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Abstract
Several recent studies have revealed that there is increasing individuadisiaciining
interest in politics and civic engagement among college students. Acdgyadiramy
scholars called for reinvigorating the civic mission of higher educatios.tfasis study
examines academic service-learning as an effective pedagogyffootprg students’
civic engagement. The purpose of this thesis is to investigate the best watgg@ting
service-learning into the curricula of undergraduate students. Using MgG4&003)
conceptual framework, the “Concept of Triangles,” this study provides a comprehens
review of literature on the theoretical underpinnings, partners, and rslapsrof
academic service-learning. The results of the study suggest thalistshg clear
connections between course content and the kind of service students do, and making
meaningful placements of students to service sites are necessary fastestabffective
service-learning courses. Additionally, the findings of the study revegbiuadoting
critical reflection, encouraging active participation from all pagnand meeting real
community needs are essential to the success of service-learningnmognaally, the
findings of this study indicate that effective campus/community patiips are

characterized by reciprocal, collaborative, democratic, caring,ngustnd respectful

relationships.
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Prelude
In this thesis the term ‘researcher’ is used as a formal way ofingféo the author of

this thesis study.
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Preface

This thesis is about service-learning in higher education. Service-lgasran
pedagogical concept that emphasizes the integration of academic leachicmramunity
service. This pedagogical approach holds great potential benefits for iosstafihigher
education in that it helps them both accomplish their goals of students’ learning and
development, and make profound contributions in their communities (Astin, 1996;
Hollander, Saltmarsh, & Zlotkowki, 2001; Jacoby, 1996, 2003).

In choosing the topic of my thesis, | was driven by two major purposes. First, |
wanted to ensure that my thesis research is meaningful and worthwhile eafferg
about various topics, | decided to focus on academic service-learning becas$efiyf it
aims and implications for academic institutions and the community as welhdgédc
was keen on choosing a topic that has practical implications for my country, the Ara
Republic of Egypt. In other words, | wanted to avoid the common mistake many
international students make, namely doing research that is hard to be applied in their
home countries. With this said, | would like to assert that | am fully awahes auitural,
social, political, and economic differences between Egypt and the United Stat
America. Accordingly, | am not calling for adopting the practices suggestadsithesis.
Rather, my aim is to adapt these practices according to the unique structuyptairEg
higher education.

My passion for doing this research grew out of five main factors: myaa8gi
identity, my mother, my early childhood readings, my teaching experience,yand m
affiliation with one of the Egyptian non-profit organizations. The ethics of sare i
strongly highlighted in my religion, Islam. For example, Muslims are eaged to
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provide help to others, especially the needy, and promised that as long as an individual
aids others, Almighty God will always assist him/her (Ibrahim, 1997). Myentst

genuine care about our relatives, friends, and neighbors encouraged me to perceive othe
people’s happiness as an integral part of my own happiness. My early childhood
readings, especially a story about a person who devoted his entire life taallegia
sufferings of disadvantaged people, contributed to the development of my sense of social
responsibility. My teaching experience enabled me to be in direct and closetsonta

a large number of students. My interactions with students made it clear to nieeyhat t

are enthusiastic and eager to play active roles in society. Yet, they lackunjipes to

be engaged in their communities. Finally, my volunteer experience at one of {itakgy
community-based agencies, “Egypt Message,” developed my conviction that youth can
be active agents in bringing positive social change in their societies.

On a personal level, this thesis effort is intended to ensure my life-long
commitment to contribute positively to my community. On a broader level, | hope that
this thesis study will encourage higher education leaders all over the werndadrse
service-learning as a critical and an engaged pedagogy that promatescth@ssion of

higher education.

Veivin Sthalabe
Yovemtber, 2008
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Chapter One
Introduction

Throughout high-quality service-learning, students perform activitieslifestly
address human and community needs. In addition, students engage in critical
reflection about what social responsibility means to them and how they will make
socially responsible choices throughout all aspects of their lives. Communities
benefit from new energy brought to bear on their problems and enhanced capacity

to capitalize on their assets. When service-learning lives up to its pbterad

institutions of higher education to transform themselves into fully engaged

citizens of their communities and the world, its ability to bring about positive

social change is limitless. (Jacoby, 2003, p. xvii)

Several recent studies have revealed that there is increasing individaatism
declining interest in politics and civic engagement among college studems, (C
Cooper, & Hollander, 2001; Hahn, 2001; Levine, 1994; Sax, Astin, Korn, & Mahoney,
1999). Specifically, these studies denoted recent declines in studentsiraindsa
general lack of interest and engagement in politics. Accordingly, manyanshkave
been raised about the relevance and responsibility of higher education toward the
contemporary society and its role in preparing students for good citizensta(iiy,
2004; Zlotowski & Williams, 2003). In this respect, Chickering and Stamm (2002)
asserted that the major aim of higher education is to prepare students for social
responsibility in a pluralistic democracy. Similarly, Gould (2004) contendéu “
broadest context for the development of knowledge in higher education is its social
mission to empower individuals to serve the public good” (p. 453). Additionally,
educating students about their future roles in a democratic society is viewethlgy

scholars (e.g., Astin, 1996; Levine, 1994) as a central goal of institutions of highe
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learning. In general, Hersh and Scheider (2005) argued that the developntedéiofss
personal and social responsibility should be viewed as an essential outcomeabf libe
education.

With this strong emphasis on the civic mission of higher education, it becomes
necessary to understand two related issues: first, what is meant by coati@dand
how it relates to civic engagement; second, how institutions of higher education can
promote the desired civic outcomes for students. According to Saltmarsh (2005), the
definition of civic education will differ from one institution of higher education to
another according to the disciplinary perspective, the identity and mission of the
institution, the academic strength on campus, and the particular social erentarfrthe
local communities of the institution. Yet, there is a general consensusvibadtication
has three essential components: knowledge, skills, and values (Clark, Croddyip&, Phil
1997, Saltmarsh, 2005).

Keaster (2005) pointed out that the aim of civic education is to “develop within
students an awareness of, sensitivity toward, and engagement in civic issuds/aieg ac
through participation in the society” (p. 53). This definition makes it clear that the
rationale behind civic education is to promote students’ civic engagementdigly,
institutions of higher education need to develop pedagogical practices to foster ci
education. Examples of engaged pedagogies include: service-learnmglgBr
Hatcher, 2002; Eyler & Giles, 1999; Jacoby, 1996; Jacoby & Associates, 2003),
community-based research (Strand, Cutforth, Stoecker, & Donohue, 2003), cocurricular
service, internships, interdisciplinary team teaching, and learning comesui8tvaner,

2007).



Recently, emphasis has been put on service-learning as a significant pealagogi
tool for advancing students’ knowledge about democracy and their overall sense of civic
responsibility (Hunter & Brisbin, 2000; Yates &Youniss, 1998). After a thorouglewevi
of 219 empirical studies on the relationship between different forms of civic exucat
and citizenship, Perry and Katula (2001) concluded that service-leartiegfam of
service that generates the most consistent positive results.

As it becomes clear that service-learning is an effective pegdgogromoting
students’ civic engagement, this thesis research intends to examine Wicerkarning
can be best integrated into the curricula of undergraduate students to promoteitheir ¢
engagement. With this objective in mind, the following research questions guide this
study:

What arethe key conceptual underpinnings of academic service-learning? Who

are the central partners in academic service-learning and howegagstiablish

meaningful programs? What kind of relationships should characterize campus-
community partnership in academic service-learning?
Background of the Proposed Study

Theoretical origins.

Service-learning is grounded in the theories of experiential and densocrati
education of John Dewey, public philosopher and educational theorist. According to
Dewey (1916, 1938), school learning experiences should be linked to actual life
experiences, and formal education should promote continuity between internal
development and exposure to external surroundings. Dewey argued that students’
involvement in activities in the community stimulates an interest in learbimgt achool

3



subjects, and that exposure to concrete problems generates more abstract [Banagg.
concluded that such an “interaction” develops the skills citizens need to act in a
democracy. Additionally, the works of Lave (1988, 1990), Suchman (1988), and other
theorists in “contextualized learning” provide theoretical basis forseiearning.
Social theorists, such as bell hooks (1994) and Paulo Friere (2000) contributed to what
service-learning has become.
Definitionsof service-learning.
The literature provides several definitions of service-learning. Forgram
Kolibia (2000) noted that service-learning refers to “a set of pedagqyacices that
attempt to synthesize and connect service experiences to specific sfherasledge
for the dual purpose of mastering that knowledge and developing citizen skills that
support one’s active participation in democratic processes” (p. 825). Servitedea
also defined as a teaching and learning strategy that integrates malaconghunity
service with instruction and reflection to build skills, teach civic responsikalitgt build
community (Smith, 2004; Treuthart, 2003). Likewise, other researchers described
service-learning as an experiential and reflective problem-bamsetlrg in which
students enrolled in an academic course provide a needed service to a commueity part
It aims to develop the skills, sensitivities, and commitments necessaffefdive
citizenship in democracy (Barber, 1994; Schwartzman, 2002; Stevens, 2001). In this
thesis study, service-learning is defined as:
course-based, credit bearing educational experience in which students (a)
participate in an organized service activity that meets identified contymeeds,
and (b) reflect on the service activity in such a way as to gain further
understanding of course content, a broader appreciation of the discipline, and an

enhanced sense of civic responsibility. (Bringle & Hatcher, 1995, p. 112)
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Distinction between service-learning and community service.

It is worth noting that service-learning is distinct from community serand
other forms of volunteerism. Community service refers to a broad range of wslunte
work in the community. Although it may provide volunteers with a learning experience,
it is not part of a formal education. Service-learning is a form of communiticsen
which academic courses are linked to service in the community; it is a d&diber
experience that is usually overseen by academic departments or ins@asaarstegral
component of a course (Gray, Ondaatje, & Zakaras, 1999; Kraft, 1996).

Rationale for service-learning.

Service-learning holds potential benefits to students, faculty, institugidngher
education, and the community. It is mainly recommended as a means for studearts to le
about and take part in their local communities, and be involved in questions about social
justice and different cultural norms. In this way, service-learning pesrsitidents’
civility and tolerance (Barber, 1992; Battisoni, 1997; Campus Compact, 1994; Eyler &
Giles, 1997; Hedin, 1989; Hepburn, 1997). In this regard, Astin and Sax (1999) reported
that participation in service-learning positively affects studentst cesponsibility:
increased commitment to serve the community, interest in influencing thieglolit
structure, and helping others in difficulty. Other research findings on thetimipac
service-learning on students indicated that participation in servicarlgancreases
students’ sense of social responsibility and citizenship skills. It also restucients’
stereotypes and promotes their cultural and racial understanding (ASam,&999;

Astin, Sax, & Avalos, 1999; Eyler & Giles, 1999; Keen & Keen, 1998; Vogelgesang &

Astin, 2000).



The positive impact of service-learning on students is not limited to promoting
their civic awareness and engagement. Rather, service-learning psitigets them in
many other ways. For example, some research studies illustrated that stude
participation in service-learning is positively associated with pensiste college,
interest in graduate studies, advanced critical thinking skills, and incrabiigdto
apply course concepts to new situations (Astin et al., 1999; Eyler & Giles, 1999)
Likewise, there is ample evidence that service-learning has positivetiompatudents’
learning outcomes (Astin & Sax, 1998; Eyler & Giles, 1999; Eyler, Root, & Giles, 1998
Strage, 2000; Vogelgesang & Astin, 2000). Additionally, other research findings
demonstrated that service-learning has positive impacts on student persorogdrdewnél
such as a sense of personal efficacy, personal identity, spiritughgeovwd moral
development (Astin & Sax, 1999; Astin et al., 1999; Eyler & Giles, 1999; Vogelgé&sang
Astin, 2000). Service-learning has also been found to have positive effects on developing
students’ interpersonal development, communication, and leadership skills (Astiq & Sa
1999; Astin et al., 1999; Eyler & Giles, 1999; Keen & Keen, 1998).

Service-learning has a positive impact on faculty as well (Gelmon,rdglla
Driscoll, Spring, & Kerrigan, 2001; Goldberg, Richburg, & Wood, 2006; Pribbenow,
2005). The results of a recent study on the impact of service-learning on facult
approaches to teaching and learning by Dean Pribbenow (2005) indicated thet facult
who participate in service-learning courses become more engaged in andtedrtoni
teaching. Additionally, the findings of this study denoted that the pedagasgyvate-
learning enables faculty to better understand their students as individuak as w
learners. This, in turn, leads to a strong student-faculty relationship. Thesggiatign
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with the views of many educational reformers (e.g., Aquino, 2005; Berry, 2005, Gould,
2004; hooks, 1994) who asserted the importance of viewing the student as a “whole
person.” Moreover, the findings of Pribbenow’s study indicated that undertakingeser
learning led to a greater sense of connection to other faculty and to theiamsirtut
general.

Faculty can employ service-learning as a pedagogical approaemkizatces
classroom learning bgonnecting classroom instruction to community service, and hence
makes theoretical concepts more meaningful to students (Bringle & Hat&98;

Hedin, 1989; Hondagneu-Sotelo & Raskoff, 1994; Shumer, 1994; Waldstein & Reiher,
2001).Given this positive impact on the pedagogy of service-learning on both learning
and teaching, Zlotkowski (1998) considered it as a faculty development. Similarly,
Goldberg et al. (2006) viewed service-learning as an important means iniagwvhec
scholarship of teaching and learning.

In addition to its great potential benefits for students and faculty, seeaceig
holds great potential benefits for institutions of higher education as it enladhesd
embrace their civic responsibility and prepare students to become gi@nghged
citizens. In this vein, service-learning is increasingly cited asvardsf the civic
engagement of higher education (Astin, 1996; Hollander, Saltmarsh, & Zlotkowki, 2001;
Jacoby, 2003). Along these lines, Carney (2004) noted that service-learning ercourage
meaningful connections between the academic work of university scholars—faculty
members and students—and their communities. In this way, service-learnieggbs
the notion of the university as an “ivory tower,” committed to reserve discrete ldgavle
and detached from the concerns of the real world. Carney concluded that Eamnosy

7



addresses the responsibility of institutions of higher education to prepareaaxtive
morally responsible citizens.

The community benefits from service-learning in various ways. Forgeam
service-learning enables community agencies to access univessityces and provides
their members with opportunities for professional development. Through serminexte
projects, community organizations can establish positive relationships withtioss of
higher education. Moreover, service-learning allows the staff of comyranganizations
to be involved in the educational process. Therefore, they can raise awarahess of
community issues and needs (Sandy & Holland, 2006).

The above noted introduction shed light on service-learning as an engaged
pedagogy. It first explained that there is a declining interest and engagm politics
among college students. Accordingly, many scholars (e.g., Astin, 1996 ;8E@kes,
1999; Jacoby, 1996, 2003; Levine, 1994) called for reinvigorating the civic mission of
higher education, and considered preparing students for social responsibtli&y tethe
aims of institutions of higher education. The introduction then gave examples of&ngage
pedagogies, such as service-learning, community-based research, atzzwservice,
and internships. Next, the discussion focused on service-learning and expkained it
theoretical origins. This section indicated that the pedagogy of servicénlgés rooted
in the theories of experiential education of Dewey (1916, 1938) and the ideas of engaged
pedagogies of some social scientists, such as hooks (1994) and Friere (2000). The
discussion also provided a number of definitions of service-learning. These dediniti
illustrated that service-learning is a pedagogical practice in whaskroom instruction
is linked to community service, aiming to provide students with opportunities to be

8



engaged in their communities. Additionally, this section stressed the dacktivice-
learning is distinct from community service and other forms of volunteerismisl a
service-learning, community service is part and parcel of academsesdor which
students gain credits. Finally, the discussion presented some of the potenti& benefi
associated with using the pedagogy of service-learning in teaching cstilelgats. This
section highlighted the positive impacts of service-learning on studentsyfacult

institutions of higher education, and the community.



Statement of the Problem

The problem this thesis research examined is how service-learning coukt be be
integrated into the curricula of undergraduate students to promote their civieeregd.
Specifically, this study intends to analyze the key conceptual undergsmof academic
service-learning, its main partners, and the ideal relationships that shatddterize
campus-community partnership in service-learning. In doing so, this candyrovide
higher education leaders (faculty, students, and administrators) wotihmeandations for
best practices to best incorporate service-learning into the curricula ofjcadieate
students.
Research Significance

The importance of this problem is twofold. First, research on the relationship
between service-learning course components and the quality of the serviaeglear
experience indicates that characteristics of service-learning saneseritical to
students’ learning outcomes (Batchelder & Root, 1994; Eyler & Giles, 1999yMarb
1998). Specifically, as many advocates of service-learning asserfestantial impact
on promoting students’ civic engagement, they placed a great emphasis on thefjuality
service-learning experience and argued that only high-quality sée@oang courses
are able to achieve the potential benefits associated with the pedagoyoefse
learning. For example, Morgan and Streb (2001) noted that taking part in Seariueg
is not enough to fulfill its aims of promoting students’ civic engagement andeasse
“Service-learning is a great tool to develop better citizens, but it is ityeethat it is

done correctly” (p. 167). Similarly, Zlotkowski (1996) argued that more attentesne
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to be given to the quality of service-learning for students, faculty, and the cotn@suni
served.

Second, this problem is important because of the negative consequences of failing
to integrate service-learning properly into the curricula of undergraduatenss. In this
regard, Eby (1998) warned against the consequences of inappropriate integration of
service-learning and noted, “If done poorly service-learning can teactgunaie:
conceptions of need and service, it can divert resources of service agadaas ao
real harm in communities” (p. 8). The aforementioned points illustrate thécagice of
this research problem. In other words, to attain the desired learning outchbseegice-
learning, it is imperative for institutions of higher learning to invetigahat constitutes
effective programs, which will eventually lead to fulfilling the promiseses¥ice-

learning.
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Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this thesis study is to provide a comprehensive review of literature
on how service-learning can be best integrated into the curricula of undergraduate
students. In particular, this study will first examine the key cone¢pihderpinnings of
academic service-learning. Second, it will identify the major partnessroice-learning
and describe their roles in establishing meaningful projects. Third, theveludyplore
the characteristics of ideal relationships between institutions of higheaton and
community organizations in service-learning.

Moreover, this thesis study seeks to identify the gaps in the literatireagerd
to academic service-learning. Further, this study aims to differetgtveen service-
learning, and community service and other forms of volunteerism. That is, the term
“service-learning” is commonly used interchangeably with the term “contynseiivice”
without a thorough understanding of the difference between the two terms. By providing
multiple definitions of service-learning and explaining how it is distirrhfother forms
of volunteerism, this research will elucidate the existing confusion and enhaidats
and practitioners to use each term properly. In this respect, it is importan¢ thaiothe
researcher is not addressing community service or any other forms of voimtedere
people volunteer to do work in the community from a philanthropic standpoint without a
complete understanding of the causes the problem. Rather, this study is intended to
explore service-learning as an engaged pedagogy that allows stodese hands-on
experiences while addressing authentic problems in their societies. ddgogg of
service-learning also provides students with safe venues to reflect oextheirences,
think critically of the core causes of community problems, and how to solve them.

12



Research Questions

The overarching question of this thesis study is: how can service-leambesb
integrated into the curricula of undergraduate students to promote their civic
engagement? Specifically, this study seeks to answer the following savetes
guestions:

Research question 1.

What arethe key conceptual underpinnings of academic service-learning?

Research question 2.

Who are the central partners in academic service-learning and how castidiaish
meaningful programs?

Research question 3.

What kind of relationships should characterize campus/community partnership in
academic service-learning?

The above stated questions structure this thesis research effort aore ¢xEe
major areas with regard to academic service-learning. In partiduddiist question
examines the key concepts of academic service-learning—knowledgaeepgpeand
reflection. The second question investigates the central partners imacadevice-
learning—students, faculty, and community agencies, describing their roles in
establishing effective programs. The third question explores the chatcsest ideal
relationships that should characterize campus/community partnership imacade

service-learning.
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Conceptual Framework

Florence McCarthy (2003) defined service-learning as “linking academi
instruction with the community service, guided by reflection” (p. 2). Based on this
definition, she proposed a conceptual framework, the “Concept of TriangleatdRig.
This conceptual framework is comprised of three overlapping trianglesepts,
partners, and relationships. McCarthy posited that using the “Concept ofl&sianelps
students, faculty members, and community organizations realize that they are
interconnected in service-learning projects. This framework also erthblesntral
partners to recognize the connections among the component concepts in semiicg-lear
Moreover, McCarthy noted that these triangles are equal-sided, whicteslstrength,
stability, and reliability. Furthermore, the lines which connect the cofezach triangle
have arrows pointing both ways, indicating the mutual reciprocity that should be
developed and maintained among the main participants of solid service-learning

programs.

Concepts

Relationship < »  Partners

Figure 1. McCarthy’s ‘Concept of Triangles’ for Service-Learning.
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The triangle of concepts.
This triangle (Figure 1.1) introduces the fundamental components of service-
learning: knowledge, experience, and reflection. McCarthy (2003) cownténakethese

concepts are mutually dependent and interconnected.

Experience

Reflection ¢ > K nowledge

Figure 1.1. The triangle of concepts.

McCarthy (2003) posited that in meaningful service-learning progrants, eac
concept plays a significant function. Experience results from student invaiventle
community agencies. Specifically, it is a combination of building socialoakdtips and
taking part in different activities as well as doing classroom assignimaediseing
engaged in reflective classroom discussi#mowledge refers to what students already
know in addition to what they learn from fulfilling the requirements of their faculty
members and agency staff. Reflection motivates students to be engagedtimewhat
learn in their classes and what they experience at their service-tpaies It also
enables them to connect theory to practice. In other words, Reflection helps spudlents

their experiences into context.
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The triangle of partners.

This triangle (Figure 1.2) portrays the central partners of serviceigar
programs: students, faculty members, and community agency staff. Dragrgqthese
partners in a triangle indicates the necessity of the presence of each Gagethyic
(2003) argued that the absence of any of these partners leads to the collapse of this
triangle, and consequently to the failure of these programs. She maintained tha
successfuservice-learning programs require mutual participation from the central

partners.

Agencies

Students < > Faculty

Figure 1.2The triangle of partners.

According to McCarthy (2003), taking part in service-learning providetests
with opportunities to be engaged in their communities. It also enables them to gain mor
insights about their own abilities in coming to see that they can be productive amd usef
for their communities. Moreover, students are usually treated by theityfacul agency
staff as adults who bear responsibility toward their own learning assvélward others.
Gradually, students will be able to develop a deeper sense of their comméioities
faculty, McCarthy noted that participating in service-learning reguinem to reshape

their teaching strategies so that they can establish a healthyeobitmeen lecturing
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and allowing time for students to reflect on their experience at the senteise si
McCarthy also maintained that faculty should use untraditional tools of aEs#ss0

that they can accurately evaluate the development of students’ analyticalteacal
thinking skills. McCarthy contended that students usually join community organza
with great eagerness and willingness to provide as much help as they can. Ylatkhey
experience. Accordingly, she noted that agency staff members ought to devetefsom
their time to guide and direct students. Additionally, McCarthy encouraggty staff
members to build mentorships or supervisory relationships with students.

The triangle of relationship.

McCarthy (2003) affirmed that in order to establish meaningful and successful
service-learning programs, the central partners should be connected withheaich ot
through mutual and interactive relationships (Figure 1.3.) These forms of interdepend
relationships are illustrated in overlapping triangles that link the eakeothponents of
service-learning with the partners involved. In this respect, McCartjuedrthat it is
crucial to understand that these partners are equally important to the suceegs®f s

learning programs.

Experience
(Agencies)

Reflection > Knowledge
(Students) (Faculty)

Figure 1.3 The triangle of relationship.
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McCarthy’s (2003) synthesis of the concepts, partners, and relationships of
service-learning provides the conceptual framework for the research@es of the
literature (see Appendixes A, B, C, D). The researcher believes thebdtiztsptual
framework is a significant pedagogical tool for integrating senaeening into
undergraduate students’ curricula for a number of reasons. First, unlike othez-se
learning models (e.g., Cone & Harris, 1996; Delve, Mintz & Stewart, 1990) whiak foc
intensively on students at the expense of other important partners (e.gy, fia@ulbers
and community members), McCarthy’'s framework counts for the essential camgone
partners, and relationships of service-learning programs.

Additionally, McCarthy’s (2003) framework is a practical and realistadel. In
other words, it does not advocate one ideal way of incorporating service-learaoitigeint
academic curricula. Rather, it demonstrates understanding of the unique nature of
institutions of higher education and encourages them to implement servicedearni
programs according to their own goals and the needs of their local communities.
Moreover, McCarthy’'s conceptual framework is an interactive model. Diagiagrthis
conceptual framework in overlapping triangles illustrates the mutual serdependent
relationships among the components and partners. Furthermore, it is a motivating and
welcoming pedagogical framework for all the participants. Spedifigakentails what
hooks (1994) called “authentic help” where those who provide help do not presume
superiority or predomination over those being helped. Rather, McCarthy’s conceptual

framework suggests that all the involved partners are equally important
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Chapter Two
Review Of Literature

What arethe key conceptual underpinnings of academic service-learning?
Who are the central partners in academic service-learning and how castigish
meaningful programs? What kind of relationships should characterize
campus/community partnership in academic service-learning?

The purpose of this chapter, a review of literature, is to provide answers to the
above noted questions by presenting an “objective” review of the relevant lgeratur
McCarthy’s (2003) synthesis of the concepts, partners, and relationshipsiemaca
service-learning provides the framework for the researcher’swafiéhe literature.

The first section of this chapter introduces and defines the key concepts of
academic service-learning, including: knowledge, experience, ancti@ileThis section
establishes the theoretical foundation of academic service-learning. Xtts=cigon
focuses on the central partners—students, faculty, and agencies—in acseleme:
learning, examining their roles in establishing meaningful courses. Thigrspmvides
insights into the major responsibilities and challenges of each partner in thegpodc
integrating service-learning into the curriculum of undergraduate student@sthe
section explores the nature of the relationships among the main partners amghtisighli
the characteristics of the ideal relationships that should charactenpesi@ommunity

partnership in academic service-learning.
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Concepts

Knowledge.

According to McCarthy’s (2003) framework, the “Concept of Triangles,” tlye ke
concepts of service-learning are knowledge, experience, and reflection.adigevdan
be defined as the facts and information students already know as well as wheathe
in the context of experiential learning (McCarthy, 2003; Washington Irtigrihsstitute,
2004). Many scholars argued that there is a gap between conventional curricular content
in higher education and the need of society for citizens with new skills (Asacof
American Colleges, 1991; Boyer, 1987). This gap exists in the lack of connectedness
between theory taught in classrooms and its application in real-life sitsalihese
scholars further explained that this lack of connectedness prevents students from
connecting classroom learning to their personal lives, and hinders theieeregagn
public issues.

Whitehead (1929) contended that traditional educational processes lead to “inert
knowledge”—knowledge that is memorized but not used when the learner facefereal-li
challenges. Inert knowledge enables students to pass tests, but is le$s bkeused as
a tool for continuous learning, problem-solving, or action (Eyler & Giles, 1999;
Whitehead, 1929). Dewey (1933) differentiated between information which isymere
saved in memory and knowledge that is truly understood, noting that educators often
assume that students comprehend the subject matter whereas they just saked it in t
memories. He contended that without a deep understanding of the subject matter, we
cannot assume that learning occurred. Understanding academic matezialsoréie
learner’s ability to relate the already known information to new situatioexsd¢y, 1933;
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Eyler & Giles, 1999). Dewey asserted that unless students become ableytaliaaaly
known material to new situations, this knowledge would be useless. Similarly aagler
Giles (1999) highlighted the importance of understanding the subject matteirigy not
that learners find meaning in the material which they understand. They fexyiiained
that understanding cannot be detached from active use of information that provides
students with opportunities to interrogate presumptions and modify the way they think
about the subject matter. They pointed out, “Acting and thinking cannot be severed,;
knowledge is always embedded in context, and understanding is in the connections” (p.
66). The inseparable relationship between thinking and acting is also emphasized by
Whitehead (1994), “We cannot think first and act afterwards. From the momentof birt
we are immersed in action, and can only fitfully guide it by taking thought” (p. 223).

A fundamental barrier to transforming knowledge to new situations is atttibute
to the fact that knowledge entails an interaction between the learner and the icontext
which learning occurs. To get over that barrier, students should learn in rich spntext
such as sophisticated simulations or community settings. Additionally, ststhents be
challenged in their reflection to think of the meaning and use of what they aradear
(Eyler, 1993). Other experiential theorists explained that knowledge vehiuded to
solve unfamiliar problems is most likely learned in a setting where it is ssed a
problem-solving tool (Dewey, 1933; Freire, 2000; Whitehead, 1994). Similarly, Eyler
and Giles (1999) noted that “knowledge is not organized in discrete bits, but is connected
to a complex network of principles, concepts, and other factors” (p. 65). Based on this
argument, they contended that acquiring information in rich experiential andrproble
solving contexts helps students apply it to new situations.
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Cognitive scientists noted that students seldom apply knowledge learned in
classroom practices to new situations (Bransford, 1993). Both cognitive gsiantis
experiential theorists attributed the difficulty to developing “knowledge & {(&chdn,
1995) to the decontextualized nature of most classroom instruction. To overcome this
barrier, they suggested that learning takes place in complex comdxtsed‘active
construction of knowledge.” They maintained that frequent attempts to solvarsimi
problems, continuous challenge to previous conceptions, and support as well as
encouragement to apply what was learned lead to transferring knowledge to new
situations. In other words, such models of instruction shift students learning from
memory to action (Schon, 1993; Bransford & Vye, 1989; Resnick, 1987a). In the same
context, Ewell (1997) highlighted the role of instruction in helping students connect
theory to practice when he defined “remarking instruction” as approactte=niphasize
application and experience.

In order to urge students to use what they learn about sophisticated social
problems, they should be provided with opportunities to examine these issues and use the
acquired information in various settings. Based on this view, Eyler and G989)(
noted that service-learning is a perfect way to experience the comgletisecial
issues. In other words, service-learning avoids the problem of inert knowledge by
involving students in real problems in the real world. Eyler and Giles nraedtéhat in
such learning conditions, “Concepts become tools for action rather than words to
memorize, and memories are anchored in emotionally powerful experiences” (p. 92).

Similarly, Jarosz and Johnson-Bogart (1996) argued that connecting cieidsdation
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produces forms of applied knowledge that raise students’ social awareness eagkincr
their motivation to learn.

Based on the findings of extensive quantitative and qualitative data collection,
Eyler and Giles (1999) concluded that service-learning provides students with
opportunities to be engaged in authentic learning in complex community contexts. It also
deepens students’ understanding of social issues and enables them to apply thatory taug
in classrooms into practice in other relevant situations so that students feld™the
subject matter rather than being indifferent and passive “observers.” Addliachey
noted that students’ understanding of information through service-learning is
“multidimensional” moving students from what Anderson (1982) called “knowing"what
to “knowing how.” That is, service-learning enables students to better undenstand a

play active roles in their world.
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Experience.
Service-learning is the various pedagogies that link community servichend t
academic study so that each strengthens the other. The basic theorycef servi
learning is Dewey'’s: the interaction of knowledge and skills with experisnce
key to learning. Students learn best not by reading the Great Books in a closed
room but by opening the doors and windows of experience. Learning starts with a
problem and continues with the application of increasingly complex ideas and
increasingly sophisticated skills to increasingly complicated probléthslich,
1996, pp. Xi-xii)
Service-learning is a form of experiential learning, which makes datider
application of students’ experiences by integrating them into the curriculuwe(Ca
1997). Dewey (1916) highlighted the significance of experience in learning, atgaing
all genuine learning comes out through experience. Dewey contended thatreigier
learning is essential to civic education, noting that students develop the skilledeto
participate in a democracy through experiential learning. Indeed, expeigea core
concept in service-learning. According to Dewey (1938), experience involves two
principles, interaction and continuity. By interaction he meant that studentsienqes
result from their interactions with their environment. Dewey posited thdésts’
experiences are affected by “internal” factors related to studedt®hbjective” ones
associated with the environment. Similarly, Ross and Nisbett (1991) noted thatythe w
students perceive and react to their surrounding environment is influencedrby thei
thoughts, beliefs, behavior, and prior experiences. As for the second principle, continuity
Dewey (1938) noted, “Every experience both takes up something from those which have
gone before and modifies in some way the quality of those which come after” (p. 35). He

also argued that the habits people develop from past experiences influenceuteir fut

experiences.
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Dewey (1938) called for combining experience with conventional teaching
methods to better prepare students for real-life work. Additionally, he namedrhiadea
which is acquired outside the borders of the subject matter, “collateral” aertedsbhat
the substance of student learning occurs both collaterally and through traditional
curriculum. Dewey posited that experiential learning is superior to conventaacaing
methods because of the role experience plays in students’ development (the principle of
continuity), in addition to its potential of engaging students’ in their environment (the
principle of interaction).

With regard to the role of service experience in promoting undergraduate
students’ civic engagement, Boyer (1987) highlighted the importance of:

an undergraduate experience that helps students go beyond their private interests,

learn about the world around them, develop a sense of civic and social

responsibility and discover how they, as individuals, can contribute to the larger

society of which they are a part. (pp. 67-68)

Overall, the educational value of experience is emphasized by expetieadasts as
well as cognitive scientists. For example, Kolb (1984) contended that le&@Eing
ongoing process that is grounded in experience. Likewise, Ewell (1997) arguduetiat
experience strongly structures people’s understanding. Similarly, D@®w88) asserted
that experience is at the heart of education and that student experienceaipiouiss

of interaction with a learning environment and an outcome which results from these

interactions.
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Reflection.

Reflection is an essential component of effective service-learningdZ£2004;
Eyler & Giles, 1999; Gwin & Mabry, 1998; Jacoby, 1996; McCarthy, 2003; Mintez &
Hesser, 1996; Mulvaney, 2005). It is often described as the hyphen in service-learning
(Eyler & Giles, 1999; Eyler, 2001). Cannon, Cupito, Lagoo, Maggard, Parkins, and
Payne (2006) defined reflection as a bridge that links what students learrciastreom
to the community service and activism they do outside the classroom. Indeed, this
definition emphasizes the role of reflection in connecting service to leaiyay &

Giles, 1999; Eyler, 2001; Honnet & Poulsen, 1989) and theory to practice (Eyler & Giles
1999). It also acknowledges the student active participation in servioggarograms,
which has been emphasized by numerous scholars (e.g., Cone, Kiesa, & Longo, 2006;
Zlotkowski, Longo, & Williams, 2006).

Other scholars defined reflection as “the ability to step back and ponder one’s
own experience, to abstract from it some meaning or knowledge to other exg®rienc
(Hutchings & Wutzorff, 1988, p. 15). These scholars argued that the capability for
reflection is what transforms experience into learning. This definitiggests that
reflection enables students to apply already learned knowledge to new situatidms whic
many experiential theorists (e.g., Dewey, 1933; Whitehead, 1994) and cogrigivisss
(e.g., Bransford, 1993; Schon, 1995) considered critical for developing applied
knowledge. Whether a course is service or content based, ultimately, oefisatrucial
to accomplish student learning and developmental goals (Morton, 1996).

The rationale behind reflection in service-learning has been addressed by many
scholars. For example, Toole and Toole (1995) explained that reflection helpssstudent
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prepare for and learn effectively from service experience. Acosta (88f@d out that
reflection focuses students’ attention, and provides a space for observation, inquiry
conjecture, and self-awareness. Other scholars argued that reflectionpcstutiehts
become aware that not only does the community benefit from their service, busthey al
benefit from their service-learning engagement. Additionally, reflectets a context for
students’ experiences in broader social dynamics and power relations-ggose &
Sleeter, 2000; McCarthy, 2003).

Eyler and Giles (1999) pointed out that reflection promotes students’ learning by
linking concepts and theories to their community service. They maintainedttreagim
is to motivate students to go beyond mere understanding of the current situatial, critic
reflection should be encouraged. In order for reflection to be critical, studhents s
consider questions that systematically examine power, history, and agewmicition to
thinking about previous experiences (Freire & Macedo, 1996; King, 2004). For Eyler and
Giles (1999), critical reflection entails challenging students to aedahe way society is
arranged and the assumptions that frame students’ perceptions. In this regard, Brunne
(1994) emphasized the need to “rupture the codes” (p. 7) of traditional thinking.
Kerdemen (1998) noted that reflection involves a component of “defamiliarization” in
which students become situated in the “circular interplay between the faanitidhe
strange” (p. 248). That is, what was unusual becomes normal and what was once ordinary
turns questionable. In this process, uncertainty and skepticism are introduced into
situations where students used to feel safe and comfortable. King (2004) extended t
same idea noting that students’ service experiences lead them to reecoghize
comprehend situations that were previously vague and remote from their own world.
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Although these situations perplex students Dewey, (1933) argued that suchétgesple
frequently the starting point for learning to take place. Additionally, atiteflection has
been found to be central to the process of perspective transformation and leads to
transformational learning (Eyler & Giles, 1999).

There is a growing body of literature that supports the educational value of
reflection. The findings of research suggested that reflection has a@asitiact on
students’ moral development (Boss, 1994), enhances students’ critical thinking, which is
required for solving complex problems, connects the personal to the acadermic(Eyl
Giles, 1999), and promotes a greater understanding of the beneficiaries ovite se
(Greene & Diehm, 1995). Engaging students in a continuous review and commentary
“structured” or “guided” reflection has been found to be a critical akwiethe service-
learning experience because it helps students learn about social and polittaébins,
and about issues related to their service experiences (Buchen, 1995; Eyles &LE97;
Gibboney, 1996; Goldberg, Richburg, & Wood, 2006; King, 2004; Krans & Rourke,
1994; Markus, Howard & King, 1993). Further, guided reflection deepens students’
knowledge and enables them to self-correct their misconceptions (Goldberg@e0a).
Similarly, Bradley (1997) concluded, “When coupled with structured refledtien,
service experience can be the source of the kind of cognitive challenge yhat ma
encourage and invite changes in student attitudes and perceptions associated with the
service site” (p. 161). Reflection has also been found vital to establish a habit of
guestioning, and connect experience with the subject matter (Eyler & G3189).

Structured Reflection can be implemented according to various models:
individual, group, oral, and written (Cone & Harris, 1996; Jacoby, 1996). Common
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activities for reflection include journals (Albert, 1996; Cone & Harris, 1996rE2001;
Morton, 1996; Goldberg et al., 2006; Oates & Leavitt, 2003), daily logs, simulations,
focused conversations (Sterling, 2007), small group discussions (Eyler, 2001 tiWcCar
1996; Morton, 1996; Scheuermann, 1996), dialogues, presentations, projects, research
reports (Albert, 1996), artistic expression (Albert, 1996; Eyler, 2001; Scheuermann,
1996), videos (McCarthy, 1996), and papers (Eyler, 2001; Hatcher, Bringle, & Muthiah,
2004; Goldberg et al., 2006; Morton, 1996).

Some attempts have been made to offer guidelines for designing effective
reflection activities in service-learning courses. For example, ByléiGiles (1999)
proposed a framework which included five elements of sound refection praetipésit
connection between course content and service experience; continuity oforeflect
activities before, during, and after the service experience; context ofrapigory to
real-life situations; challenging students to get out of their comfort zoearamine
their assumptions; and coaching as well as providing emotional support to students.
Bringle and Hatcher (1999) presented another set of guidelines for desgonoegsful
reflection activities in service-learning classes. They noted tHattieh should tie the
service experience to the course content and learning objectives. Reflaotidohaso
be planned with respect to description, expectations, and criteria for evalhating
activity. Additionally, reflection should take place constantly during theseo@nd that
faculty members should provide feedback to students. Finally, Bringle aodddabted
that reflection should encompass opportunities for students to examine, understand, and

change their personal values. Significantly, both models highlight the impertd

29



regularity, connection between experience and course content, and chaleengielas
supporting students during their service experiences.

Empirical evidence denoted that involving students in multiple types of reflecti
is better than having them participate in only one form of reflection. Budtsef a
study that assessed the relationship between specific student learningesuticem
critical thinking abilities, civic attitudes) and particular course Ve (i.e., frequency
of reflective activities, variety of written reflective activitj@s service-learning courses,
indicated that students who took part in both continuous reflection (e.g., journals) and
summative reflection (e.g., presentation, final paper, report) exhibited lygims in
personal values and civic attitudes than those who participated in only one type of
reflection (Mabry, 1998).

Feeling detached from and disgusted by the people students meet in their service
experiences is normal, especially for students new to service courses. Haheser
feelings may lead students to recognize the complexity of social problemscandider
the governing rules in society (Eyler & Giles, 1999). In order to attairutheducational
value of reflection, the climate of the classroom should encourage students ts expres
their feelings of frustration, confusion, and shock. On the other hand, Eyler and Giles
(1999) noted that settings where tension is not addressed and honest discussions are
discouraged may strengthen presumptions and stereotypes. One way to essalfidish a
and an encouraging classroom climate is to allow students to make commeskts or a
guestions anonymously by writing them on cards.

It is also beneficial to set rules for interactive reflective asdiwitThese rules may
include emphasis on mutual respect by giving every student the opportunity tthelrare
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perspectives, agreeing or disagreeing with each other’s opinions witldgutg them,
and using first-person to express one’s views (Albert, 1996; Eyler & Giles, 1999).

In general, the combination of knowledge, experience, and reflection can further
students’ understanding of the core causes of social problems (Jacoby, 200@)rtt is
noting that the literature on the theoretical underpinnings of service-lgauyports the
conceptual framework employed in this thesis research, namely that knowledge,
experience, and reflection are mutually dependent and interconnected. Theioconnect
between knowledge and experience is emphasized in Kolb’s (1984) definition ofdearnin
as “the process whereby knowledge is created through transformation of exgsr{pnc
38). Likewise, reflection is linked to knowledge as it is a central factahendiscovery
and internalization of knowledge” (Sterling, 2007, p. 339). In a parallel manner,
reflection is also linked to experience. Specifically, Kolb (1984) defined iexybiei
learning as learning through action, or learning by doing. Yet, he abfeateexperience
alone is not enough to guarantee that learning occurs. He rather noted thataimseds
to integrate the new experiences with previous ones through the course obrefkaud
affirmed that reflection is the very thing that turns experiences imerential learning.

In essence, Eyler and Giles (1999) contended that knowledge, experience, atidirefle
ultimately alter both the way students address complex issues and the wegrbieyct
the expertise required for examining the causes and the potential soluttogs e
problem. Thus, engaging students in a learning experience that involves knowledge,
experience, and reflection can positively inform the way they examine ana handl

challenges in their communities.
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Partners

Service-learning is distinct from other educational pedagogies irt treatnot be
implemented within the boundaries of a classroom, a discipline, or a campus. Rather, it
entails a range of partnerships within and across the institution (Jacoby, 2003). In
essence, Bailis (2000) noted, “Service-learning and partnerships are te/ofdide same
coin” (p. 5). McCarthy’'s (2003) framework identifies students, faculty mesnbed
community-based agency staff as the main partners in servicealganograms. This
section examines how these partners can contribute to the establishméattiveef
courses.

Students.

Civic education requires not only that students implement faculty and community

agendas, but also that they have a substantive opportunity to shape those agendas.

Students must be partners in service-learning in order for it to realizdl t&vic

and academic potential. (Zlotkowski, Longo, & Williams, 2006, p. 6)

For a long time, students have been viewed by colleges and universities &s passi
consumers rather than producers of their education (Cone, Kiesa, & Longo, 2006;
Zlotkowski et al., 2006). In contrast, there is a growing body of literatur@énetives
students as agents of social change on their campuses and in their communities. The
advocates of this vision (e.g., Cone, 2006; Zlotkowski et al., 2006) contended that
students bring assets and unique perspectives to the educational institutiogsaexactl
faculty members, staff, and community members do, and thus they should be perceived
as knowledge producers, and allowed to participate equally within institutidngheir

education. Likewise, many scholars considered student active participatioe@ssaary

condition for high quality service-learning programs, as they noted, “Quetitices-
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learning, by definition, expects and requires student voice, student leadership, and student
empowerment” (Archer, Galeano, Hanauer, Hickey, Lasanta, & Young, 2006, p. 147).

Indeed, this vision is consistent with current research on the teachinigrdearn
process. For instance, Ewell (1997) differentiated between knowledge basedlanceca
profound types of understanding by noting that in the latter, learners are notntsaibie
knowledge. Rather, they play active roles in acquiring their learning. Wit&in t
paradigm of experiential learning, many scholars (e.g., Morgan & Stréh; 20
Zlotkowski, et al., 2006) argued that unless the circle of academic servicedear
expands to include students themselves, it will not accomplish its full acadedhic
social impact. Accordingly, they asserted the need to rethink the roles staderand
ought to play in institutionalizing service-learning in institutions of higitercation.

Not surprisingly, student leaders opposed the notion that college students are
“apathetic, self-centered” (Cone, 2006) and argued that college students cactipkay
roles on their campuses and initiate positive change in their communities. In pgrticul
30 student leaders from campuses all over the United States spent a week in @hicago i
2004 sharing their initiatives in impacting campus-community relationshipey. thtit
week-retreat, five student leaders—Tara Germond (University of Rhaahel)sEllen
Love (Brown University), Liz Moran (University of lllinois, Springfieldherita Moses
(Langston University), and Stephanie Raill (Macalester College)—irRhisd Your
Voice) Campaign under the auspices of Campus Compact, an American association
devoted to fulfilling the civic mission of higher education, wrote a statement tha
summarized their discussions in Chicago and reflected their visions on collegesstudent
civic engagement. In this document, they presented a conceptual framework for
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promoting students’ leadership in impacting societal change. This framestsamighree
components: voice, action for change, and reflection.

According to these student leaders, voice is central to civic engagement and a
critical element of social change. They explained that voice equipsittugi¢h the
required skills to initiate dialogue with their peers. It also helps conneuntwlit
influential people, such as legislators and administrators. Using voice eygaessing
one’s ideas and views to advance understanding and/or bring change in a community or
in an institution. They further noted that exercising voice enables students ¢g@ ¢than
resignation and helplessness some students may feel. Additionally, saadksns|
pointed out that voice is a crucial factor for students’ activism because itfitigation
of a democratic society. Thus, unless students learn the proper ways ofiegpress
opinions, there is a risk that they may be passive spectators or mere consuheers of t
democratic process. They also may be unable to practise democracy and haitealo pol
influence. Furthermore, student leaders noted that voice entails actimgnistethe
sense that students become receptive to other people’s ideas and be willingyéobghan
others’ voices.

The second component of student leaders’ framework is action for change, which
means acting in a way that brings a particular change in a community omistiaution.
The student leaders posited that cohesiveness and effective groundwoseat@les
successful actions. By cohesiveness they mean that an action has to bee¢duatad
“strategic.” In other words, individual actions ought to be linked to others’ actioas by
common goal. In order for students’ actions to be effective, these actions mnedt-be
designed and accomplished by using collaborative skills to empower others to work
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toward a specific aim. As for the effective groundwork, student leaders notedtioat
should be guided by the use of voice and collected information. They pointed out that
talking with and listening to other people can help students choose a course of action and
urge people of power to collaborate with them.

According to student leaders’ framework, reflection means that students should
think of the extent to which their actions have been effective in bringing socrjeha
and whether their actions reflect their values. They noted that reflectionesvaio
fundamental elements, self- and group reflection as well as criticaireataon of
strengths and weaknesses. They further explained that all civic engagenjects
should involve opportunities for individual and group reflection on the process and its
results. They pointed out that individual reflection enables students to understand their
way of addressing their objectives, their individual and collective valueshamadle in
the success or failure of a project. Group reflection provides students withrah ove
feedback on a certain project. By critical reflection, student leadersasiapt that
reflection should include honest analytical examination of the strengths akdesses
of students’ actions, and inform their future steps.

Significantly, student leaders stressed the connectedness of the three ecdsapone
voice, action for change, and reflection. That is, they noted that reflection halpatst
learn from their actions and be aware of their values and beliefs. Accordinglgnts
can share these values and beliefs with others by raising their voices and workegt
them through action for change. Moreover, they explained that unless students use their
voice before taking an action, they may lose others’ willingness to provide supgort a
co-operation.
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Research on service-learning has suggested that courses which integttateeth
components of student leadership—vVoice, action for change, and reflection—result in
both more effective community service and enhancement of students’ acadennnglea
(Eyler, Giles, Stenson, & Gray, 2001). Other findings indicated that servicerigdas
a considerable impact on promoting students’ civic engagement when students have
meaningful responsibilities, are assigned stimulating tasks, assishmmngdhe projects,
and patrticipate in the decision-making process (Morgan & Streb, 2001).

In general, student leadership in service-learning projects contributeg toioe
engagement and the quality of their service-learning experience as a van@gafple,
Morgan and Streb (2001) contended that in order for service-learning to effectivel
promote students’ civic engagement, students must be engaged in leadership roles. In
other words, they should have a voice and be in charge of leading the projects
themselves. Based on the results of their empirical study, Morgan and Strieldlednc
“By having a voice in service-learning, students are becoming more edlucete
tolerant, and more active. Service-learning can indeed build better citipedis7).

Other researchers confirmed that students’ voices and leadershipieatfetors in
establishing a permanent and vital service-learning experience (Beyer DEY@éy,

1938; Melchior, 1998; Morgan, 1995) and in making learning authentic to students
(Beyer, 1996; Dewey, 1938). It is even argued that programs in which students do not
take leadership roles are not real service-learning programs (Wade, Ih39%8ence,
student voice and leadership are key elements of effective service-lganogngms.

Examples of the roles students can play to connect their academic subjjects wi
the needs of their communities include serving as staff members, siteabans] and
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facilitators. They can also act as trainers—training and empowess@perienced
peers (Zlotkowski et al., 2006). Moreover, students can collaborate with faculty sembe
to define, plan, and implement service courses (Cone et al., 2006; Zlotkowski et al.,

2006).
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Faculty.

Many scholars (e.g., Bringle, Games, & Malloy, 1999; Checkoway, 2001;
Fairweather, 1996; Finkelstein, Seal, & Schuster, 1998) asserted that flacolyement
and commitment is essential to applying and institutionalizing new curriculum and
pedagogy in higher education institutions. Specifically, Pribbenow (2005)ireagbldnat
service-learning is an innovative pedagogy, and thereby it requires/fpatitipation
and commitment. In this respect, Bringle and Hatcher (1998) stated thiaedearning
in its most typical form is linked to the curriculum, which is controlled by thaltiacand
a responsibility usually referred to as “faculty ownership” (Zlotkowskal.e2006).

Eyler and Giles (1999) noted that quality service-learning entails: nggahand

adaptive placement; connection between the subject matter, community conugrns, a
experience; critical reflection; and preparation for diversity and ctrflar the most

part, these criteria almost always require direct faculty involvement.

The driving force of faculty interest in service-learning varies. Some iviasva
means of promoting students’ civic engagement. Within this context, Pahter
Standerfer (2004) contended that civic education is one of the most gradesusfr
teaching. Others argued that it is a way of reinvigorating the cigsiom of higher
education. Yet another group of faculty perceived service-learningohstias to the
limitations of traditional models of teaching in higher education (Howard, 1998).

In conventional classroom practices, the instructor acts as the knowlguige ex
who decides what is important for students to learn, and thus controls the learning
activities. In such models, students are perceived as knowledge deficient, anthbgnce
should follow the instructor’s prescriptions. Accordingly, instructors are placactias
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transmitters of knowledge while students become passive recipients of thag¢d#gewl
(Clark, Croddy, Hays, & Philips, 1997; Howard, 1998; Zivi, 1997). Moreover, in these
traditional types of teaching, learning is “individualistic,” “privatized,” dself-

oriented” (Howard, 1993, 1998). That is, students learn for their own sake and in
isolation from others.

To avoid the shortcomings of the traditional pedagogies, many scholars (e.qg.,
Aquino, 2005; Berry, 2005; Gould, 2004; hooks, 1994) called for adopting a holistic
vision of education. In this vein, Aquino (2005) pointed out that the holistic approach is a
new vision of education that takes into account not only students’ minds, but their spirits
and bodies as well. Additionally, Aquino emphasized the need to:

shift the learning paradigm from instruction to construction and discovery; from

linear to hypermedia learning; from teacher-centered to learner-egntem

rote memory skills to critical thinking and problem solving; from school learning

to life-long learning, from learning as tedious to learning as fun; fromiaee-s

fits-all to customized learning; from teacher as transmitter to teashHecilitator.

(p. 255)

In a parallel manner, Baxter Magolda (1999) highlighted the need for a
constructivist-development pedagogy that links “teaching to students’ waykisigna
meaning in order to create the conditions to promote growth to more complex meaning-
making” (p. 23). Significantly, the basis of this pedagogy includes endorsitenss as
knowers, placing learning in students’ experiences, and describing leasmmgzally
constructing meaning.

The hands on nature of service-learning answers the call of educational reforme

that students should become agents of their own learning (Waldstein & Reiher, 2001). As

Berry (2005) argued, service-learning provides students with opportunities toveeicti

39



their own learning. Meaningful integration of service-learning requinelerstanding of
the learning aims of service-learning, transforming classroom practicd changing the
roles of students as well as instructors. Specifically, students shoulspoasile for,
and play active role in their own learning. Instructors should act as guidaslibators
(Clark, et al., 1997; Zivi, 1997).

Unlike conventional pedagogy, the pedagogy of service-learning is based on
connectedness. Berry (2005) illustrated this connection by describingeskraining as
“a relationship between knower and doer, a relationship between the knower and the
known, a relationship between the student and society, a relationship between student,
faculty, and subject. All in a dynamic ecology” (p. 64). Moreover, service-tegarni
encourages social responsibility and commitment to the common good (Howard, 1998).
In general, service-learning ensures active, in depth, and co-operathiedd@muino,
2005) and has great implications for education and the development of identity and
values (Berry, 2005).

Faculty can contribute to meaningful service-learning programs by playing
various roles. In this respect, McCarthy (2003) pointed out that integratingese
learning into the curriculum requires faculty members to reshape theseslds other
words, they should rethink their teaching methods, curriculum content and sspanhde
assessment tools. For example, they are encouraged to be flexible andistdeca
between lecturing and allowing students to raise questions and inquire about their
experiences at their service-learning sites. They should also choose cotiesgscwhich
match the kind of service students do. Additionally, faculty members ought taeinitiat
assessment tools that can accurately trace students’ personal devekmnaeasure
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the advancement of their analytical and critical thinking skills resultorg frarticipation
in service-learning programs.

Within the same context, Zivi (1997) suggested that instructors can encourage
students to use the main themes that emerge from their service experieraes tinéir
analysis of the assigned readings. Additionally, they can facilitateite) by raising
guestions that urge students to think thoroughly of the course readings and assess their
experiences as well. Instructors can also facilitate learning bylimgdeway of thinking
that links the course concepts to community issues. Furthermore, they can choose
evaluation techniques that push students to examine the relation between coerde cont
and service experience. Examples of other roles faculty can play include: planning
courses or programs that incorporate concepts of citizenship and social t@iponsi
facilitating reflection in such ways that help students draw meaning fram the
community experience and enable them to connect their experiences to the subject
matter, guiding students through their experiences and strengtheningldtenships
with community agencies, and involving agency staff in the curriculum byirgffdrem
opportunities to be co-educators (Canadian Alliance for Community Servacaihg,

2007). By adopting these practices, faculty members can contribute to thieslkestant
of effective service-learning programs.

Faculty members encounter major challenges when implementing service-
learning courses. The results of some studies showed that time pressstie, logi
requirements, and institutional barriers, such as lack of funding were among tlodesbsta
facing faculty who employ the service-learning pedagogy (Abes, Jacksame&, 2002;
Astin, Antonio, & Cress, 1997; Campus Compact, 2003; Hammond, 1994; Ward, 1996).
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Structuring the service experience in a way that ensures its pragtipatiagogical
integrity, and its value to both students and the community is another major obhalleng
confronting faculty who aspire to teach community-based courses (Straind?€03).
There is a general consensus that faculty needs institutional support for
implementing service-learning programs (Chickering & Stamm, 2002). More
importantly, the findings of other research revealed that institutional sup@okey
factor that determines faculty participation in service-learnings@oHt, Holland,
Gelmon, & Kerrigan, 1996; Holland, 1997). Examples of this support include modifying
the institution’s policies with regard to faculty promotion, tenure, and hiring iayahat
encourages faculty members to undertake service-learning (Holland, 1997)skstgbl
training programs for developing non-traditional syllabi and pedagogy, reaipca
resources, and reexamining the faculty reward system are additional egxarhah
institutional commitment to service-learning (Antonio, Astin, & Cress, 2[kg@la,
1999; O’'Meara, 2005).
Ultimately, the critical importance of faculty in institutionalizing\see-learning
in institutions of higher education is emphasized by many scholars. For ex#&mp/
Driscoll (2000) affirmed that the future continuity and progress of selearaing
depends mostly on the faculty and the institutional support and reward for their effort
She justified her view by noting that faculty members play significant vahésh
influence the future of service-learning. Specifically, Driscoll notetiftttalty members
design and teach courses, direct the curriculum, develop and maintain relatienghips
students, and administer and make many program decisions. Even more importantly,
other researchers argued that it is quite difficult to establish sfdogsg programs
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without faculty’s strong commitment and active support to those programs (Antonio et
al., 2000; Caputo, 2005). Similarly, Stanton (1994) emphasized the critical role of faculty
in achieving the benefits associated with service-learning as theythe¢nts

comprehend the relevance of academic knowledge and skills to the social issuegand ¢
life. Furthermore, faculty play a critical role in campus-community pastmes. Based

on the findings of their study, Sandy and Holland (2006) reported that community
partners consider the role of faculty essential to their ongoing collabovation

institutions of higher education. Accordingly, Sandy and Holland concluded that the
absence of the role of faculty from the campus-community collaboration andtstude

experiences would negatively affect service-learning projects.
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Agencies.

Recent literature on service-learning has addressed campus-community
partnerships as related to attempts to provide students with servicedeaxpariences
and evaluate the impact of these experiences (Bringle & Hatcher, 2002; Dofaitks&
2004; Jacoby, 2003; Jones, 2003). University-community partnerships bring together
people who belong to different worlds (Dougherty, 1992). Bringle et al. (190Sirdted
this difference as “academicians [who] view knowledge as residing in spediali
experts, including disciplinary peers who are geographically dispersed antuodg
residents [who] view knowledge as being pluralistic and well distributed among their
neighbors” (pp. 9-10).

Research on successful service-learning classes highlighted théaingeoand
respect for the contribution of the community-based agencies staff @#&nghtcher,
2002). Indeed, agency staff can play invaluable roles in establishingwffeetvice-
learning courses. For instance, they can provide information pertaining to tiseafiee
their organizations. They can also collaborate with academic irmtgudn selecting
service sites that respond to genuine community needs, and learning objectives for
students as well. Because of their knowledge and experience, community agéncy st
can be responsible for holding orientation or training sessions to prepare students for
dynamic participation. Additionally, agency staff can supervise studenitsy their
service experience and provide feedback on students’ sense of responsibility and
observed learning outcomes throughout the service experience. Ideally, coynmuni
organization members should be prepared to serve as co-educators with facultysmembe
(Canadian Alliance for Community Service-Learning, 2007).
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Empirical evidence on community perspectives on long-term collaboration with
institutions of higher education confirmed the above noted roles. For example, the
findings of a recent study by Sandy and Holland (2006) indicated that community
partners view their role as co-teachers and that educating studentsnary pnotivation
for them to participate in service-learning projects. Furthermore, pgtait expressed
their desires to be in direct contact with faculty and to participate in degitire
curriculum, placing students, and assessing the service-learning egpeseeas to be
able to contribute effectively to service-learning endeavors.

McCarthy (2003) noted that students usually join community agencies with great
eagerness and willingness to provide as much help as they can, but they lackexperie
Thus, she encouraged agency staff members to devote some of their time to guide and
direct students. Yet, community partners face several challengespeHibeming these
roles. Examples of these challenges include: conflicts with the acadelandar, and the
university’s logistics as well as understanding students’ learmmaty §gSandy & Holland,
2006).

All in all, strong campus-community partnership is highly emphasized as an
essential characteristic of sound service-learning programs. For exaagbby (2003)
noted that the way to promote service-learning, achieve its fullest @ditesdj and
guarantee its future is through establishing and maintaining an array aitaythe
democratic, reciprocal partnerships. The same idea is well aidugtBailis (2000),

“You can take service-learning to the next level by taking partnerships to thiewvedx

(p- 3). Even more significantly, Sandy and Holland (2006) contended that without
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campus-community partnership, it is hardly possible to establish serviogitea
experiences.

Overall, literature on campus-community partnership emphasized the significa
roles of students, faculty, and community partners in establishing effeatiweese
learning programs. Noteworthy, this view aligns with the conceptuakfremk
employed in this thesis. That is, McCarthy (2003) affirmed the necesslg pfesence
of the central partners of academic service-learning. She argued tabsdmnee of any
of these partners leads to the collapse of the “triangle of partners,baselquently to
the failure of service-learning. McCarthy maintained that suadessfvice-learning
programs require mutual participation from its central partners. Thersétat follows
will shed light on the relationships that should characterize effective aaitysxtampus

partnerships.
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Relationships
Institutions of higher education often treat communities as “pockets of,needs
laboratories for experimentation, or passive recipients of expertiseig{Bret al., 1999,
p. 9). In other words, they usually focus on the negative sides of the community—its
needs and problems (Eyler, 2001). Mcknight and Kretzman (1997) challenged this vision
and suggested an asset-based community model in which the positive aspects of the
community are highlighted. They argued that using this model as a foundation for
campus-community partnerships is a means to help students realize that Hreisge
is shaped affects what they observe. Cruz and Giles (2000) pointed out that this
perspective shifts the view of the community from a “deficit” model that cdretes on
the weaknesses of the community to a resourceful one that focuses on ithstiEmgy
recommended using this model because it considers mutual assets and todnatfits
the campus and the community.
More specifically, service-learning programs are frequently peidteise
“benefits bestowedn the communityoy the university” (London, 2001, p. 10).
Accordingly, it is common for the community organizations to view the neighboring
institutions of higher education as detached from the rest of the community and td suspec
academicians’ intentions (Enos & Morton, 2003). To gain community trust, instisuti
of higher learning should be careful in interacting with community memberstabélya
do not feel that they are being studied or humiliated (Long, 2002). Within the same
context, London (2001) argued:
To dispense with the traditionalitreachparadigm that seeks to provide services
to the communityon behalf othe community. What is needed instead is an
engagement model that looks for opportunities to paviitercommunities to
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meet collective needs. To be effective, the process must be reciproaat it m

serve the community while establishing learning opportunities and a framework

for academic research on the part of the institution. (p. 13)

Reciprocity.

Reciprocity between institutions of higher education and community partners is
recognized as a core principle in ideal service-learning practicesét & Poulsen,

1989; Sigmon, 1979, 1996). For example, Sandy and Holland, (2006) noted that
reciprocity is a hallmark of service-learning projects. Furthendéll (1990) argued that
all partners in service-learning learn from the experience, and hencehahoshould
determine what is to be learned. Likewise, Torres (2000) asserted, “In thoerglaips,
all participants will both teach, learn, exchange resources, and reap mutfgsbép.

3).

Reciprocal partnerships benefit both the campus and the community. Cone et al.
(2006) put it simply, “When these [campus-community] partnerships are trulyaealpr
they are both effective and mutually beneficial” (p. 12). Bringle andhieat@002)
illustrated this mutual benefit by noting that effective service-legrolasses
demonstrate reciprocity between the campus and the community. Specifieabgrvice
activity is planned to meet the learning objectives of the course as welinasunity
needs identified by community agencies. For students, Jacoby (1996) exftained
reciprocal relationships with agency staff enable them to develop an increasseyof
belonging and responsibility as members of a bigger community. Recipraotgalidws
the community to be responsible for their own needs and empowers them to develop

means and relationships to meet these needs. Therefore, Kendall (1990) exipédined t
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reciprocity leads to a sense of mutual responsibility and respect amquaytibgants in
service-learning projects.

Indeed, reciprocity distinguishes service-learning from other convehtiona
approaches to service. In this regard, Jacoby (2003) noted that in many traditional
paradigms, an individual or a group owns resources and they share them with another
individual or a group whom they presume lacks resources. Jacoby maintained that
reciprocity distinguishes service-learning from the traditional afealunteerism which
is based on the assumption that a more efficient person comes to help a less efffecie
That is, volunteers frequently help other people to solve their problems without wholly
grasping the situation or its causes. Service-learning, by contraststudents to work
“with” others rather thanfér” them (p. 4). In this way, service-learning is a philosophy
that entails intensive efforts to move from charity to justice. Karasik (199B8ha&sized
the importance of reciprocal relationships among all the partnersvineséearning
projects by noting that in such kinds of relationships, all partners gain more knowledge
about themselves and others. Additionally, there is likelihood that the partridre wil

transformed in the service-learning experience.
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Collaboration.

Collaboration is another key principle in campus-community partnerships.
Mattessich and Monsey (1992) defined collaboration between institutions of higher
education and community as:

a mutually beneficial and well defined relationship [which] includes a

commitment to: a definition of mutual goals; a jointly developed structure and

shared responsibility; mutual authority and accountability for successhandgs

not only of responsibilities but also of the rewards. (p. 7)

Torres (2000) emphasized the importance of collaborative relationships between the
campus and the community: “Collaboration among a diverse group of stakehokllers is
clear example of the ‘whole being greater than the sum of its parts. lte®quspecial
tripartite partnership among students, faculty, and the community—solidifistidng,
trusting relationships” (p. 13). Indeed, collaboration among service-learakehsiders
can be a tool for achieving equity among them. Jacoby (2003) noted that the notion of
equity is profound and goes beyond mere equality among service-learning partners.
this respect, Torres (2000) pointed out that service-learning partnerdiffakent kinds

of access to social systems and that collaboration among them may chaygéethe s
that perpetuate inequity. Equity theory posits that as long as the outcome=nee &%
balanced with the inputs, a relationship becomes acceptable even if the out@mes ar
unequal (Walster, Walster, & Berscheid, 1978). Based on this theory, Bringle and

Hatcher (2002) argued that campus-community partnership is not required to bg entire

equal to be agreeable. Rather, their partnership should be equitable and fair.
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Caring & democracy.

In addition to reciprocity, collaboration, and mutual interdependence, caring,
reflection, and democracy characterize transformative campus-comgrpartierships.
Skilton-Sylvester and Ewin (2000) contended that individuals can cross the hbeders
separate campus and community by developing caring relationships aoting e
those relations. Building democratic relationships is also essentidtbief campus-
community partnerships because it alters the way institutions of highenlpaerceive
engagement as “something carried @utehalf othe community instead
partnershipwith the community” (London, 2000, p. 4).

In essence, building relationships is one of the most challenging dimensions of
any partnership (Torres, 2000). In other words, initiating and developingnslaips
entails thoroughly evaluating and communicating information about expected outcomes
and costs (Rusbult,983). It is also important to document and reveal the outcomes
publicly to all partners so that they can understand, evaluate, and appreadiate thei
commitment to such relationships (Baucom, 1987). Additionally, it is criticalwe &a
clear self-awareness and self-disclosure (Duck, 1994). In order to build strong
relationships, both the university and the community should have a clear sense of identity
and purpose (e.g., mission statements, learning objectives), procedures (e.gs, polici
evaluation of student performance), and resources (e.qg., facilities, time)feutn ety
communicate them to each other (Walshok, 1999). Based on the findings of their
empirical study, Sandy and Holland (2006) concluded that the sustainability of

community partnership with institutions of higher education necessitates eanagss of
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their motivation and an understanding of the benefits of the community partners from
their own views.

Campus-community partnerships are complex and often challenged by cumflict
interests on campus, in the community, or in both of them (Ramaley, 2000a). In other
words, institutions of higher education focus on research, publication, and many
disciplinary requirements (Torres, 2000) whereas the priority of commurrityepsi is to
serve their clients and support their causes (Enos & Morton, 2003). Enos and Morton
(2003) asserted that campus-community partnerships have the capacity not only to
accomplish particular goals, but also to transform all the involved pariirerg.noted
that these partnerships can be “dynamic, joint creations in which all the people involved
create knowledge, transact power, mix personal and institutional interestsaked m
meaning” (p. 25). In order for campus-community partnerships to be transformative, both
the campus and community organizations must realize that they share the same
community with common interests, resources, problems, and a common capability to
shape one another in deep ways. Enos and Morton maintained that as the patness be
aware that they are part of the same community and that they add knowledge and
experience, interdependence becomes the basis of their relationship. They coheluded t
the real test of their common knowledge is their ability for action on the basis of this
learning. In other words, whether or not the new constructed knowledge will work for
both the campus and the community is what determines the validity of that knowledge.

Significantly, literature on the ideal relationships of campus-community
partnership is consistent with the conceptual framework of this thesis redeasther
words, McCarthy (2003) emphasized the need for mutual reciprocal and ineeracti
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relationships among the partners of service-learning so that it can foigveadcts
educational value. Additionally, diagramming the framework in overlappinugtea
illustrates the interdependent relationships which are needed if seinegis to be
effective. In summary, establishing and sustaining solid relationshipsd@institutions
of higher education and community members is crucial to increasing thelitgodibi
service-learning in promoting students’ civic engagement (Long, 2002). Likewise
Zimmerman and Rappaport (1988) suggested that campus-community partneilships w
be permanent and significant when each partner contributes meaningfully atigedffe
to activities that positively affect significant educational and cigimgus goals.
Summary

This chapter began with an overview of the key conceptual underpinnings of
academic service-learning: knowledge, experience, and reflection.r§thsefition
indicated that the three concepts are mutually dependent and interconnected. The second
section specified the central partners in academic service-lgamthdescribed their
major roles and challenges in establishing meaningful programs. Theauléesaggested
that the three partners—students, faculty members, and community agency saff—ar
equally important and that their presence is critical to establishingssfigkservice-
learning programs. The last section explored the nature of the relatiorstiphduld
characterize campus-community partnerships. Apparently, reciprocaharaliive,
democratic, interdependent, caring, trusting, and respectful relationshipssantial for

effective campus-community partnerships.
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Conclusion

This thesis study intended to respond to the results of many recent research
studies which revealed that there is increasing individualism and decliningsinte
politics and civic engagement among college students (Cone, Cooper, & Hollander, 2001;
Hahn, 2001; Levine, 1994; Sax, Astin, Korn, & Mahoney, 1999). In an attempt to provide
students with opportunities to be involved in their communities, this thesis explored
service-learning as an engaged and critical pedagogy in higher educefioficetly,
the literature provided ample evidence on the positive impacts of servicexgami
students’ learning outcomes in general and on promoting their civic engagament i
particular (Eyler & Giles, 1999; Hunter & Brisbin, 2000; Yates &Youniss, 1998). In
particular, this thesis examined how service-learning can be best intagtated
undergraduate students’ curricula to promote their civic engagement. Ms®aythy’s
(2003) framework, the “Concept of Triangles,” this study focused on the concepts,
partners, and relationships of academic service-learning. The findirfys sty
indicated that the three fundamental concepts of service-learning: knowlepgeeese,
and reflection are interconnected and mutually dependent. Further, the resultswdthe s
emphasized the critical presence and patrticipation of the central paftsersice-
learning: students, faculty members, and community agency staff.\i-thallstudy
suggested that effective campus/community partnerships requireocatjpr
collaborative, democratic, caring, trusting, and respectful relationshipsgaati partners
of service-learning. My hope is that this thesis effort would further our undensgeof
the pedagogy of service-learning, and would encourage other researchersri® t&epl
underrepresented areas in the literature of service-learning.
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Chapter Three

Implications For Practice And Research

Recommendation for Best Practices

The review of literature suggests that there is no one single right way of

integrating service-learning into undergraduate students’ curricula. Satificthese

findings are consistent with the principles of the conceptual framework adopkesl in t

thesis research. In other words, McCarthy’s (2003) framework recaghigeinique

nature of each institution of higher education, and thereby does not advocate one

particular model of implementing service-learning. In general, tit#nigs of this thesis

study suggest that sound service-learning programs employ the follovatepsts:

1.

Emphasize both aspects of service-learning, service and learning,
equally so that each receives the same amount of attention and neither
of them is emphasized over the other.

Establish clear and strong connections between course content and the
kind of service students do.

Make meaningful and adaptive placements of students to service sites.
Promote critical and structured reflection.

Establish safe venues for reflection where all viewpoints are valued and
confidentiality is maintained.

Provide prompt feedback.

Recognize diverse ways of learning.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Encourage active participation from all partners.

Provide sufficient amount of preparation, support, and evaluation.
Use untraditional assessment techniques that evaluate application of
knowledge to course materials and social issues.

Set clear goals, and communicate high expectations for all partners.
Meet real community needs.

Generate recognition and celebration.

Develop and maintain reciprocal, collaborative, democratic, caring,

trusting, and respectful relationships among all partners.
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Limitations and Directions for Future Research

This thesis research is a preliminary step in systematicallytigageg the
characteristics of high-quality service-learning courses. Emapmgsearch is, therefore,
needed to better support the recommendations presented in this study. Futurk resear
may examine the extent to which the quality of academic serviaargaaffects
undergraduate students’ decisions to participate in future service-leaoursgs and
whether or not participating in service-learning affects students’ dgatedfaction with
the collegiate experience. Future research can also investigatage¢héto which the
relationships among students, faculty members, and agency staff influencetions
to extend their work with each other.

Furthermore, research on academic service-learning suggestéatthiyt
members both affect and are affected by service-learning. Accordauglitional
research is needed to expand our understanding of the role of faculty in sexxnaggle
and its impact on them. In particular, future research may address questions,vgbah as
attracts faculty to participate in service-learning? What isdleeaf colleagues in
motivating faculty to participate in service-learning? Does using theypgglaf service-
learning change how faculty teach and learn? Does participation in skeaineg
provide faculty with opportunities for collaborative and interdisciplinary worksDoe
faculty conceive of service-learning as a scholarly work? Does involvemsenvice-
learning influence faculty research agendas and publications? Do thegtatiggresent
about service-learning in professional conferences? Do faculty who aigedriga

service-learning maintain other types of scholarly work?
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Other questions for future research may investigate the impact of iostaluti
support on encouraging faculty to undertake service-learning. Examples of these
guestions may include: what kind of support do faculty need to participate in service-
learning? And what is the impact of the institutional reward structures owvatiag
faculty to be engaged in service-learning?

Campus-community partnerships are another area of service-learningpinas
greater exploration. Future research may enhance our understanding of whatie
quality partnerships between institutions of higher learning and communityizagans
contribute to the success of service-learning programs. Additionally, fesearch can
address questions, such as how do faculty members perceive community members? Will
students welcome agency staff as co-educators with their faculty mémbetare
community agency staff willing to invest some of their time in serlgaening courses?

Hopefully, answers to the above stated questions will inform the university’s
decisions of resource allocations and faculty reward structures. Thesesawsdhadso
provide information on how to better support faculty who are engaged in academic
service-learning and how to attract and motivate others to participats petiagogy.
This, in turn, will lead to enhancing and sustaining service-learning iruiinstis of
higher education. All in all, answers to these questions will further our understafiding
the theory, practice, pedagogy, and research on academic service-learngimgin hi

education.
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Contribution

Indeed, this thesis research has several advantages. First, it idesartfie gaps
in the literature of academic service-learning. Specificallgviealed three major gaps. It
denoted that in spite of the critical importance of university-community pantpdos
the success of service-learning, the community dimension continues to be an
underrepresented area in service-learning literature (Birdsall, 200%jd3& Hatcher,
2002; Bushouse, 2005; Cruz & Giles, 2000; Edwards & Marullo, 2000; Ferrari &
Worrall, 2000; Jones, 2003; Sandy & Holland, 2006; Vernon & Ward, 1999; Ward &
Wolf-Wendel, 2000). The findings of the study also indicated that although developing
high-quality partnerships between institutions of higher education and the comraunity i
central to reviving community engagement (Kellogg Commission, 1999), the focus on
the community-university partnership as the main unit of analysis is scarad®&
Giles, 2004). Furthermore, the literature acknowledges the role of fasuttytical to the
establishment of successful service-learning courses (e.g., Antonio2&tC4l; Caputo,
2005). Yet, there is a paucity of research focusing on the relationship oy facdlt
service-learning (Driscoll, 2000; Pribbenow, 2005).

Second, this thesis research provided some directions for future researgh to he
fill these gaps. More specifically, the study raised questions pertainihg twérall
impact of service-learning on students, the relationship between faculsgauck-
learning, and the nature of campus-community partnership in service-learngngnpso
Third, by providing a comprehensive review of literature, this study can fuatine
understanding of academic service-learning in general and the chatastef effective
programs in particular. Fourth, the study suggested best practices to incosporate-
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learning into the curricula of undergraduate students. These recommendatiorsstan as
faculty in developing effective service-learning courses. These suggestn also guide
students on how to play active roles in service-learning projects. Additionally, these
recommendations can offer administrators of higher education some guidance on how to
make their campuses more engaged in their surrounding communities. Furthensore, th
study can benefit community agency staff by providing them with ideas on how to
participate actively in academic service-learning. Finally, thisishresearch effort can
promote campus-community partnerships by presenting useful knowledge on what

constitutes positive, meaningful, and sustainable relationships.
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Appendix A

Figure 1. McCarthy's “Concept of Triangles” for Service-Learning

Experience

Reflection ¢ > Knowledge

Figure 1. is a visual representation of how McCarthy’s (2003) conceptual foaknexl
be used as an analytical guide for the review of literature. The reseadtiresses each
research question through organizing the literature by how it relates to thetspnce

partners, and relationship of academic service-learning.
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Appendix B

Figure 1.1. The Triangle of Concepts.

Agencies

Students ¢ > Faculty

Figure 1.1 is a visual representation of how the first triangle of McCar{B903)
conceptual framework will be used as an analytical guide for the revieteratlire of
the first research question, what #ne key conceptual underpinnings of academic

service-learning?
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Appendix C

Figure 1.2. The Triangle of Partners.

Agencies

Students ¢ > Faculty

Figure 1.2 is a visual representation of how the second triangle of McCagf93) (
conceptual framework will be used as an analytical guide for the revietgratlire of
the second research question, who are the central partners in acadeneelsaming

and how can they establish meaningful programs?
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Appendix D

Figure 1.3. The Triangle of Relationship.

Experience
(Agencies)

Reflection ¢ » K nowledge
(Students) (Faculty)

Figure 1.3 is a visual representation of how the third triangle of McCarfR903)
conceptual framework will be used as an analytical guide for the revieteratlire of
the third research question, what kind of relationships should characterize

campus/community partnership in academic service-learning?
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