument, through the 
philosophical lens of pragmatism (e.g., Charles Peirce, John Dewey, William 
James), that research on service learning has a public purpose. Informed by 
insights gleaned at the contributors’ meeting held on the IUPUI campus in 
March 2018, Plater offers perspectives as to why this volume is particularly 
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10  framing the conversation

relevant at this point in time. He challenges current researchers on service 
learning to be bold in asking critical questions that emerge from the shifting 
demographics and interests of college students and faculty, the increasing 
pressures on higher education to be socially and fiscally accountable, and 
the broader contexts of our politically contentious times. He argues that the 
intentionality of the purposes of research are evident within the narratives and 
representative of faculty who see their work mattering to the common good. 
With the wisdom gleaned from his own backstory as a chief academic officer, 
Plater also offers a vantage point for the importance of research on service 
learning as a means to enact the democratic purposes of higher education. 

Brandenberger’s chapter articulates the rich philosophical ties between 
practical wisdom and service learning pedagogy. He argues that service learn-
ing values complex social contexts for learning, and this is the type of learn-
ing that develops practical wisdom. He makes the case for how research on 
service learning can contribute to the wisdom of the researcher as well as 
students. In different ways and to different degrees, the attributes that are 
associated with practical wisdom are reflected in the subsequent chapters: 
(a) social decision-making/knowledge, (b) prosocial attitudes and behaviors,  
(c) self-reflection, (d) acknowledgment of uncertainty, (e) emotional homeo-
stasis, (f ) value relativism/tolerance, (g) openness, (h) spirituality, and (i) 
sense of humor (Bangen, Meeks, & Jeste, 2013). These attributes provide a 
lens through which the following narrative chapters can be viewed and a set 
of variables that could be the basis for exploring questions on the professional 
development of researchers.

Part Two comprises the narratives of those who have conducted research 
on SLCE across their careers. As with other volumes in the IUPUI Series, 
we offered a chapter template (Figure 1.1.2) to guide the development of 
each chapter; asked for eight-page drafts; and convened contributors to dis-
cuss their progress, gather feedback, and generate new avenues and impli-
cations for the book. We asked contributors to use components from the 
template that they thought would provide a basis for extracting wisdom 
for others. We expected that their narratives about research experiences 
would be the raw data for offering recommendations, advice, cautions, and 
inspirations that would help to improve research on service learning and 
strengthen the careers of service learning researchers. Due to the symbiotic 
nature between scholarship (e.g., conceptual analysis, theoretical analysis, 
principles of good practice) and empirical research, contributors were not 
limited to discussing only their research. As illustrated in these narratives, 
there is a generative relationship between scholarship and research, particu-
larly when exploring new ideas.
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practical wisdom for conducting research  11

Chapter Template for Part Two Contributors

1. Brief introduction and background (5%)
a. How did you first become involved in research on service learning?  

At what stage in your career? 
b. What is your disciplinary background and its relevance/congruence 

to service learning?
c. In what ways did your campus context support your research?
d. Is there a particular metaphor that gives the reader insight into your 

research trajectory and career?
 2. Key developmental factors that shaped and influenced your trajec-

tory as a service learning researcher (15%)
a. What are the undergirding motives for why you conduct research on 

service learning? What are you most curious about?
b. What early challenges and choices did you face as a researcher on 

service learning? 
c. Were there formative experiences during the research process or key 

advice from mentors that influenced your research choices?
d. To what extent has your disciplinary field of study shaped your 

approach; to what extent have you broadened to a more transdisci-
plinary perspective on your research?

e. What role did professional associations or networks play?
 3. Reflections on your scope of research/scholarship, your schol-

arly identity, and career—What is your story, or narrative arc, as a 
researcher? (25%)
a. How would you describe your research agenda?
b. What theories/conceptual frameworks do you think have been most 

relevant to your research?  
c. What measurement strategies have been most useful? Are there issues 

associated with research design that would be important to share?  
d. How has your research informed service learning practice? How has 

practice informed your research?
e. Reflections on support, resources, trends, motives, collabora-

tions, cost/benefit analysis, collaborations on conducting research/ 
scholarship, and paradigmatic and methodological choices and 
issues. How do you imagine the future direction of your research/
scholarship?

(Continues)

Figure 1.1.2. IUPUI Series on Service Learning Research: Book 4 Template
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12  framing the conversation

f. How has your research/scholarship aligned with and extended your 
academic/disciplinary roots into other disciplinary/transdisciplinary 
perspectives? 

 4. Illustrative example and “backstory” for one of your most meaning-
ful and significant research publications: Choose one of your favorite 
or most widely cited research publications as basis for this section 
(20%)
a. What was the background and impetus for this research (source of 

ideas, connection to prior research, conceptual framework/theory, 
research design, role of collaborators/mentors)?

b. Why did you care about the question, and why was it significant to 
you at the time?  Is it still relevant to the field?

c. What is the backstory behind the research process? Any regrets, 
improvements that could have been made, obstacles and challenges, 
or second thoughts about the research? Would you do anything dif-
ferently related to this research if you could do it over again?

d. Was the manuscript for the research initially rejected and/or revised 
and resubmitted?  In what ways was the peer review process helpful/
frustrating?  

e. What are its implications for future research and practice (as viewed 
then and now)?

 5. Going forward, what practical wisdom can you share with others? 
Practical wisdom is the integration of knowledge, experience, and 
deep understanding. This can include concerns/opportunities/issues 
about research on service learning and community engagement and 
its future (35%)
a. What compelling questions and promising research approaches would 

you recommend to improve the field of research on service learning?
b. What advice do you have to others in the field of research on service 

learning regarding theories, research designs, measurement issues, 
and the relationships between research and practice? Between research 
and scholarship more broadly?

c. What advice do you have for others for documenting research in pro-
motion and tenure dossiers?

d. What role do campuses, professional associations, and external fund-
ing organizations (e.g., foundations, government) have in supporting 
research on service learning? What would you most like to see occur 
during the next five years in the field of research on service learning?

Figure 1.1.2. (Continued)
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practical wisdom for conducting research  13

The narratives provide a meaningful voice for capturing the human 
side of conducting research. Contributors were asked to articulate lessons 
learned about the research process, examine choices they made to establish 
and sustain a research agenda on SLCE, and share practical wisdom and 
valuable insights with others to improve research. Many were very articulate 
about their motivations and challenges. This backstory narrative approach 
on the research process itself is typically not included in formal presenta-
tions or publications, yet it can illustrate how research productivity is shaped 
and sustained across one’s career. At the same time, these narratives can be 
instructive and inspirational to others, particularly emerging scholars who 
are new to the field. 

Research is a complex, and sometimes messy, process that is shaped by 
disciplinary/professional background, different pathways to research on ser-
vice learning, community engagement interests and activities, institutional 
context, privilege and opportunity, overarching values and motivations, and 
personal attributes. The researchers’ narrative, appraisal, and recommenda-
tions are unique and not equally relevant to everyone who reads the chapters. 
We endorse this diversity as a strength of the volume. We also expected that 
there would be some areas of consensus across their narratives. Therefore, 
some, but not all, of the practical wisdom gleaned from their knowledge, 
experience, and deep understanding of research can contribute to develop-
ment of other researchers and the field more generally. Readers will gain from 
these chapters an understanding of the influence that different factors (e.g., 
campus context, collaborations, community partners, disciplinary norms, 
external grants, mentors, motivations, obstacles, roles and responsibilities, 
serendipity) can play in the process of undertaking, producing, and sustain-
ing a program of research on SLCE. 

Because the IUPUI series is focused on research, these narratives are to 
support and improve research. Therefore, we asked contributors to be not 
only retrospective in their narrative but also prospective and prescriptive in 
their implications. The retrospective approach is a way to help clarify to read-
ers how the journey through different stages of one’s career presented different 
challenges and successes as well as a background against which to foreground 
implications for future research. We recognize that the landscape of higher 
education changes and those currently entering professional academic careers 
are not on the same pathway as these contributors may have been; neverthe-
less, we trust that some of the lessons gleaned from the contributors’ experi-
ences will be relevant and helpful. Each contributor was also asked to provide 
recommendations for future research. This can both inform and inspire other 
researchers and provide insight and advice to those embarking on service 
learning research in general as well as specific advice for advancing the field. 
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14  framing the conversation

To ask researchers to provide accounts of their personal journey and 
their research activities runs the risk of incorporating biases, distortions, and 
overly simplified summaries. We could not ask researchers to detail all of the 
processes of their research, which could include cognitive processes of arriv-
ing at the conception and interpretation of research, the logistics of executing 
the research and overcoming inevitable obstacles, or the various decisions 
that involved the allocation of time and attention to their various research 
projects versus other areas of their professional life and their personal lives. 
Instead, we asked them to tell the story of their research across their career. 
We know from psychological research that descriptions of products and 
outcomes are more accessible and accurate than descriptions of processes 
(Myers, 2010). Thus, the factors that control a person’s behavior are less well 
known to them than those that are used to explain that behavior (Myers, 
2010). Typically, individuals provide an account that seems plausible, coher-
ent, and reasonable to an audience. The chapters in Part Two may, to various 
degrees, be influenced by retrospective sense-making (Weick, 1995), a focus 
on successes rather than failures, and a positive illusion when explaining the 
nature of their journey (Myers, 2010); however, we value their descriptions 
and hope that others do so as well.

Contributors in Part Three were invited to provide a broader commen-
tary on ways to improve research on service learning, informed by both a 
synthesis of the narratives from Part Two as well as integration of their own 
research experience and vantage point. This chapter offers a type of informal 
meta-analysis of the narratives to reinforce recommendations for research. 
Clayton, Stokamer, Garvin, Shoemaker, Muse, and Norvell use the lens of 
coinquiry as an intentional strategy to improve scholarship and research. They 
note that many contributors to Part Two espoused the value of collaboration, 
but few articulated strategies for coinquiry with students, other faculty, or 
community partners. They offer practical implications for those looking to 
use this approach to cogenerate knowledge, research, and practice.

We know that additional synthesis and analysis of the narratives is war-
ranted, and we encourage others to explore how data from this set of nar-
ratives can be used to benefit the field. For example, analysis could be done 
through the lens of mentoring, faculty development, civic identity devel-
opment, or implications for offices and centers responsible for research. 
Additionally, implications could be identified for associations and grant-
funding organizations to better support scholars across the various stages of 
their SLCE careers. A community of practice or reading circle could use the 
volume as a means to discuss the challenges and opportunities inherent in 
conducting and advancing research on SLCE. 
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Conclusion

Service learning as a curricular strategy for community engagement is front 
and center in terms of revitalizing the civic and academic mission through 
community engagement. Understanding the outcomes of service learning 
through assessment, but particularly through research, is essential to main-
taining support for this high-impact teaching practice. Service learning, other 
high-impact pedagogies (Kuh, 2008), and excellent teaching more generally 
have immediate and long-term outcomes for preparing students for engaged 
lives as civic-minded professionals (Hatcher, 2008). Thus, research on service 
learning is not an empty, pedantic exercise but rather a means of improving 
all instruction in ways that advance the public good. We hope this volume 
contributes practical wisdom to enact that broader purpose.
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