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Faculty and Student Activities In the Community
(Bringle et al., 1999)
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Service-learning (SL) is both course-based, credit bearing 
pedagogy and change strategy that engages students, 
community members, and instructors/staff in co-creating 
relationships that integrate academic material, community-
engaged activities, and critical reflection to advance public 
purposes and to achieve clearly articulated academic learning, 
civic learning, and personal growth goals (Bringle & Clayton, 
2021).



Tension from the early days of SL: periphery or core positioning

division between those who desired it to “remain [a] fringe
phenomenon… rather than risk sacrificing its social efficacy to 
more academic ends” and those who “argued that nothing in 
the long run could be achieved unless a way was found to lend 
community-based work the academic legitimacy that would 
broaden its appeal” (Zlotkowski & Duffy, 2010, p. 35).

➢ Moving service learning to the academic core became the 
dominate institutionalization focus



Previously,  this  work  had  often  been  located at  the  institutional  

margins,  its  practitioners  marginalized,  even demeaned,  as  'inferior’  

and  ‘not  academic’ …. [Our] greatest triumph: [engagement], which 

has evolved as a respected academic field, now occupies a seat at the  

academic  table [as] … a dynamic and evolving field of scholarship and 

practice that carries ever-increasing academic respect.”  

(Fear & Sandmann, 2016, p. 119)



“It was my hope that service learning would change the academy. It is 
my fear that the academy has changed service learning.” 

(Tim Stanton)

➢ “co-opted institutionalization” (fit SL into HE vs re-shape HE)

Why?
• focus on institutionalization via academic legitimacy, faculty development 

resources, infrastructure, etc.
• efforts to advance SL did not include “a long-term strategy to engage or 

transform the college or university itself”        
(Zlotkowski, 1995)



Distinction

Is the intent to

1.  “institutionalize” SL -- embed it into existing 
structures; normalize the pedagogy 
OR 
2.   leverage SL to transform the institution to be 
more democratic /  justice oriented / etc.; re-norm 
the institution



Institutionalization #1
[Core Institutionalization]

• is part of the academic culture of the institution 
• aligns with the mission 
• becomes an enduring aspect of the curriculum that is supported by more 

than a few faculty 
• improves other forms of pedagogy, leads to other forms of civic 

scholarship
• influences faculty roles and rewards (review and advancement)
• is part of the experience of most students 
• has wide spread support, understanding, and involvement of students, 

faculty, administration, and the community 
(Bringle, Hatcher, Hamilton, & Young, 2001)



Campus-Level 
Issues

“To institutionalize service-
learning effectively, service-
learning must be viewed not as 
a discrete ‘program’ but as a 
means to accomplish other 
important goals for the 
campus.”

(Holland & Furco, 2004)



The Challenge for Civic Learning (AAC&U)

• From elective to expected

• From one time to progressive learning over time

• From individually oriented civic action to 
collaboratively oriented action

• From some faculty in some disciplines to all faculty in 
all disciplines

• From parallel practices and programs to integrated one

(Musil, The National Task Force, 2012)



Service-learning can be institutionally supported  
at multiple levels
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Comprehensive Action Plan for Service Learning 
(CAPSL)
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Core
Institutionalization  #1

“The heart of institutionalization 
may be summarized in a few words: 
intentionality, coherence, and 
commitment" 

[Holland & Furco, 2004, p. 38] 



Intentionality

• Leadership at all levels

• Service learning is a means to a sets of ends

• Answering the “why” question

• Coaching faculty and staff to produce well-
designed learning experiences

• Role of assessment, particularly of the civic 
outcomes

• Part of campus policy and strategic planning



Coherence

• Strategic versus ad hoc

• Centralized versus decentralized

• Engaged departments/schools

• Across ALL facets of the campus

• Multi-level (grad & undergrad) versus single 
level

• Multi-modality versus one



Commitment

• Funding

• Infrastructure

• Knowledgeable and experienced staff

• Space

• Faculty and staff development activities

• Linking to, integral to, other campus initiatives



Institutionalization #2: 
Institutional Transformation

• “Pragmatic reform” 
• “such strategies have not gone far enough to transform higher education institutions and their 

missions of education, research, and public service. 
• [SLCE] has ‘been accommodated to the dominant cultures and structures of higher education’ 

(Saltmarsh & Zlotkowski, 2011, p, 354), resulting in the more technocratic, less democratic form of … 
engagement….. [and thus] higher education too often remains in the position of ivory tower, 
disengaged from or patronizing towards communities beyond the campus gates, silent on our most 
pressing public issues, and failing to infuse teaching and research with a democratic or public 
purpose.”                            

(Bandy et al., 2018)

• Technocratic engagement 
• [SLCE] movement has “plateaued and requires a more comprehensive effort to ensure lasting 

commitment and institutional capacity”
• “Will higher education live up to its democratic purpose and undertake the kind of deep change in 

institutional culture needed to create the conditions for sustained [democratic] civic engagement?” 

(Saltmarsh, Hartley, & Clayton 2009)



• “First-order” changes make improvements to existing practices. 

• “Second-order” issues and changes involve re-conceptualization or 
transformation of organizational purposes, roles, rules, relationships, and 
responsibilities, changes that move beyond programs, structures, and 
rhetorical positioning to involve institutional culture and underlying policy. 
Second order changes are significantly more difficult to enact and take 
sustained effort over longer periods of time. 

[Cuban, L. (1988) A fundamental puzzle of school reform. Phi Delta Kappan 69(5), 341-44.]



Transformational Change

(1) alters the culture of the institution by changing select underlying 
assumptions and institutional behaviors, processes, and products;

(2) is deep and pervasive, affecting the whole institution; 

(3) is intentional; and

(4) occurs over time. 
(Eckel, Hill, & Green, 1998)

+
Integrated (former President Johnson, TSU)

➢ DPI Model of Institutional Transformation 
(Saltmarsh, Janke, & Clayton, 2015)



Deep
“profoundly … affects behavior or alters structures …, imply[ing] a shift in values and 
assumptions that underlie the usual way of doing business … [and] requires people to think 
differently as well as act differently” [Eckel, Hill, & Green, 1998]

Applied to SLCE as transformative force [Saltmarsh, Janke, & Clayton, 2015]

• includes relationships grounded in respect, shared authority, and co-creation of 
goals/processes (i.e., reciprocity)  

• is asset-based, acknowledging that legitimate knowledge exists within communities as well 
as the academy and starting from the resources and strengths each collaborator brings

• moves beyond transactional exchanges to generate new, transformative possibilities

• positions all partners – students, faculty, staff, community members – as co-educators, co-
learners, and co-generators of knowledge and practice



Pervasive

“The more pervasive the change, the more it crosses unit boundaries and touches different parts of the 

institution” [Eckel, Hill, & Green, 1998]

Applied to SLCE as transformative force  [Saltmarsh, Janke, & Clayton, 2015]

• Can look like a few faculty in a few departments, all implementing high quality SLCE in their courses and all 
conducting high quality community-engaged research with community partners without such practice being 
common or encouraged across the institution – in effect inhibiting, silencing, or simply isolating the work of 
engaged academics outside of these pockets

• Select students, such as those in Honors or leadership programs or those in service-related living-learning 
communities, could have ready access to well-designed, impactful SLCE opportunities, while at the same time 
many other students remain unaware of or unable to take advantage of them – raising concerns about whether 
we are in fact challenging or enshrining systems that underlie social injustice. 



Integrated
Engagement can be deep and pervasive but remain compartmentalized; in other words, it can still be 
conceptualized and enacted in ways that fail to problematize or offer an alternative to the academy’s entrenched 
hierarchical and silo’d nature and thus fall short of transformational. [TSU President Melvin N. Johnson] 

Applied to SLCE as transformative force   [Saltmarsh, Janke, & Clayton, 2015]

• Deep and pervasive do not … insist on replacing otherwise hierarchical schisms between Academic Affairs and 
Student Affairs, among disciplines, and among teaching and research and service with collaborations that value 
all contributions across campus as critical…. 

• Working … without the various practitioners being aware of one another, let alone working intentionally together 
as collaborators in a broader, institution-level strategy for engagement … results in lost opportunities to …
coalesce around culture change. 

• Transformational SLCE … attends to the intersections of such factors as growth of ethnic, racial, and cultural 
diversity among the student body … high impact educational practices … community-engaged, inclusive, 
interdisciplinary pedagogical practice and research among female faculty and faculty of color; [and]  difficulties 
retaining faculty from historically underrepresented groups .… ‘Integration suggests that if campuses are going to 
take student success seriously, if they are going to take diversity seriously, and if they are going to take new 
forms of knowledge generation seriously, then they need to take SLCE seriously’ (Saltmarsh, 2012). 



DPI ~ Democratic Civic Engagement

• Institutional transformation thus takes on a particular meaning: democratic civic 
engagement. SLCE that is deep, pervasive, and integrated by definition … 
encompasses an “intentional and explicit democratic dimension” that engages all of 
us in “the public culture of democracy” (Saltmarsh, Hartley, & Clayton, 2009, p. 11). 

• The fundamental change at stake is that of a paradigm shift from the normative 
technocratic framing of and approaches to community-campus engagement toward 
a democratic orientation. 

• “It is this democratic framework of civic engagement that holds the promise of 
transforming not only the educational practice and institutional identity of colleges 
and universities but our public culture as well” (Saltmarsh, et al., 2009, p. 14).

[Saltmarsh, Janke, & Clayton, 2015]



Operationalizing DPI: Some examples
• Do we continue to have offices with staff responsible for various initiatives (e.g., SLCE, 

diversity, student success, external partnerships, career development) working in different 
parts of campus but in a more intentionally collaborative fashion? Or do we need to embed 
democratic engagement within these other offices / integrate SLCE principles and practices 
within existing structures? 

• How shall we think about what is at the “center” of SLCE? Students? Communities? Inquiry? 
Learning? Change? … Nothing (i.e., move beyond thinking in terms of “center”)

• Focus of professional development: not just “faculty development” … not just pedagogy but, 
for example, community organizing

• Civic learning: not just student learning goal … not just via SLCE

• In what ways are we sustaining the status quo through conceptualizations that are implicitly 
(or even explicitly) grounded in neoliberalism, white supremacy, technocracy? How do 
associated underlying assumptions emerge in our practice? How can they be surfaced, 
challenged, disrupted?



A truly transformed engaged campus – or one on that journey – no 
longer defines itself as apart from broader communities, providing 
expertise to those without the resources or capacities to understand 
and resolve public problems in one-way transmission of knowledge or, 
at best, two-way exchanges of value. Rather, the process of 
transformation leads the institution to a view of itself as a part of 
communities, as one of many players involved in networked, multi-
directional systems for co-creating knowledge, policy, and practice. 

[Saltmarsh, Janke, & Clayton, 2015]



Conclusion: #3?

“By  portraying [engagement] as a form of scholarship that cross-cuts 
the academic  mission,  we  made  it  easier  for  the  work  to  be 
integrated and infused into the academy’s framework. However, in doing 
so, we offered a means to reform the system, not to transform it.”

“We  believe  trauma  in  the  system  is  too  severe  for  modest change.  
Bold  action  will  be  required.  The  system  is  in  crisis. Overhaul is 
needed…. The  current motif— what’s  best  for  the  institution—will 
shift  to  an  emphasis  on  what’s  best  for  the  public. 

(Fear & Sandmann, 2016, p. 120, 123)



“Recent developments in the world beyond the academy compel us to ask: 
When does the need to act more forcefully in the greater community 
overshadow – not eliminate – other needs such as institutional transformation?

At the very least we should ask how our awareness of the inequality, injustice, 
racism, and other forms of identity-based oppression that devalue the lives of 
so many of our human beings affects where we locate the center of our efforts.”

[Zlotkowski, 2015]



In this [third framing], the academy becomes a crucial component of democratic public life and thus a 
transformative force for collaborative and public learning in the service of a broad based justice and equity. 

Potential goals associated with #3:

• to expand public funding and challenge corporatization 

• to make the academy more accessible to the public

• to develop community and participatory governance for higher education 

• to challenge individualist and privatized notions of the public good 

• to develop new standards of intelligence and merit grounded in service of justice 

• to overcome the silence of the academy on important public issues 

• to have the academy engage in public conversations that it did not convene 

• to create new model academies for democratic civic engagement

➢a radically decentralized, networked model of higher education, one that informs and is informed by public 
life in all matters, yielding myriad opportunities for social change towards greater equality, inclusivity, and 
justice. [Bandy et al., 2018]



The decades-long movement — of students, faculty, staff, 
administrative allies, and community members — to champion [SLCE] 
has encompassed a variety of macro-level endeavors for institutional 
change, all of which co-exist in the current moment. We may categorize 
these efforts roughly into two general types — those for institutional 
reform and those with more transformative ideals — with many 
overlapping perspectives and advocates. 

(Bandy et al., 2018)


