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Abstract:  How do service-learning and “engaged scholarship” help infuse justice education within Jesuit colleges and universities? This presentation explores Jesuit service-learning models, proposes strategies for integrating service-learning throughout curricula, and discusses Boyer’s “Engaged Scholarship” paradigm, which lends itself well to “whole person” teaching and learning, justice perspectives, and community-based scholarship.

Introduction
Our super-sized conference program, which requires participants to choose among an average of no less than 10.25 panels during any one session is first-hand proof that there are many, many ways to pursue our commitment to justice in Jesuit higher education. Assuming we cannot or will not take them all, how do we choose among them? In their Call for Papers, the Conference Committee offers us a helpful guiding principle straight out of Fr. Kolvenbach’s clarion call at Santa Clara University five years ago:
“With regard to B) Research and Teaching, Fr. Kolvenbach said: 
The faculty’s research…not only obeys the canons of each discipline, but ultimately embraces human reality in order to help make the world a more fitting place for six billion of us to inhabit….[Needed is] a sustained interdisciplinary dialogue of research and reflection, a continuous pooling of expertise…Every discipline, beyond its necessary specialization, must engage with human society, human life, and the environment in appropriate ways, cultivating moral concern about how people ought to live together.” (Emphasis is mine.)
Fr. Kolvenbach, in his keynote speech, invites us to reflect upon many different responsibilities. But what he says we must do is engage ourselves and our disciplines. Let me take the liberty of restating this portion of Kolvenbach’s central message (from my perspective) in one simple sentence: our scholarship (i.e., research and teaching) must be engaged…in and with the world we inhabit. In short, Fr. Kolvenbach is exhorting our faculty to become engaged scholars.
Our collective Jesuit educational mission challenges us to ‘educate the whole person’. How do we ‘educate the whole person’ and ‘educate for justice’ at the same time – and do so across the disciplines and across each of our institutions? This paper proposes a model with three sets of variables, which is designed to accomplish both goals, and holds great promise for us at Jesuit colleges and universities. Not surprisingly, it begins with Fr. Kolvenbach and ends with something called “engaged scholarship”. And the bridge between them is a pedagogy called service-learning.
This paper explores each of the model’s three parts in reverse order: (1) the strategic vision and paradigmatic transformation that is engaged scholarship, (2) strategies for institutionalizing service-learning at Jesuit colleges and universities, and (3) a brief overview of service-learning progress to date on our twenty-eight campuses.
I. Ernest Boyer and The Carnegie Foundation: The “Engaged Scholarship” Paradigm

Why begin with paradigms when we already know that we need to focus on integrating service-learning into our best courses? To begin with, because service-learning is simply a progressive vehicle for getting us somewhere, i.e., it is a means to an end. And since means and ends are interdependent, at least from where I sit, I am inclined, before I set out on any journey, to ask myself, “Where is it I want to end up?”

For me, there is no doubt that our collective ability to educate for justice and educate the whole person rests in large part upon our faculty, i.e., those primarily responsible for educating our students. Therefore, for me, the first steps of this particular journey necessarily involve taking a look at our priorities as faculty and scholars in academe; at what higher education is supposed to be accomplishing through the teaching and research of its faculty of scholars. Accordingly, it is fitting to begin with the late Ernest L. Boyer, Past President of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (in Stanford, CA) and his hugely important book, Scholarship Reconsidered (1990).

Why is this book significant? Because it traces the socio-political evolution of our colleges and universities and asks enlightened questions about where we ended up in the waning years of the twentieth century. Where did we end up? In the view of Boyer and the Carnegie Foundation, we ended up with a powerful social institution called higher education that has priorities and expectations of itself which are at best conflicted and confused. And a healthy portion of this confusion has led to an unhealthy set of demands upon, and expectations of, the professoriate.  

One manifestation of this phenomenon, which most of us take for granted, is that our research is considered scholarship (and Boyer notes here that, “publication is the primary yardstick by which scholarly productivity is measured”, p.2), but our teaching is not (considered scholarship). Both are publicly stated as values, but in fact they are not equally valued. One may be embraced more vigorously at this college and the other held more dearly at that university, but in fact both are expected – and more than that, excellence in both is expected – if one seeks tenure, promotion and (if faculty are shamelessly honest about their secret, professional fantasies) some form of academic nirvana. In short, in this particular version of our profession as educators that we ended up with, teaching, research and service are disconnected and discontinuous professional paths down which we are required to walk.

I find several developments of this history both fascinating and full of irony. I will limit myself to mentioning only two. The first is that teaching and research have undergone a stunning dichotomization, to the point of having been essentially amputated from one another, and only the latter is considered “scholarship”.  And this strikes me as fascinating because the “vocation” of teaching in the earliest American (read “colonial”) colleges was at the center of scholarship. (Moreover, Boyer points out that this went on “well into the nineteenth century.”) (p.4)

The second irony involves the fact that the service mentioned above, which, along with teaching and publication, we reward with promotion or tenure, is not the service we talk about in service-learning (which occurs in our communities, and benefits both our students and our communities), but rather takes the guise of less generous behaviors that train us to turn inward - toward our colleagues and our disciplinary cliques and our institutions, i.e., participation in faculty governance, sitting on committees, conducting the business of the college, and enhancing the substantive or professional dimensions of our disciplines. 

This irony surrounding the juxtaposition of our current notions of academic service and the service we value in service-learning strikes me as fascinating because the primary purpose of the earliest American colleges was “building character and preparing new generations for civic and religious leadership.” (p.3) 

The second of three historical phases in the evolution of the American college was marked by the passing of the Morrill Act of 1862 (the Land Grant College Act) and the Hatch Act of 1887, during which “the idea of education as a democratic function to serve the common good was planted on the prairies” (p.5) and colleges and universities “added service as a mission” (p.5).

Where does the past lead Boyer in his assessment of our predicament? And how is his proposal for a “New American College” a solution that includes much healthier priorities for the professoriate?
Boyer states:

“…the most important obligation now confronting the nation’s colleges and universities is to break out of the tired old teaching versus research debate and define, in more creative ways, what it means to be a scholar. It’s time to recognize the full range of faculty talent and the great diversity of functions higher education must perform.

For American higher education to remain vital we urgently need a more creative view of the work of the professoriate. In response to this challenge, we propose in this report four general views of scholarship – discovery, integration, application, and teaching.” (p.xxii)

Boyer encourages us to move beyond the current “more restricted view of scholarship” to one that allows us to be truly and fully engaged scholars. The following is a brief tour of his four views of scholarship.

In a nutshell, the first type of scholarship involves the discovery of knowledge.  Boyer notes that this type “comes closest to what is meant when academics speak of ‘research.’” “The scholarship of discovery, at its best,” he says, “contributes not only to the stock of human knowledge but also to the intellectual climate of a college or university.” (p.17)

The scholarship of integration means “making connections across the disciplines, placing the specialties in larger context, illuminating data in a revealing way…” (p.18) It means the “serious, disciplined work that seeks to interpret, draw together, and bring new insight to bear on original research.” It “also means interpretation, fitting one’s own research – or the research of others – into larger intellectual patterns.” (p.19) 

The third type of scholarship involves the application of knowledge to problems in the real world and also asks “Can social problems themselves define an agenda for scholarly investigation?” (p.21)
And finally, the scholarship of teaching is, well, the scholarship of teaching. Boyer says, “When defined as scholarship, … teaching both educates and entices future scholars.” He reminds us that “Aristotle said, ‘Teaching is the highest form of understanding.’” (p.23)

And so he concludes, 

“What we urgently need today is a more inclusive view of what it means to be a scholar—a recognition that knowledge is acquired through research, through synthesis, through practice, and through teaching. We acknowledge that these four categories—the scholarship of discovery, of integration, of application, and of teaching—divide intellectual functions that are tied inseparably to each other.” (P.24-25)

Where this paradigm takes us is a view of higher education that embraces the professor as an engaged scholar:  one who is engaged in all four dimensions of scholarship; one who is engaged in teaching and learning; one who is engaged in the life of the discipline and of the department; and one who is engaged in both campus and community.

Service-learning is both a powerful pedagogy, in its own right, and a vehicle to engaged scholarship. It is just one of the paths we can take, of course, but it is a direct path. And, when used well and to its fullest advantage, it is both compelling and rewarding – to all parties involved.

Moreover, service-learning is a powerful pedagogy that can help educate the whole person and move us towards institutional models that will be more effective in accomplishing the Jesuit educational mission.

With that said, it is also the case that service-learning is necessary but not sufficient. We will also need campus-wide social and institutional change – that moves us in the direction of models which act upon the realization that to have students educated as whole persons, we must have faculty roles and faculty who are teaching and pursuing their scholarship as whole persons. This will require institutional change from each president on down and from each professor and department on up. 
Our first step, therefore, is to initiate conversations that lead to consensual decisions about our chosen view(s) of the professoriate. Subsequent steps will depend upon the view(s) we choose. If we want whole students, I hope we choose a model that values whole professors. And if we do, I believe Boyer and the Carnegie Foundation have a lot to offer us.
II. Service-Learning and Steps Toward Institutionalization
An institutional commitment to service-learning is like any other:  it assumes and requires sufficient staffing and resources to accomplish agreed-upon goals. These are the requisite first steps in institutionalizing service-learning on a college or university campus. Once these have been committed, the following two types of initiatives may help contribute to the development and institutionalization of service-learning.
The first set of initiatives includes:  (a) defining service-learning and disseminating the definition among campus and community partners; (b) developing service-learning course criteria which, along with definitions, help distinguish service-learning courses from courses with service-related components; (c) designing course designation procedures for faculty, so that service-learning courses can ultimately be identified by students and departments; and (d) the development of mission statements, guiding principles and planning documents (e.g., strategic plans) to guide institutionalization and facilitate assessment of progress.
Definitions

Service-learning definitions may be formal or informal (i.e., they may be formally approved and stand on their own, or they may take the form of descriptions or characteristics of service-learning in mission statements and the like. Definitions may be borrowed from others or uniquely designed to fit one campus and institutional mission. Whatever their origins or shape might be, definitions serve multiple purposes:  (1) they inform and educate faculty, staff and students about what is meant by service-learning at a given university; (2) they connect and customize more generic, external understandings of service-learning with unique campus mission statements and identities; (3) and they attempt to summarize, simplify and communicate an array of principles of best practice and guiding principles for those unfamiliar with the pedagogy. 

Accomplishing all of this in a brief definition is a difficult proposition. And it is especially difficult in service-learning, which has been adopted under numerous guises and definitions throughout academia, and is rich with numerous ‘principles of good practice’. Additional guiding documents, e.g., course criteria, guiding principles, and mission statements, are often needed to more fully capture and communicate the meaning and purpose of service-learning. Despite inherent difficulties, establishing a definition of service-learning is a prerequisite for all of the initiatives below.
Service-Learning Course Criteria & Course Designations 

Course criteria also serve multiple purposes and may be formal or informal. They assist definitions in illustrating what service-learning is and raising its visibility and legitimacy on campus. They differentiate service-learning courses from courses with service-related components. And, when informed by existing practice and literature in the field, they incorporate the various principles of best practice in service-learning pedagogy into the guidelines and decision-making processes of faculty committees. When done well, formal course criteria literally instruct faculty how to construct a service-learning course. 
A major hurdle to overcome on many campuses is the invisibility of service-learning. Once course criteria are in place, it is possible to implement a course designation process that successfully identifies service-learning courses in course schedules, catalogues and on the web. This raises the visibility of service-learning courses significantly: students are informed that their college actually has service-learning courses, and they know which courses are offered each semester in order to be able to register for them. 

In addition to a definition of service-learning, the Committee on Engaged Scholarship (an advisory committee comprised of faculty, administrators, students and community partners) at Loyola College developed course criteria and a course designation process. The definition and course criteria can be found in Appendix A and on our web site:  www.loyola.edu/service-learning. Ultimately, it is extremely important that faculty ‘own’ service-learning as their own (which makes sense, since it is a pedagogy). Accordingly, the way in which definitions and course criteria become acceptable and accepted on a given campus is critical to their success. Our Office of Service-Learning and Committee on Engaged Scholarship are currently seeking the best means for vetting our definition and course criteria among the faculty and its committees.
Flexibility & Faculty Options for Combining Service and Courses

In response to the emphasis placed on service at Jesuit Institutions, some instructors organize service events or experiences for their students. Sometimes the service is unrelated or indirectly related to course content. Other times it is related to course content in some way, but not integrated into the course to the extent we expect of courses taught using service-learning pedagogy. 
Accordingly, we have found at Loyola College that it is prudent to both acknowledge courses with service components in conjunction with service-learning courses, and at the same time, juxtapose them in order to help faculty understand the differences between them. In pursuit of the latter objective, we created a taxonomy that includes the following dimensions:  distinguishing characteristics; relationship with community partner; faculty needs; and incentives and support from the university. On one hand, we hope these visual depictions of both types of courses will educate, and on the other hand, invite faculty who currently include service components in their courses to explore service-learning in the future. Our taxonomy (still in draft form) is included in Appendix D (a separate document).
Strategic Documents
Finally and obviously, the development of mission statements, guiding principles and strategic plans contribute to the institutionalization of service-learning and its campus center the same way they would for any initiative, department or organization. In addition to forging identity and heightening visibility, such documents symbolize institutional resolve and create mileposts that speed progress and facilitate its assessment.
Faculty Development, Incentives and Transforming Reward Structures
The other side of institutionalization involves the actual diffusion and integration of service-learning into the curriculum. In order to accomplish this, faculty must have opportunities to learn about, and experiment with service-learning pedagogies. Then they must be supported in various ways as they integrate service-learning into their teaching. Usually, integrating it into their research comes later (if at all), after sufficient experience has been gained in the classroom. Thus, this second set of steps includes an array of initiatives including faculty development opportunities that have monetary and other incentives built in, e.g., faculty fellows seminars (with stipends) and course development grants. It also includes incentives which offer time instead of extra income, e.g., course releases (that can be ‘banked’) after a professor has taught a certain number of service-learning courses. 
While all of the above offer their own intrinsic rewards, more are needed. Perhaps the most important of these involves fundamental transformations of promotion and tenure procedures. From the time junior faculty members are hired to the time they are promoted and/or tenured, they need to know at each step of the way that service-learning is not just strategic plan rhetoric or a valuable marketing tool for their college, but, more importantly, is valued as scholarship (in all of Boyer’s meanings of the term, including teaching and publication) and that both scholarship and service to the community are valued in performance assessments and promotion and tenure reviews.
Faculty Fellows Programs 
Faculty Fellows Programs deserve additional treatment here for a number of reasons. Among First and foremost, they are one of the best ways to directly and effectively accomplish a multiplicity of objectives related to integrating service-learning across the curriculum. When successful, they: entice faculty to undertake something most faculty will have nothing to do with, i.e., faculty development; and they become a mechanism through which faculty learn about service-learning pedagogies, integrate service-learning into one of their courses, and commit to teaching that course during the coming academic year. 
In addition, Faculty Fellows develop professional relationships that bridge disciplines and departments. Results include:  increased knowledge and experience in service-learning among faculty; a growing number of service-learning courses each year for all students on campus; a significant number of faculty advocates for service-learning; increased levels of service with and in the community; and the development of more partnerships with community agencies.

The mechanics of the Faculty Fellows Seminar on Service-Learning and Engaged Scholarship, which I developed over the last few years at Loyola College in Maryland are simple: faculty register for the seminar during the spring, they spend four half-days together at the end of the academic year during the week of commencement, they are given a healthy packet of readings, they discuss them together, and they learn as much as they can about service-learning.

As the Seminar Overview in Appendix B suggests, Faculty Fellows navigate a terrain that, among other things, allows them to: investigate the theories and models of learning behind service-learning; discover its successful integration into their own disciplines and courses at colleges and universities nationally and internationally; explore syllabi and principles of good practice by prominent leaders in their fields and academe; engage in a comprehensive look at structured reflection and its role in service-learning pedagogies; inquire into methodologies of assessment and evaluation; learn about the power of community partnerships; and review the ‘nuts and bolts’ of teaching service-learning courses at their university.

During the summer, each Fellow works individually on her service-learning Integration Project. Simply put, this means each Fellow takes what she has learned, continues to work with her Course Workbook, and fully integrates service-learning into one course and its respective syllabus. To do this successfully, a Fellow must: have an understanding of the fundamental components of service-learning; develop learning objectives for service-learning in the course;
identify appropriate community partners (agencies, schools, businesses); and then integrate service-learning (including structured reflection, evaluation, and assessment procedures) into the syllabus.

During the last two seminar meetings at the end of August, Fellows present their service-learning courses and syllabi to one another and invite constructive review and feedback from their colleagues in the seminar. In addition, they read and discuss Boyer’s view of “Engaged Scholarship” and its relevance to their own views of the priorities of the professoriate in their departments and at their institution.

The potential of Faculty Fellows Seminars (when successful) makes them a primary contributing variable in the institutionalization model presented in this paper.
III. An Overview of Service-Learning Progress at Jesuit Colleges and Universities

Service-learning programs at our Jesuit colleges and universities have significant similarities as well as differences. The sketches below (and their indicators, which are represented in Appendix C) offer only a quick glimpse at our individual and collective progress toward the institutionalization of service-learning at all twenty-eight campuses at present.

Collective Efforts

Communication, Collaboration & Network Building: Service-learning directors, staff and other service-learning representatives from Jesuit colleges and universities in the United States began meeting annually in 2002 in order to learn about and from one another, develop an informal network, and collaborate in ways that strengthen service-learning at all Jesuit institutions of higher education. To date, the hosts of our annual meetings include Loyola University New Orleans, the University of San Francisco, and Loyola College in Maryland. 

In 2003-2004, I built a central web page, “Service-Learning at All Jesuit Colleges and Universities in the United States”, with links to each institution’s service-learning center or office (where they exist). All but two have their own web sites. The web page can be found at:  http://www.loyola.edu/cvs/sl/jesuit_sl_programs/index.html. In addition, personal email distribution lists belonging to service-learning directors have also fostered communication, network building and conference planning. These have just been replaced with an AJCU-hosted listserv that became operational in early September 2005.

Individual Progress
Centers, Staffing & Programs: All twenty-eight colleges and universities either have in place, or are exploring and developing service-learning courses, initiatives and/or offices. All but two have actual service-learning centers or offices, although at least a half a dozen of these are staffed by only one person. Of the two that do not have centers, one university has no formal service-learning programming in place, but a few instructors teach service-learning courses in their departments. The other university has a Director of Service-Learning and a faculty development program, but no service-learning center.

Budgets and Staffing: The biggest differences can be found in resource and staffing levels. Some programs have little, if any, budget to accomplish their goals, while others are well staffed and funded. For example, one service-learning office is the result of a $1.2 million dollar endowment gift from a college trustee and alumnus.

Definitions:  At least eight institutions have formally developed and approved definitions and another six or more have informal definitions in their mission statements and web sites. One university is currently working on a formal definition and course criteria. Some are still in the nascent stages of developing a service-learning program and therefore have not yet developed a definition for their campus.

Course Criteria, Designations & Graduation Requirements: Like definitions of service-learning, criteria are sometimes difficult to distinguish from more general descriptions of service-learning. Similarly, informal criteria in mission statements, guiding principles or web pages can sometimes be mistaken for formal criteria. That being said, it appears that only two or three campuses have formal criteria, and four or five have informal criteria. Two of those with formal criteria also have course designation procedures in place. And one of these two, the University of San Francisco, is the only Jesuit university to require every undergraduate student to complete a service-learning course in order to graduate.
Strategic Documents: The majority of campuses appear to have no mission statements, guiding principles or other strategic documents. A small number (four) have developed formal mission statements, one has an informal mission statement, and one has its own set of guiding principles.
Faculty Development Opportunities and Grant Programs: The last two types of initiatives take the shape of faculty development programs and incentives. Both types require financial resources. Only three of the twenty-eight institutions seem to have faculty fellows programs in place, but seven (only one-quarter of all Jesuit colleges and universities) offer course development grants or stipends for faculty workshops.
Summary of Progress

These indicators paint only part of the picture, of course. Progress in service-learning is also measured by other numbers: service-learning courses, the faculty who teach them, the students who take them, the community partners involved, the hours of service logged, and the tangible benefits accomplished. 
Most importantly, what matters most can not be measured by numbers: communities improved, lives touched, identities shaped, justice tasted, friendships forged, minds sharpened, hearts healed and coursework learned. This brief overview leaves the most important indicators and results of service-learning. It is just the beginning of a story about service-learning at Jesuit colleges and universities.
Nonetheless, what is visible thus far is that each institution sees the fundamental connection between our Jesuit educational mission(s), educating the whole person, education for justice, and service-learning. Some are doing a lot with very little: they need significantly larger budgets and staffing levels to move forward toward institutionalization of service-learning. Others are in a better position to make progress, but still suffer from the common problems of visibility, legitimacy, small numbers of involved faculty and integration with faculty reward structures that shape the priorities of faculty and institutions alike. Despite their differences, all twenty-eight colleges and universities have substantial room for improvement. 

IV. The Model Revisited: One Among Many
The service-learning/engaged scholarship model is comprised of three main arenas or sets of variables (and this paper explored each in turn). The first involves a strategic vision of our faculty’s teaching and research as engaged scholarship. Success in this arena will require institutional courage and leadership in that it involves the transformation of more traditional philosophies of teaching and scholarship (which don’t necessarily lend themselves well to viewing faculty as “whole persons” or to justice perspectives) into those which do facilitate “whole person” teaching and learning, justice perspectives, and community-based scholarship. It also assumes that this transformation will necessarily affect normative approaches to administering the business sides of our higher educational enterprise. 

The second arena is comprised of concrete strategies for implementing and institutionalizing service-learning on our campuses – again, as an effective vehicle for making the journey to engaged scholarship and justice education. These strategies can be delineated into two broad types: (a) campus-wide discussions that lead to agreement on what service-learning is (i.e., definitions), service-related course options, service-learning course criteria and designations, and the development of mission and planning documents to guide institutionalization; and (b) faculty development incentives and rewards, e.g., faculty fellows seminars, course development grants, course releases that can be ‘banked’, and the formal inclusion of service-learning teaching and research as legitimate and valued academic work into the promotion and tenure procedures of each institution.
Ideally, the third and final component of the model is a realistic assessment of our respective starting points in the transformation process. Where are each of our campuses today in the development and institutionalization of service-learning courses? Are there examples of engaged scholarship here or there which we can use as role models for the rest of us? At best, however, this section of the paper only offers a snapshot of service-learning at Jesuit colleges and universities based on some of the indicators mentioned above. It is intended as an overview and summary of our progress to date. Though incomplete, it may encourage us to learn from one another and find inspiration in the work of our colleagues at sister institutions. 

As we begin our exploration of service-learning and engaged scholarship as essential elements of justice education, let us remember the instructions of the Conference Committee vis-à-vis the objective of those conference panels which explore formation, learning, research and teaching: it is “to deepen our awareness of what it is possible to achieve…” Accordingly, I humbly suggest that we make this a primary criterion for selecting the models we hope to implement (and also, therefore, into an essential goal of the models we embrace).

Appendix A:

Service-Learning Course Criteria

at Loyola College in Maryland

The following definition of service-learning and related course criteria for Loyola College
 were developed by the Committee on Engaged Scholarship during 2003 and 2004
and approved unanimously by the same Committee in December 2004.

Definition of Service-Learning at Loyola College
At Loyola College, service-learning refers to experiential learning within academic courses that is gained through structured reflection on community-based service. In most courses, service-learning pedagogies are combined with more traditional modes of teaching and learning. Essential components of service-learning include:  learning and service which enhance one another, reciprocal partnership with the community, and meaningful, structured reflection. 
Service-learning courses at Loyola intentionally contribute to those Undergraduate Educational Aims which promote justice, diversity, leadership and social responsibility. These values are central to the Jesuit educational mission of Loyola College and of all Jesuit colleges and universities.
Optional or Mandatory: Service-learning may be optional or required of all students in a course, depending on the pedagogical, curricular and logistical preferences and needs of the instructor, department, and community partners involved.

Service-Learning Course Criteria

Loyola College strives for pedagogical excellence in the use of service-learning and employs ‘best practices’ widely accepted by knowledgeable practitioners. To that end, the following criteria are present in a service-learning course at Loyola:
I. Purpose
A. Learning and Service Enhance One Another
· Enhancing student learning and being of service to others are the primary aims of all service activities and placements. 

· The service contributes to specific learning objectives of the course. 

· Learning course content informs and enhances service.
B. Justice, Diversity and Leadership
Service-learning intrinsically contributes to many of the Undergraduate Educational Aims of Loyola College which are central to the mission of the College: e.g., the promotion of justice; diversity; and leadership. Service-learning courses should be designed to highlight such issues and benefit from these inherent pedagogical strengths.
II. Partnership and Reciprocity 
Reciprocity is the defining principle of service-learning partnerships. Therefore, the service meets both community needs and the learning needs of students. In addition, all parties benefit from the service and the learning.
Prior to syllabus completion and the beginning of the semester, instructors communicate with community partners and agree upon the service to be undertaken for the course and its connections with service-learning aspects of the course. In order to meet the needs of all parties, a minimum of 20 hours of service per semester (e.g., two hours per week for ten weeks) is generally expected of all service-learning students.
All parties (instructor, community partner and student) are involved in establishing their respective responsibilities and expected benefits prior to the start of the service-learning activity.
III. Preparation and Explanation
The instructor prepares students for service-learning by: 

- Explaining the following in the syllabus and/or in the first few class meetings:
· the rationale for using service-learning in the course 
· service-learning assignments and activities 
· reflection 
· reciprocity 

· partnership(s) with community co-educator(s) 

· connections among course learning objectives and service-learning/service.
 - Arranging appropriate orientations to the specific sites where service will be done and to the issues that are relevant to each site.
IV. Reflection
Meaningful, structured reflection is the primary link between service and learning in the course: it is the way in which students make the experience of service educative and connect it to course content. Meaningful, structured reflection is: 
· “Continuous…over the course of each event or experience. Continuous reflection includes reflection before the experience, during the experience, and after the experience.”
· “Connected” in that it “links service to the intellectual and academic pursuits of the students” at two levels: (1) “[s]ervice experiences illustrate theories and concepts…making academics real and vivid”, and (2) [t]hrough classroom work…students begin to develop conceptual frameworks that explain service experiences.” 

· “Challenging to assumptions and complacency” in a way that “produces new understanding, raises new questions, and moves towards new frameworks for problem solving”, and   

· “Contextualized”, i.e., “is appropriate for the setting and context of a particular course...; the environment and method of reflection corresponds in a meaningful way to the topics and experiences that form the material for reflection.” 
V. Assessment
Assessment of the service-learning aspects of the course is essential. Service-learning assessments are completed by:  (1) the instructor, (2) the community partner(s), and (3) students in the course.
Appendix B:

Faculty Fellows Seminar:

Service-Learning and Engaged Scholarship

Overview of Schedule
Day 1

· Introductions

· Overview of Seminar Schedule & Readings

· Introduction to Service-Learning

· [Service-Learning in the Disciplines – Handouts]

Day 2

· How Service-Learning Works: 
The Theory Behind Learning Through Experience & Service 

· Service-Learning: Purposes and Uses

· Establishing Learning Objectives & Connecting Them with Service

· Principles of Good Practice Revisited

· [Service-Learning in the Disciplines…]

Day 3

· Partnership & Reciprocity

· Creating an Imaginary Service-Learning Course
Day 4

· Reflection  (and Using Blackboard to Enhance It)

· Nuts and Bolts

· Beginning to Create Your Own Service-Learning Course
Day 5
· Engaged Scholarship

· Faculty Presentations on New Service-Learning Courses

· Assessment and Evaluation

Day 6
· Assessment and Evaluation

· Faculty Presentations on New SL Courses (continued)

· Conclusions and Closure

· Revisiting the Service-Learning Inventory

Appendix C:
Partial Indicators of Service-Learning Profess at Jesuit Colleges and Universities
	Institution
	Center
	Web
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	Criteria
	Desig.
	Req.
	Mission
	Fellows
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	●

	Marquette
	●
	●
	I
	I
	
	
	
	
	

	Regis
	●
	●
	F
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rockhurst
	●
	●
	
	
	
	
	
	
	●

	Santa Clara
	●
	●
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Seattle
	●
	●
	IP
	IP
	
	
	
	●
	●

	Spring Hill
	●
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	St. Joseph’s
	●
	●
	
	I
	
	
	
	
	

	St. Louis
	●
	●
	F
	
	
	
	
	
	

	St. Peter’s
	●
	●
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	U.Detroit M.
	●
	●
	I
	I
	
	
	
	
	

	U. San Fran.
	●
	●
	F
	F
	●
	●
	
	●
	●

	U. Scranton
	●
	●
	I
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Wheeling
	●
	●
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Xavier
	●
	●
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTALS
	26
	26
	8F / 6I

 1IP
	2-3F

4-5I
1 IP
	2
	1
	4F / 1P
	4
	7





Key:
Center 
= 
Service-learning center or office
Web 
= 
Web site

Define 
=
Definition of service-learning  (F = formal/approved;  I = informal)

Desig. 
= 
Service-learning courses are designated
Req. 
= 
Service-learning course(s) required for graduation (undergrads)

Mission 
= 
Mission statement, (P = guiding principles) or other strategic documents
Fellows 
= 
Faculty Fellows Program and/or other faculty development opportunities
Grants 
= 
Course development grants or other grant opportunities for faculty
IP 

= 
In Progress (being developed)
� This book was the first of several at the center of the ongoing academic debate over re-envisioning American colleges and universities and the role of scholarship in them. Boyer suggested a model of scholarship that includes four categories: the scholarships of discovery, integration, application and teaching. Boyer’s book was followed by Charles E. Glassick, et al, Scholarship Assessed: Evaluation of the Professoriate. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1997.


� Data on the existence of centers, web pages, definitions, course criteria and designations, course requirements, mission statements, guiding principles and other strategic documents come from: web searches I conducted, along with responses to a brief questionnaire we sent to all service-learning directors during a two-week period in April-May, 2005. Data on the existence of Faculty Fellows programs, other faculty development opportunities, and incentives like course development grants come from a booklet compiled by Jack McLean with contributions from all service-learning directors after the November 2003 meeting at the University of San Francisco. It is possible that some of this data is incomplete or incorrect. I sincerely apologize for any misrepresentations due to faulty data.








