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EMAIL/FAX/CALL-IN INSTRUCTIONS

There are three ways in which you can interact with the panelists:

E-MAIL:  Before the program, you may email your questions to the
panelists at kay.hale@thecb.state.tx.us

FAX:    Before February 3, fax to 972.669.6699

  On February 3, fax to 1.888.935.2012

CALL: You are encouraged at any time during the program to call in
your questions and comments.

    The toll-free telephone number for call-in questions is:

 1.888.935.2010

HOW IT WORKS: Your call will be answered by a member of our staff, who will ask for your
name and site location. You will then be put on hold. While you are on hold, you will be able
to hear the videoconference through the telephone. Stay on the line so we can communi-
cate with you if necessary.

If your call should be accidentally disconnected, call again and tell the operator you were
disconnected while waiting to ask a question.

When prompted or introduced by the program host, give your name and site location, and
state your questions as clearly and succinctly as you can. Please be aware that while you
are asking your question and while it is being answered you will be “on the air.” Please
remain on the line until your question has been answered and your call has been
disconnected.

BETTER AUDIO: To minimize the possibility of any technical or program difficulties that may
be caused by audio feedback, we suggest you locate the telephone away from the audio
speaker at your site.

Macintosh II



“Service-Learning:  Why and How“                                                                                                    5

FAX QUESTION SHEET

FAX:  1.888.935.2012

:emaN

:etatS,ytiC,etiSgniweiV

:tnemmoCronoitseuQ

   Enter  your question or comment below in 25 words or less and print clearly so that the
moderator can read the question.
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PANELISTS

Raymund A. Paredes is the Commissioner of Higher Education at the Texas
Higher Education Coordinating Board.  Prior to coming to the Coordinating Board,
Dr. Paredes was Vice President for Programs at the Hispanic Scholarship Fund
(HSF) where he was responsible for scholarship and outreach programs.  Before
joining HSF, he was Director of Creativity & Culture at The Rockefeller Foundation
from 2001 to 2003.  Before joining The Rockefeller Foundation, Dr. Paredes was
Vice Chancellor-Academic Development for 10 years at UCLA, where he had also
been a professor of English since 1973.  In addition, he served as special assistant
to the President of the University of California system from 1998-2000 on outreach
efforts intended to improve access to higher education for students from education-
ally-disadvantaged communities.

Robert W. Franco is Senior Faculty Fellow for Campus Compact Chair of Social
Sciences at Kapi’olani Community College in Honolulu, Hawaii. Dr. Franco is a
seasoned regional and national provider of service-learning training and technical
assistance for community colleges. In addition he is the Kapi’olani campus liaison to
the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching’s “Civic and Moral Re-
sponsibility in Higher Education,” the Association of American Colleges and Univer-
sities “Greater Expectations in Higher Education as America Goes to College,” and
finally the American Council on Education’s “Promising Practices in Institutionalizing
International Education.”

Frank B. Falkstein has been working in the field of marketing management for
over 35 years, including Federated Department Stores, a chain of seafood
restaurants, and Norwood Promotional Products.  Falkstein then served in vari-
ous consulting and executive management capacities with the Bear Creek Cor-
poration (Harry and David Fruit of the Month; Jackson-Perkins Roses) and
DIMAC Direct, both large national direct marketing companies.   In November
2000, Falkstein joined the Lower Colorado River Authority in a customer service
and marketing capacity.

Pamela Gaiter has been a Professor of Sociology at Collin County Community
College over ten years.  Pamela is a state-licensed social worker who has worked
for the Texas Department of Children’s Services in Collin and Denton County. She
also worked for Dallas County Courts as a Divorce Counselor/Mediator prior to
employment at Collin County Community College.  Pamela has been involved in
service-learning since her tenure at Collin County Community college.  Her passion
for teaching and helping others has been recognized by Collin County Community
College with the establishment of the Pam Gaiter Service-Learning Scholarship.
She has also been recognized as one of Collin County’s Engaged Faculty.



“Service-Learning:  Why and How“                                                                                                    8

SERVICE-LEARNING OVERVIEW
By  Briana Huntsberger

WHAT IS SERVICE-LEARNING?

Service learning is a form of experiential learning.  Students learn through active participation in
thoughtfully organized service experiences that meet actual community needs and that are coordi-
nated in collaboration with schools/faculty and community organizations.  The service experience is
integrated into the student’s academic curriculum, so faculty must be involved in planning and imple-
menting service-learning programs.   Typically, students work with a local non-profit or governmental
organization on a project that is connected to the subject matter of a credit-bearing, academic class.
For example, a student studying counseling psychology might take part in an outreach program de-
signed to teach high school students about the dangers of drug and alcohol abuse.

The structure of service-learning programs varies from institution to institution.  However, service-
learning experts agree that all successful service-learning programs must have three components:

1. Preparation.  This requires setting objectives for skills to be learned/issues to consider while
performing service activities, and includes planning projects that contribute to learning while
also getting the work done.

2. Performing the service.  It is important to note that service-learning is different from intern-
ship/work experience programs, in which students work at relatively menial tasks in order to
build their resumes.  Service-learning programs must give students meaningful work to do,
work that makes a contribution to their community.  Community agencies must not simply
regard students as free labor.

3. Reflection.  The student analyzes their service experience and draws lessons from it.  This
reflection can take place through individual writing assignments, or through discussion with
classmates and/or faculty.  The reflection component distinguishes service-learning from com-
munity service.  Community service is often not connected with academic coursework, so
students are not required to think about what they have learned from their experiences.

WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS OF SERVICE-LEARNING?

Service-learning advocates cite a number of studies showing the benefits of service-learning.   Ser-
vice connected to specific courses can enhance the learning of the course content, and can improve
the interaction between faculty members and students.  In addition, service-learning has an impact
on students’ personal, social and cognitive outcomes. Service-learning enhances students’ confi-
dence in their personal efficacy, and can be a predictor in their further professional development.   On
a more practical level, participation in service-learning gives students on-the-job training and experi-
ence that can prove beneficial when they enter the workforce.  This is especially true for students
enrolled in vocational and technical programs, where they are training for a very specific career.
In addition, the community benefits from service-learning programs.  Community service addresses
a vast variety of social problems. Service-learning creates and strengthens connections between
people, and serves the needs of the community as a whole.
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Service-learning is part of a larger movement in American higher education towards the creation of
the “Engaged Campus.”  Service-learning can be an important part of a student’s civic education,
influencing such characteristics as political action skills, communication skills, critical thinking skills
and tolerance. In 1999, a number of prominent education researchers and college & university presi-
dents drafted The Presidents’ Declaration on the Civic Responsibility of Higher Education.  The
declaration called for colleges and universities to deepen the civic education of their students, and
increasing the engagement of their institutions with their local communities.  Service-learning was
singled out as an especially effective way of building students’ citizenship skills, and forging stronger
campus-community partnerships.    To date, 528 college and university presidents from every sector
(public and private, large and small, two- and four-year) have endorsed the Declaration.  Colleges
and universities across the country have begun to put the Declaration’s principles into action.  Promi-
nent examples of “best practices” for civic engagement include the University of Southern California,
Miami-Dade Community College, and Trinity College (Hartford, CT).

FUNDING SOURCES

In addition to institutional funding, service-learning/community service programs usually need to seek
outside funding.  Grants from organizations and charitable foundations such as Campus Compact,
the Pew Charitable Trusts, the Kellogg Foundation, etc. are common, as are funds raised from indi-
vidual and corporate donors.  Service-learning offices usually need to have at least one staff member
with grant-writing expertise.

Federal programs also help support service-learning programs.  In the 1992 presidential campaign,
then-Governor Bill Clinton made the expansion of national service a key proposal of his campaign.
The National and Community Service Trust Act was drafted by the Clinton administration and intro-
duced in June of 1993, and signed into law on September 21, 1993. The legislation created the
Corporation for National Service (CNS) to administer AmeriCorps, Learn and Serve America, and
the other national service programs.  CNS offers the following types of funding:

· Learn and Service America grants are specifically designed to support service-learning
programs.  Learn and Serve grants are used to create new programs, or replicate existing
programs, as well as provide training and development to staff, faculty and volunteers.
CNS provides direct funding to higher education institutions.  All Learn and Serve projects
are required to match federal funds with community/institutional resources.

· AmeriCorps provides grants to state Commissions, and directly to non-profit organiza-
tions and higher education institutions.  Some colleges sponsor AmericCorps members to
coordinate service programs, organize student volunteers for service projects, etc.
AmeriCorps members receive a small living stipend and health insurance, and after their
service is complete they receive a $5,000 voucher to put towards future education costs or
student loan repayment.

Federal funding sources outside CNS include:

· Fund for Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE) is a unit within the federal
Office of Policy, Planning and Innovation, at the Office of Postsecondary Education, U.S.
Department of Education.  FIPSE’s mandate is to “improve postsecondary education op-
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portunities” across a broad range of concerns.  They conduct an annual comprehensive
grant program intended to support innovative educational reform projects that can serve
as national models.  Colleges and universities can apply for these grants to support inno-
vative service-learning programs.

· Federal Work-Study    Congress currently mandates that 7% of campus Federal Work
Study (FWS) funds be used to pay students for community work.    FWS-eligible Students
participating in service programs can therefore devote time to working in the community
without having to hold down another part-time job on campus. Since the programs were
created in the late 1990’s, many campuses have used FWS to support students working
as America Reads or America Counts tutors.  America Reads and America Counts are
federal programs that encourage undergraduates to serve as math and reading tutors.
These two programs are frequently integrated into service-learning programs.

· The Office of University Partnerships, within the department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, operates eight different grant programs that are designed to encourage and
expand the efforts of colleges and universities to create local partnerships with commu-
nity agencies.  Grant funds have been used to fund joint campus-community projects fo-
cused on urban revitalization and other housing/community development issues.    These
types of projects offer lots of opportunities for service-learning.

Service-Learning at Community Colleges

According to recent surveys by the American Association of Community Colleges, half of all commu-
nity colleges offer service-learning in their curricular programs. Another 35-40 percent of colleges
are interested in starting service-learning programs. Community colleges that have been widely
recognized as examples of “best practices” in service-learning include Raritan Valley Community
College (North Branch, NJ), Brevard Community College (Cocoa, FL) and Miami-Dade Community
College.

In many ways, integrating service-learning fits more naturally with the campus culture and institutional
priorities of community colleges than with those of four-year institutions.   A community college can
itself be viewed as a community-based organization.  Many four-year colleges and universities,
especially private institutions, cannot make such a claim. Most community college students are per-
manent residents of their communities.  Service-learning placements, therefore, are often introduc-
tions to what become long-term associations with community agencies.  In addition, community
colleges value teaching and learning above all, while four-year institutions demand that faculty divide
their time between teaching and research.  This allows for a more flexible understanding of faculty
roles and rewards, in which faculty feel more freedom to experiment with new pedagogical tech-
niques such as service-learning.  Finally, service-learning can be especially beneficial to community
college students if service placements are designed to increase students’ workforce readiness skills.

All of these points, and more, are discussed in greater depth in a new study being conducted by
Campus Compact, a national coalition of over 900 college and university presidents committed to
the civic purposes of higher education.   Campus Compact’s mission is to promote community
service that develops students’ citizenship skills and values, encourage partnerships between cam-
puses and communities, and assist  faculty who seek to integrate public and community engage-
ment into their teaching and research.  As part of a three-year project funded by a grant from the
Carnegie Corporation, Campus Compact is combining documentation and dissemination of best
practices of the “engaged campus” with an organizing effort to help campuses achieve better insti-
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tutionalization of civic engagement.  The project’s first year was spent focusing on community col-
leges.

Possible Barriers to Effective Service-Learning Programs

Successful service-learning programs require a great deal of organization and coordination among
faculty, students, administrators, and community agencies.  Listed below are some of the factors that
must be considered when colleges develop and implement new service-learning programs.

Institutional support and service-learning infrastructure.  Revamping courses to include a service-
learning component takes significant time and effort.  Faculty members have busy teaching, re-
search and departmental service schedules.  Without support, faculty members are often unable to
incorporate service in their courses.  Institutions can support faculty in a variety of ways, including:
making sample syllabi and curriculum models available to faculty, offering faculty workshops, and
providing materials to assist faculty in reflection and assessment.  In addition, most institutions with
strong service-learning programs establish a community service and/or service-learning office, with
one or more paid staff members.  These offices usually coordinate service activities on campus and
provide assistance to faculty teaching service-learning courses.  For example, at the University of
Texas at Austin, the Volunteer and Service Learning Center acts as a middleman, bringing together
students, faculty and community organizations.  The center provide resources and logistical support
for students who are interested or enrolled in service-learning courses, for faculty who are currently
teaching or would like to teach a service-learning course, and for community agencies who are
interested in partnering with UT faculty and service-learning students.  The resources and logistical
support offered include things like arranging community service placements for students who are
enrolled in service-learning courses, maintaining a database of current service-learning courses and
syllabi for students who are interested in service-learning, and facilitating communication between
faculty members teaching the course, agency staff, and service-learning student volunteers.  These
services are valuable because they remove the burden of finding volunteer placements, recruiting
community agencies, and managing volunteers from faculty, making faculty much more likely to teach
service-learning courses.

Presidential leadership and support also plays an important role in advancing service efforts on
campus. At institutions with strong service-learning programs, the presidents and other top adminis-
trators are frequently active in civic affairs themselves, speak publicly about the importance of ser-
vice, and provide fiscal support for service programs.  All of these activities send the message that
service and civic engagement are institutional priorities.

Liability/Risk Management.  Risk management encompasses insurance, work safety and health
and legal liability.  It also includes an ongoing and complex process of evaluating inherent organiza-
tional risks: risks to the college/university, students, community agencies, community members, and
all others involved in the service-learning experience.  To avoid health and legal liability, risk manage-
ment procedures need to be in place before starting any service-learning experience. While it is
critical to have some type of liability insurance coverage at both the college/university and the com-
munity agency, it is even more important to try to prevent any adverse occurrences in the first place.
To that end, colleges and universities must conduct a risk and liability assessment before embarking
on any service experiences.   Questions asked should include:
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·     What are the potential risks to service-learners of having contact with agency clients?
·     What are the potential risks to service-learners of traveling to and from their homes to

the campus and the agency?
·     What are the potential risks to agency staff and clients of having students service-

learners working on site, and how can these risks be minimized?
·     How is risk and liability insurance provided to cover service-learners?
·     How is confidentiality of students, agency staff and clients assured?

Evaluation.  It is critical that colleges and universities have an evaluation process in place to
assess whether a particular service placement and/or service-learning course has been success-
ful.  Faculty and/or service-learning staff must decide on a set of objectives for the service-learning
experience, and determine measurable indicators for these goals.  Clarifying both the goals and
the indicators from the beginning of the service-learning program can help colleges and universi-
ties make sure that they’re measuring what they think they’re measuring.   Some of the outcomes
that service-learning has been shown to influence include:

· Student and/or faculty attitudes, satisfaction, learning, civic engagement, future plans
· Faculty professional development and teaching competence
· Community agency & agency client attitudes, satisfaction, experiences
· The value of campus-community partnerships, service availability, quality of life
· Academic mission, priorities, curriculum, civic engagement.

Resources

The issues discussed in this memo only provide a brief overview of service-learning in higher
education.  For further information, please see the following resources.  This resource list is spe-
cifically tailored to the needs and interests of community colleges, and was adapted from the
resource list developed by Campus Compact (http://www.compact.org).  Campus Compact is
currently one of the best sources of information about service learning in higher education.  Another
good source is the National Service Learning Clearinghouse (http://www.servicelearning.org)
which has libraries of guides/articles on every aspect of service-learning, including nuts and bolts
issues such as risk management procedures.

Websites
· American Association for Higher Education’s Best Practices for Service-Learning (http://

www.aahe.org/service/models.htm)
The models on this website include several community colleges. Each of these community
colleges completed surveys describing their service-learning efforts, goals, mission, compo-
nents, guiding principles, requirements, etc. These are in-depth profiles that probably have
useful language that can be duplicated/borrowed for other campuses interested in institution
alizing service-learning.

· Brevard Community College Center for Service-Learning (http://www.brevard.cc.fl.us/)
The “Introduction” and “Choices” pages on this website contain excellent examples of the
language on service-learning at a community college.
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· Community College National Center for Community Engagement (http://
www.mc.maricopa.edu/other/engagement/)
This website includes resources, model programs, online and print publications, conference
papers, grant opportunities, and other resources on service-learning at community colleges.

· Maricopa Community College (http://www.mc.maricopa.edu/services/servicelearning/)
This website includes a searchable database of projects by discipline, definitions, guides,
and general information for faculty and students on how to get started in service-learning.

· Miami Dade Community College’s Service-Learning Center (http://www.mdc.edu/cci/
overview.html)
This website includes a rationale for service-learning, along with faculty materials and other
resources.
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DEFINING SERVICE-LEARNING

Service-Learning is a credit-bearing, educational experience in which students participate in an
organized service activity that meets identified community needs and reflect on the service activ-
ity 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 and Hatcher, Michigan Journal
of Community Service-Learning. Campus Compact Service-Learning Toolkit.

“Civic responsibility means active participation in the public life of the community in an informed,
committed, and constructive manner, with a focus on the common good.”AACC Definition from
“Integrating Civic Responsibility into the Curriculum”-- Karla Gottlieb and Gail Robinson (editors),
American Association of Community Colleges (2002, p. 16)

Student reflection on these experiences is tied to course learning outcomes and to meeting
community needs.

Defining and meeting these needs is coordinated in a mutually beneficial partnership with
schools and community-based organizations.

The main faculty development requirement is in the use of written and verbal student reflection
techniques which focus on course and program learning outcomes and engaged and sustained
service to the community.
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ANNOTATED INDICATORS OF ENGAGEMENT
by Robert W. Franco

Mission and Purpose

· The college’s mission explicitly articulates its commitment to the public purposes of higher
education and higher education’s civic responsibility to educate for democratic participa-
tion.

· This aspect of the mission is openly valued and is explicitly used to promote and to ex-
plain the civic activities of the campus.

· The college demonstrates a genuine willingness to review, discuss, and strengthen the
civic aspect of its mission.

· All campus constituencies demonstrate their familiarity with and ownership of the
college’s mission.

Administrative and Academic Leadership

· The president, the chief academic officer, and the trustees visibly support campus civic
engagement, in both their words and their actions.

· The president and the college’s academic leaders have played a visible and committed
role in helping the college evolve into a genuinely engaged institution.

· The campus is publicly regarded as an important and reliable partner in local community
development efforts.

Disciplines, Departments, and Interdisciplinary work

· Community-based learning opportunities can be found across the entire curriculum.  It is
as much the concern of the arts and humanities, the natural sciences, technical disci-
plines, pre-professional studies, and interdisciplinary programs as it is of the social
sciences.

· Students have multiple opportunities to do community-based work in their general educa-
tion and career (vocational, technical, occupational) curricula.

· There exist formal opportunities for capstone experiences (group reflection meetings,
forums, variable credit courses, capstones often not credited by the university other than
as elective credit) focused on community-based problems or issues in most disciplines.

· Academic units (i.e., departments and programs) rather than individual faculty members
have assumed ownership of partnering activities.

· Course-based community initiatives are structured and/or coordinated across disciplines,
such as learning communities, cohort and peer approaches, and thematically linked
courses across semesters.
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Pedagogy and Epistemology

· Community-based work provides an opportunity for students to generate knowledge, de-
velop critical thinking skills, and grapple with the ambiguity of social problems.

· Community knowledge and community expertise are valued as essential to the education of
engaged citizens and are incorporated in various ways throughout the curriculum.

· Experiential learning is valued both by faculty and administrators as an academically cred-
ible method of creating meaning and understanding.

· High-level administrators include service-learning in their strategic plans for enhanced
academic learning.

· Students are formally introduced to the concepts and skills necessary for community-based
work early on in their academic careers.

Faculty Development

· The college regularly provides faculty with in-house opportunities to become familiar with
teaching methods and practices related to service-learning.

· Mechanisms have been developed to help faculty mentor and support each other in learning to
design and implement service-learning courses.

· To enhance their ability to offer quality service-learning courses, faculty have access to curricu-
lum development grants, reductions in teaching loads, and/or travel grants to attend regional
and national conferences focused on engaged work.

Faculty Roles and Rewards

· The college’s tenure, promotion, and/or retention guidelines reflect a range of scholarly activi-
ties such as those proposed by Ernest Boyer (1990).  The scholarships of integration, appli-
cation, and teaching are as valued as is the scholarship of discovery.

· Faculty data forms, annual reports, and mandatory evaluations all include sections related to
civic engagement, professional service, and/or other forms of academically based public
work.

· The college explicitly encourages academic departments to include as criteria in their faculty
recruiting efforts community-based interests and experience.

Enabling Mechanisms

· The college maintains a centralized office committed to community-based teaching and
learning, and clearly aligned with academic affairs.

· The college has developed a full range of forms and procedures that allow it to organize and
document community-based work.

· Faculty and students are kept well informed of the resources available to support community-
based work.  These resources are effectively included in all faculty and student orientation
programs.

· The college recognizes the unusual demands created by work in the community and attempts
to provide flexible scheduling options for faculty and students.

· The college recognizes that course content can be delivered in many ways and allows faculty
sufficient freedom to utilize community-based strategies.

· The college recruits and trains student leaders to work with faculty and community partners.
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Internal Resource Allocation
· Adequate funding is provided to support, enhance, and deepen involvement by faculty, stu-

dents, and staff in community-based work.
· The college regularly draws upon already existing resources to strengthen engagement activi-

ties. Such activities are seen as priorities in the allocation of those resources.
· The college provides sufficient long-term staffing for all core partnerships and engagement

activities.  It also provides adequate office space for that staff to do its work.

Community Voice
· Community partners are deeply and regularly involved in determining their role in and contribu-

tion to community-based learning.
· Community partners play a significant role in helping shape institutional involvement in the

community.
· Community partners are well represented on all relevant college-based committees.
· Community partners provide feedback on the development and maintenance of engagement

programs and are involved in all relevant strategic planning.
· The college allocates resources to compensate community partners for their participation in

service-learning courses.

External Resource Allocation
· The college helps community partners create a richer learning environment for students work-

ing in the community and assists them in accessing human, technical, and intellectual re-
sources on campus.

· The college makes resources available for community-building efforts in local neighborhoods.
· Campus mechanisms have been designed and developed to serve both the campus and the

local community (i.e. shared-use buildings).
· The college has intentionally developed purchasing and hiring policies that favor local resi-

dents and businesses.

Integrated and Complementary Engagement Activities
· The college effectively coordinates engagement and service-related activities across aca-

demic, co-curricular, and non-academic programs.
· The college makes it possible for community partners to understand, access, and navigate

easily the full range of its engagement activities.

Forums for Fostering Public Dialogue
· The college plays a visible and effective role in facilitating dialogue around important public

issues.
· The college helps to bring together stakeholders from all sectors of the community.
· Local governmental, business, non-profit, and community leaders regard the campus as an

important place to come together to build a just, inclusive community.

Student Voice
· Students participate on major institutional committees including those that make personnel

decisions.
· The college recognizes student-initiated advocacy campaigns as legitimate forms of demo-

cratic practice.



“Service-Learning:  Why and How“                                                                                                    18

KEY LESSONS LEARNED

•  Assets Trump Deficits

• Using the indicators to conduct an institutional audit of civic engagement, campuses dis-
covered both assets and deficits.

•  Successful campuses :
•  moved on their assets.

            •  recognized 2-3 strong assets
            •  stimulated intellectual capital and individual passion around those assets

•  Successful campuses:

•  connected with key campus leaders, community partners, and funders
•  moved intentionally from innovation to institutionalization
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RUBRIC TO ASSESS SERVICE LEARNING REFLECTION PAPERS 
Developed by Hawai’i Campus Compact 

 
AWARENESS OF PURPOSE OF SERVICE 
NOVICE APPRENTICE PROFICIENT DISTINGUISHED 
Student demonstrates 
limited awareness of 
the purpose of 
obtaining SL credit. 

Student expresses 
awareness of issues 
pertaining to one-on-one 
connection on the project 
but these are not applied. 

Student expresses 
empathy and awareness of 
personal role in the 
solution and makes a 
connection to the bigger 
picture. 

Student expresses and acts 
out personal role in solution. 

 
APPLY THEORY TO SERVICE LEARNING 
NOVICE APPRENTICE PROFICIENT DISTINGUISHED 
Student does not 
apply theory, or there 
is a limited, unclear 
connection of theory 
to service. 

Student expresses some 
connection between theory 
and service. 

Student develops a 
perspective based on both 
theory and service. 

Student takes own 
perspective based on both 
theory and service and 
applies it beyond the 
curriculum. 

 
RESPONSIBILITY TO COMMUNITY 
NOVICE APPRENTICE PROFICIENT DISTINGUISHED 
Student demonstrates 
a limited awareness of 
personal responsibility 
to community. 

Student expresses insight 
into community issues 
pertinent to the service 
project and integrates a 
personal sense of 
responsibility to 
participating in a solution 
but does not apply that 
knowledge. 

Student acknowledges a 
responsibility to 
community regarding 
issues pertinent to the 
service and expresses a 
commitment to working 
towards specific 
solution(s). 

Student acknowledges a 
responsibility to community 
regarding issues pertinent 
to the service and 
expresses a commitment to 
working towards a specific 
solutions.  In addition, 
student gets others 
involved. 

 
IMPACT ON STUDENT’S PERSONAL LIFE 
NOVICE APPRENTICE PROFICIENT DISTINGUISHED 
Student expresses 
very limited or no 
connection between 
service and self. 

Student expresses a 
connection between service 
and self. (For example, “I 
feel good about having done 
this good deed.”) 

Student expresses how 
she/he could change as a 
result of the service. 

Student expresses 
change(s) in self because of 
the service. 

 
CRITICAL THINKING 
NOVICE APPRENTICE PROFICIENT DISTINGUISHED 
Student accepts 
things at face value, 
as if all opinions were 
created equal.  
Opinions are stated 
without argument. 

Student begins to ask 
questions and tries to see 
different perspectives. 

Student begins to argue 
for conclusions based on 
evidence but arguments 
remain concrete. 

Student expresses abstract 
level of responding: requires 
objective evidence, 
demonstrates awareness of 
different perspectives, and 
weighs evidence to 
successfully argue for a 
conclusion/opinion. 
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SERVICE-LEARNING REFLECTION OUTLINE
by Robert W. Franco

Reflection is the final requirement for completing service-learning.

Writing about your experiences for your instructor and/or the service-learning office creates
meaning from service. The reflection you produce is how your instructor and the service-learning
office will be able to see what learning has occurred during your service.

If your instructor has given you a specific reflection guide to use, please use that guide and give the
service-learning office a copy of the paper you prepare for your instructor.

If your instructor does not give you a specific guide, please use the guide below to discuss your
experience in an essay of 3-5 pages. Independent of your instructor’s assessment, Service Learning
will assess your reflection using the rubric method printed on the back of this sheet. Results of the
assessment will be made available to you and your instructor upon request at the beginning of the
semester following the one in which the reflection was presented.

Thank you for a job well done!

Service-Learning Reflection Guide

Your name
Service site
What was the community need that your service helped meet?
How did your service meet that goal?
What skills did you develop to meet that goal?
What were the best things you learned/did during your service?
What were the challenges you had to meet during your service? How did you meet them?
What did you learn about your value to your community?
Did the service you performed help or change anything in you?
If your thinking/opinion of community service changed during the semester, how?
What was the competency or skill standard you selected as your goal for learning?
How did the service you performed help you meet your competency or skill standard goals?
Will you continue to serve the community? How?
What changes would you recommend the service-learning office make?
If you are interested in being part of the service-learning student leadership group, what
would you like to contribute?
If you are interested in being on the advisory board, what would you like to accomplish?
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DISCIPLINE/ISSUE MATCH EXAMPLES
•  Political science- U.S. naturalization assistance

•  Math, reading, languages – public education

•  Art – community identity

•  Environmental studies – ecology, parks assistance, reforestation

•  Culinary arts – social services, workforce development

•  Speech – local politics, community identity
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DOCUMENTING ENGAGEMENT AND SERVICE
by Robert W. Franco

The lists below present ways by which we document engagement and service at Kapiolani. Items
that are bolded in these lists represent areas where Campus Compact is and will be developing
new resources to support community colleges.

Documenting Engagement: Eleven Steps

1) Highlight all those items in your current Campus Strategic Plan (Vision, Values, Mission,
Planning Context, Goals, and Objectives) which align with NCA Criterion Five, and NCA’s
mission “Serving the common good by assuring and advancing the quality of higher learning.”
Do you need to develop new Strategic Plans? Craft an institutional identity that supports greater
engagement in “improving the quality life for all.”

2) Conduct ongoing Civic Scans as part of the broader Environmental Scanning conducted
to enhance Strategic Planning. (Top Ten Civic Issues in …?)

3) Identify your constituencies: public (K-12 schools, public safety, public parks, public housing,
public health, public policy, public spaces, others) non-profit organizations, and private sector.

4) Identify your commitments to these constituencies. In what ways are their interests in your
best interest? Mutually beneficial partnerships are more sustainable than those that are not.
Document what each partner will bring to the partnership and what each partner wants to gain
from the partnership. Strike the words “meet the needs of the community” and do a universal
replace with the words “developing mutually beneficial partnerships to improve the quality of
life for all.”

5) Commit to “Institutional Engagement” as a long-term strategy. Document and make this
commitment explicit and visible. “Institutions” are by definition here for the long-term and have
multiple purposes. NCA is insisting your institution recommit to its original public purpose.

6) Develop, document, and assess deepening engagements with existing advisory boards. Use the
assessment process to improve the quality and deepen the engagement of these boards.

7) Highlight all the learning outcomes in your General Education program that align with Criterion
Five. Do you need to revise General Education Learning Outcomes so that thecore teaching
mission is focused on engagement for the common good? Document review and revision
processes. Engage departments in aligning courses with General Education learning outcomes.
Create learning pathways to transfer institutions.

8) Highlight all the learning outcomes in your Career programs that align with Criterion Five. Do
you need to revise Career Program Learning Outcomes so that the core teaching mission is
focused on engagement for the common good? Document review and revision processes.

9) Document success in your remedial and development educational efforts, as well as your
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First Year Experience programs. Success in these programs provides clear evidence
that the college is engaged with issues of access and success for all members of their
community.

10) Consider the adoption of Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) for
documenting “Best Practices in Teaching and Learning.” Many of these best practices must be
in place (they are intermediate variables) in implementing successful community-based
servicelearning programs. Develop a continuum from self to social to civic responsibility.

11) Review the Campus Compact publication, The Community’s College: Indicators of
Engagements at Two-Year Colleges. This publication documents 13 Indicators of Engage-
ment at 20 different community colleges. The examples are illuminating and can help you
advance “Engagement” initiatives at your campus. Learning by example is a time-tested
method.

Documenting Service: Seven Steps

1) Develop an “Enabling Mechanism” to connect faculty and students to meaningful service
opportunities in the community. Document the numbers of students, faculty, K-12 schools, and
community partners interfacing with this “Enabling Mechanism.”

2) Document gains in learning outcomes through pre- and post-tests and well-designed reflec-
tion rubrics. These can be assessed over multiple semesters through portfolio assessments.

3) Document the interface between students, faculty, K-12 schools and community partners.
This can be done through “Supervisor Evaluations” and annual Campus-Community gather-
ings.

4) Emphasize, re-emphasize that Service-Learning is a proven effective strategy for getting
students to civic responsibility as a learning outcome. Faculty will then document their Service-
Learning pedagogical innovations as part of their Primary Duty in teaching.

5) Emphasize, re-emphasize “Public Service” as a Faculty Role. Document it through the
contract renewal, tenure and promotion process.

6) Document the integration of service-learning into classroom-, campus-, web-based learning,
as well as distance learning.

7) Document the integration of service-learning in relation to local, national, and global issues
and contexts (study abroad).

Franco, Robert W. (2004) “Documenting Engagement and Service.” Presentation to Council of North Central Two
Year Colleges. Minneapolis, MN.
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THE CIVIC ROLE OF COMMUNITY COLLEGES: PREPARING
STUDENTS FOR THE WORK OF DEMOCRACY
by Robert W. Franco

Abstract

Community colleges were created to democratize both American higher education and the stu-
dents who came through their open doors (Brint and Karabel 1989; Gleazer 1994). However, some
observers have argued that community colleges have become overly focused on diverting students
into low- and mid-level occupations and that they have not played a major role in transforming
perpetuated structures of inequality.

With a rapid growth trajectory, America’s 1,166 community colleges now serve increasingly diverse
populations. Community college leaders need to recommit to three essential missions: developing
strong transfer programs that provide students with equal educational opportunities; preparing
students for twenty-first century careers; and preparing students for the work of democracy in the
world’s dominant democracy. Service-learning is the leading pedagogy that community colleges
can employ to achieve these missions and truly become civically engaged campuses in the com-
munities they serve.

Introduction

Community colleges were created to democratize both American higher education and the stu-
dents who came through their open doors (Brint and Karabel 1989; Gleazer 1994). Early propo-
nents of the junior colleges referred to them as America’s democracy colleges, “giving thousands of
worthy students who would otherwise have been excluded a chance to attend higher education”
(Brint and Karabel 1989, 10).

Today, America’s 1,166 community colleges represent a higher education movement, enrolling 5.4
million ethnically and age diverse students, 44 percent of all U.S. undergraduates, 45 percent of
first-time freshmen, 46 percent of Black, 55 percent of Hispanic, 46 percent of Asian/Pacific Is-
lander, and 55 percent of Native American undergraduate students. Approximately 40 percent of
community college students are under the age of 22; the average age of community college stu-
dents is 29; and over 15 percent of all community college students are over the age of 40 (National
Profile 2000). As American society becomes increasingly diverse in the decades ahead, and
colleges and universities remain prohibitively expensive for low-income students (Kipp, Price, and
Wohlford 2002), community colleges will increasingly become the access point to higher education
for lower- and perhaps middle-income students.

Advocates for community colleges see them as nimble, responsive to needs and opportunities in
the towns and states they serve, and providing open access to higher education for traditional and
nontraditional students across the ethnic, income, and age spectrum. Beyond access to higher
education, community colleges also clearly provide transfer opportunities to America’s finest univer-
sities.

Other advocates, and perhaps a majority, view this movement more narrowly as effectively provid-
ing vocational education attuned to local, state, and national economic development priorities. In
this view, community colleges are seen as key institutions in preparing mid-level employees for the
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workforce (Bailey and Smith 1998). For these advocates, student opportunities to transfer to univer-
sities are subordinate to institutional opportunities to exploit a large niche in the local, state, and
national occupational training environment (Brint and Karabel 1989).

By providing open-door access to higher education for all Americans, and developing the learning
strategies that result in university and career success, community colleges fulfill the promise of
American democracy, that is, equal opportunity for all for social and economic mobility.

Critics see community colleges as institutions making higher education too easy to attain, thus
responsible for “dumbing down” standards in higher education, drawing community colleges and
higher education into the Nation At Risk debate (Buckley 1999). More serious critics see commu-
nity colleges as playing an “ambition management” function that reduces pressure on American
universities to accept students from low-socioeconomic (SES) backgrounds (Brint and Karabel
1989, 7). For these critics, community colleges play an important “cooling out” or diversion role by
creating the illusion of opportunity and diverting low-SES students from achieving greater personal
and professional goals at universities (Brint and Karabel 1989, 54).

Many analysts of American higher education have hailed the institutional heterogeneity that so
distinguishes it from higher education systems in other developed nations. But these same analysts
are concerned that this institutional diversity really “obscures” (Calhoun 1999, 12), or “makes
opaque” (Brint and Karabel 1989, 224), significant institutional differences in financial and other
resources   By obscuring the significance of these differences, institutional diversity conceals and
reproduces a “profound prestige and reward hierarchy” (Calhoun 1999, 12) and contributes to “the
transmission of inequality from generation to generation” (Brint and Karabel 1989, 24). Thus,
community colleges are implicated in the perpetuation of inequality and are diverted from their
dream of making real America’s promise of equal opportunity for all.

Lost in these assessments is one of the original functions of community colleges, that is, to create
a “genuinely egalitarian system of education that fosters the development of a citizenry fully equal to
the arduous task of democratic self-governance” (Brint and Karabel 1989, 232).

This article will explore the cultural and historical development of America’s junior and
community colleges, will determine whether their dream was diverted, and will clarify and make
explicit the future civic role of America’s community colleges in preparing students for transfer to
universities, mid-level careers, and the work of democracy. Preparing students for the work of
democracy requires the commitment of two-year colleges to become engaged in addressing and
solving the problems that beset the communities that support them.

To do this, community colleges need to develop effective service-learning pedagogies and
authentic collaborations with community- and school-based partners. Nationally, one in two
community colleges is in some stage of developing service-learning programs (American Associa-
tion 2002). Thus far these programs have been developed to support associate degree and
vocational/technical learning outcomes, as well as to promote greater social and civic responsibility
in individual students. By committing more human and financial resources to service-learning,
community colleges can generate new levels of social capital, focus anew on their dream, and once
again become America’s democracy colleges.
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Junior Then Community Colleges: The Dream Diverted?

“There is in community college history a discernible search for institutional identity, that is, for
recognition and public understanding in terms of a mission different from and yet in some re-
spects similar to the missions of both of its progenitors, the secondary school and the college”
(Gleazer 1994, vi-vii).

As a cultural anthropologist I frequently read and reflect on the shared values and beliefs of
American community college culture as they relate to America’s culture—past, present, and future.
I am a participating member of the culture of community colleges. Because the community col-
leges are a movement, a work in progress, we are susceptible to shifts in the winds of local, state,
and federal funding and economic growth and recession. Our adaptability is a strength, but it can
also be a source of ambiguity and tension.

When ambiguity and tension exist, it is appropriate and wise to look to framing documents for
direction and decision making. For the purposes of this article, I will juxtapose two major works on
the history of the community colleges. The first is the Foreword to America’s Community Col-
leges: The First Century (1994) by Edmund J. Gleazer, President Emeritus, American Associa-
tion of Community Colleges, who frames a generally positive view of the roots and development
of today’s junior to community college movement. The second is The Diverted Dream: Commu-
nity Colleges and the Promise of Educational Opportunity in America, 1900–1985 (1989) by
Steven Brint and Jerome Karabel, two university researchers who both extol the praises and
severely criticize the developmental trajectory of junior and community colleges.

Gleazer (1994) emphasizes three shared values and beliefs in American community-college
culture:

• Community colleges should have a strong relationship to their communities, emphasizing
civic participation.

• Community colleges should extend educational opportunity.
• Community colleges should value diversity.

Early in the twentieth century, Dean Alexis Lange of the University of California School of
Education and other leaders in education “urged the junior colleges to give high priority to pro-
grams that would prepare their students for effective participation in community life” (Gleazer ix).
According to Bogue (1950, 336–337), Lange called for:

1) A junior college department of civic education
2) [As an educational goal]: their studies and other activities must be expected to have

greatly quickened their communal sympathies and deepened their sense of indis-
soluble oneness with their fellows…they are possessed of the will to participate
vigorously, militantly, if need be, in advancing community welfare.

3) [As a suggested method]: suitable opportunities for observation firsthand and for direct
participation in the civic activities, of one sort or another, of the community maintain
ing the junior college.
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But Lange and other elite university presidents, including William Rainey Harper and David Starr
Jordan, promulgated another, largely hidden mission for the junior college. According to Brint and
Karabel:

…fearing that they would be “overrun” by hordes of unqualified students and yet recognizing
the powerful political pressures for more open access to universities in a society emphasiz-
ing upward mobility though education, the elite universities saw the junior college as an
essential safety valve that would satisfy the demands for access while protecting their own
institutions… they saw the two-year institutions as existing less to offer new opportunities to
obtain a bachelor’s degree to excluded segments of the population than to divert them
away from four-year colleges and universities. (1989, 208)

Brint and Karabel (1989) call this the “diversion” function of community colleges and conclude
that junior colleges have been successful in this “assigned” diversion function.

Throughout the first two decades of the twentieth century, the junior colleges maintained an
emphasis on successful university transfer and engagement in the civic and social issues of the
communities they served. In 1922, the first revision to the statement of purpose in the constitution
of the American Association of Junior Colleges1 asserted: “The junior college may, and is likely to,
develop a different type of curriculum, suited to the larger and ever changing civic, social and
vocational needs of the entire community in which the college is located” (Gleazer 1994, viii–ix).

According to Brint and Karabel (1989), by the mid-1920s, “a counter movement stressing the
role of the junior college as a provider of terminal education began to gather momentum. The
junior college’s main task was not as providing a platform for transfer for a minority but rather as
offering vocational programs leading to marketable skills for the vast majority” (205–206).

Fourteen years later Byron S. Hollinshead reasserted the role of the junior college. He empha-
sized that “the junior college should be a community college, meeting community needs; that
it should serve to promote a greater social and civic intelligence in the community…that the work
of the community college should be closely integrated with the work of the high school and the
work of other community institutions” (1936, 111–116).

In 1947, the Truman Commission further encouraged development in this direction for
America’s community colleges: “The Community college seeks to become a center of learning for
the entire community with or without the restrictions that surround formal course work in traditional
institutions of higher education. It gears its programs and services to the needs and wishes of the
people it serves” (President’s Commission 1947, 69–70). The Truman Commision called for
public education to be “made available, tuition-free, to all Americans able and willing to receive it,
regardless of race, creed, color, sex, or economic and social status” (Gleazer 1994, xi). With
millions of former service personnel returning from the European and Pacific theaters of World
War II, pressure to extend educational opportunities resulted in the passage of the GI Bill in 1944
and soaring enrollments in community colleges through 1948. According to Witt et al. (1994, 126),
“By the fall of 1946 nearly 43 percent of all junior college students were veterans.” Concerned
about enrollment declines as a result of the Korean War, community colleges turned to advertising
and public relations to reach a vast but largely untapped population of adult learners.
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In the 1950s, the veterans of both World War II and the Korean War and their generation contrib-
uted to a sustained baby boom, and this combined with economic and technological growth
led to an explosion in demand for higher education in the 1960s (Calhoun 1999). Throughout the
1950s, state plans for community colleges emphasized the need for campuses “within commuting
distance of a majority of the population in the state” (Calhoun 1999, xiii). Rapid enrollment growth
in cities with existing universities provided evidence that these “opportunity colleges” were reach-
ing new populations. By 1965, the Coordinating Council for Higher Education emphasized that
“The junior colleges are particularly charged with providing services and programs not offered by
the other institutions and to educate a more heterogeneous student body” (Calhoun 1999, xiii).

Throughout the 1960s, America built “nearly one community college per week” and by fall 1970
there were approximately 1,000 community colleges, located in every state in the union, and
enrollments had quadrupled to nearly 2.5 million students (Witt et al. 1994, 185). By the end of the
1960s, the vast majority of Americans had an “open door” community college with lenient entrance
requirements and free or low-cost tuition within commuting distance of their homes and jobs.
Gleazer (1994, xi) powerfully summarized his decades of discussion with community college and
civic leaders. “Community colleges should reach out. Go to unserved people. Give priority to those
who need the education they did not get at an earlier age. Serve the student with roots in the
community. Give those who need it a second chance. Bring people into the mainstream. Serve
people hindered by problems of cost and transportation.”

By the 1960s, community colleges found themselves “in communities caught in the throes of
change” (Gleazer 1994, xi) and substantial ethnic, racial, and political unrest (Huther 1971, 24–27).
Colleges and communities were “interfusing both spatially and functionally” with housing
organizations, community centers, welfare departments, and a host of other community-based
organizations (Gleazer 1994, xi). By the 1970s, however, community-college leaders were increas-
ingly taking a “marketing approach,” struggling to meet the needs of all the community’s citizens
and reflecting on whether their primary role was in “university transfer” or as “hub of a network of
community educative agencies and organizations” (Gleazer 1994, xi).

The open-door policy of community colleges provided the promise of higher education for a
population “unprecedented” in terms of social class, race, ethnicity, and national origin. In some
cities during the 1960s and 1970s, “the first genuine interaction among racial and cultural groups”
took place at community colleges (Gleazer 1994, xi). Community colleges continue to cut “across
ethnic lines, socioeconomic classes, educational interests, geographical boundaries and genera-
tions and bring people together so that not only their differences, but also their common interest
and needs can be acknowledged and valued” (Gleazer 1994, xv). Since the 1970s, community
colleges have played an important role in providing higher educational opportunities for women.
Today, more than 60 percent of the national community-college enrollment is female (Witt et al.
1994, 240–242).

Brint and Karabel (1989, 211) emphasize that by the 1970s “the community college
vocationalizers. . . were finally having an impact” and that “[f]aced with a barrage of media images
of Ph.D.s driving taxis and college graduates waiting in long lines in unemployment offices, com-
munity college students began to view the college transfer programs not as way stations on the
road to success but as gateways to nowhere.”  Further Brint and Karabel argue, the assigned
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“diversion” function of community colleges was reasserted in the 1970s:

The university, from the era of Harper and Jordan to that of Conant and Kerr consistently
saw the junior college as a crucial buffer between itself and a populace clamoring for
access to college, was delighted at a policy that promised to strengthen the junior college’s
sorting function. . . . The state, perennially concerned about budgets and in later years
frightened by the prospect of masses of “overeducated” workers, saw terminal vocational
training as a means of limiting enrollment and providing students with practical skills that
could be harnessed to larger state economic development strategies. (1989, 213)

In the 1970s, junior colleges, with their prior mission of university transfer, transformed into
community colleges, with an increasing emphasis on terminal vocational education.

By the 1980s, American communities and their colleges were confronting a new tidal wave of
social problems: racial conflict, economic conversion, environmental conflicts, rising disputes and
claims across ethnic, geographic, gender, political and economic lines, and a mounting number of
homeless and hungry. Gleazer (1994) concludes his discussion on the important relationship
between the college and the community by restating Alexis Lange’s call for community colleges to
instill “the will to participate vigorously, militantly, if need be, in advancing community welfare” (qtd.
in Bogue 1950, 337).

Brint and Karabel (1989) argue that by the late 1980s legislators remained under substantial
pressure to expand opportunities for access to higher education. The community college was still
viewed by the public as a “stepping stone” to a four-year institution, and any attempts to abolish
transfer programs at community colleges were doomed to failure. The community college contin-
ued to be viewed as a “low cost means of extending opportunities” (1989, 216).

By the 1990s, community colleges had matured into a major piece in the American higher
education puzzle. In 1972, 48 percent of U.S. students attended a public four-year college or
university, 22 percent attended a private four-year college or university, and 28.7 percent attended
a public two-year college. By 1992, 40 percent attended a public four-year institution, 20 percent
attended a private four-year institution, and 37 percent attended a public two-year college
(Calhoun 1999).

Rediscovering Their Role

After more than a century of growth and transformation as the only open-door institutions in
American higher education, the community colleges need to take stock. Community colleges now
make up more than 40 percent of all higher education institutions in the United States (Calhoun
1999). Certainly, thousands of students of lower middle, working class, and minority backgrounds
have refused to be “cooled out” in terminal vocational programs and have used the community
college to transfer and succeed at four-year universities. Thousands more have discovered
meaningful careers after completing a technical, vocational, or occupational degree at a two-year
college in their community. Further, many students continue to re-engage with the two-year col-
leges in their communities throughout their lives of work, service, and enrichment. But many chal-
lenges still confront America’s democracy colleges (Calhoun 1999):
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1) Between 1972–92 there was an approximately equal gain in post-secondary enroll-
ment for both high-and low-SES students. But this was recorded almost entirely in differ-
ent types of institutions.

2) Enrollment of low-SES students increased at two-year institutions only, while enrollment
of high-SES students increased at four-year institutions.

3) Within two years 65 percent of high-SES, 1972-high-school graduates attended four-
year colleges, and by 1992 that figure rose to 70 percent.

4) From 1972–1992, low-SES graduates continued to attend four-year institutions at the
rate of just under 19 percent.

5) Over the same period, low-SES enrollment in two-year institutions increased from 11 to
22 percent, and high-SES enrollment in two-year institutions edged up from 15 to 17
percent.

6) Low-income, 18–24 year olds attend college at much lower rates than those with higher
incomes, and participation gaps are about as wide today as they were in 1972.

7) Associate degrees completion rates are in the 20–25 percent range, and this range
has changed little over the last 25 years. (Gladieux and Swail 1998, 102–105)

In the period 1972–1992, there was little or no improvement in the percentage of low-SES
students attending four-year colleges, although there was a doubling in the percentage of low-
SES students attending some college at two-year institutions. Apparently, community colleges
have not democratized upper-division higher education, while they have clearly democratized
access to general and vocational education. Perhaps, Brint and Karabel (1989) are correct to
suggest that community colleges merely mask and reproduce social structural inequalities.

The United States will witness increasing diversity in the next twenty years, and this diversity will
likely be knocking at the open door of America’s community colleges. Demographer Reuben
Rumbaut at the Center for Immigration Studies provides the following data:

1) Of the 26.8 million foreign-born people living in the United States, fully 60 percent
arrived since 1980, and an overwhelming 90 percent have immigrated to the U.S. since
1960.
2) Of the more than 24 million immigrants in the U.S. today who have arrived since 1960,
40 percent arrived as children under the age of 18. (They are sometimes termed the “1.5
generation” to distinguish them from both the first generation who immigrated as adults
and the U.S.-born second generation.) Another 40 percent arrived as young adults be-
tween the ages of 18–34.
3) The immigrant stock population of the U.S. is approximately 55 million people—
persons who are either foreign-born (26.8 million) or U.S.-born children of immigrants
(27.8 million)—making up one-fifth of the national total.
4) Immigrant children and U.S.-born children of immigrants are the fastest growing seg-
ment of the U.S. child population. They account for nearly 20 percent of all American
children. In 1997, there were 3 million foreign-born children under the age of 18 and nearly
11 million U.S.-born children living with at least one foreign-born parent.
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5) There were 26.3 million immigrants in the U.S. in 1998. No other nation has ever at-
tempted to incorporate over 26 million newcomers into its society. (Rumbaut 1999, 8–9)

Data also suggest that

• Thirty-two million Americans speak a language other than English at home (qtd. in Grinberg
and Goldfarb 1998, 131).

• Between 1996–2005, the number of 18–24 year-olds is projected to rise from 24.7 million
to 29.1 million. . . (this) can be expected to create “painful transitions in the labor
market” (Gladieux and Swail 1998, 112).
This crossing borders diversity will increasingly join the crossing classes diversity of
existing minority populations on American community-college campuses. According
to 1995 U.S. Census Bureau projections:

• By 2000, 11.3 percent of the population in this country will be from Hispanic, Latino/a,
Chicano/a backgrounds; 12.8 percent of the population will be from African-American
backgrounds (qtd. in Grinberg and Goldfarb, 1998, 131).

• By 2000, 15.1 percent of the population will live in poverty; 22 percent of children under the
age of 18 will live in poverty; 30.6 percent of Hispanic or Latin -origin persons will live
in poverty; 33.1 percent of Black persons will live in poverty (Baca-Zinn and Eitzen
1996).

America’s indigenous people continue to live on society’s fringe, believing that education has
been used “to erase their heritage, language and religion.” The high-school dropout rate for Native
Americans is 17 percent, higher than all other minority groups, and suicide in the 13–19 age group
is quadruple the national rate (“Native Americans” 1999, 1).

The demographer Samuel Kipp projects toward the year 2010:

While the pool of high school graduates and college students will increase substantially, the
only thing that will be traditional about this growing cohort will be its age. The nation’s col-
lege-age population will be even more ethnically diverse than the general population be-
cause of differential birthrates and migration patterns. Furthermore, the most rapid growth
will occur among groups traditionally more likely to drop out of school, less likely to enroll in
college-preparatory course work, less likely to graduate from high school, less likely to enroll
in college, and least likely to persist to earn a baccalaureate degree. (qtd. in Gladieux and
Swail 1998, 112)

And Gladieux and Swail (1998, 112) conclude,

If demography is destiny colleges have their work cut out for them. . . America is still an
ongoing experiment in diversity, and higher education’s part of the social contract has been
to extend the possibility of a better life to new groups in society. It will be in the enlightened
self-interest of institutions to invest more heavily in partnerships with school systems to
expand the potential college-bound—and qualified pool. Reaching out to help motivate and
prepare more students for college is a long-term investment that  will pay off for higher edu-
cation and the nation.



“Service-Learning:  Why and How“                                                                                                    34

Community colleges that want to do more than merely mask and reproduce social structural
inequality will need to reassert their original mission as America’s democracy colleges. Community
colleges need to define their own future and not have it assigned to them by elite universities. They
can do this by taking the following strategic actions:

• Providing more support for K–12 schools
• Developing effective pre-college programs that can prepare students for success in

general or for vocational/technical education
• Recommitting to increasing and successful university transfer
• Continuing to provide high-quality training for twenty-first-century careers
• Increasing substantially their commitments to preparing students for lives of engaged

citizenship in the world’s dominant democracy

Taking Strategic Action: The Role of Service-Learning

Service-learning is a teaching and learning method that connects meaningful community service
experiences with academic learning, personal growth, and civic responsibility. Service-learning
enhances what is taught in the college by extending student learning beyond the classroom and
providing opportunities for students to use newly acquired skill and knowledge in real-life situations
in their own communities. At the national level, the Corporation for National Service’s Learn and
Serve America program has been the primary supporter of service-learning in K–16 schools, while
Campus Compact has provided both a national- and state-level infrastructure for service-learning in
higher education.

Both these national organizations have encouraged greater interaction between K–12 schools,
community colleges, and universities. In recent years there has been some programmatic move-
ment from a direct services approach where college students provide in-class or after-school
tutoring and enrichment programs at K–12 schools, to a “collaborative model” where K–16 students
partner to plan, develop, and implement service-learning programs addressing identified needs in
their own communities.

Clearly one of the greatest needs in nearly every American urban, suburban, and rural community
is for school reform, so that all students achieve newly established or evolving content and
performance standards. Service-learning can play three specific roles in school reform:

• As pedagogy it can help students learn experientially and achieve specific competencies,
such as critical thinking, time management, decision making, problem solving, and
interpersonal communication.2

• As curriculum it can help students develop personal character and learn how to behave as
better citizens, eager to participate in a truly democratic and equitable school and
community.

• As partnership it can kindle the recognition of the intrinsic value of each student and
channel student efforts into affective support and academic success for younger
students and those at risk of falling behind.

Back on the community-college campus, through well-focused and deep reflection, shared in
written form with their instructors or verbally with other students, and combined with a multisemester
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commitment to service, students can explore the underlying causes of educational inequality.
Further, they can become civically engaged, acquiring the democratic skills to press the
citizenry at large and numerous levels of government for educational equality. Through
wellstructured, school-based service-learning and campus-based reflection and leadership,
community college students from across the ethnic and income spectrums will be actively en-
gaged in creating democratic and equitable schools and will learn how to create a democratic
and equitable America.

Thus developing strong service-learning programs can be a very effective learning strategy for
community-college students, particularly those planning on teaching careers, while also helping
the college support success for all students in K–12 schools. These pre-education students can
also play a strong tutoring role in well-developed pre-college preparation programs. Through
service-learning, pre-college students can develop general education skills in critical thinking,
written and oral communication, quantitative reasoning, information technology, and “understand-
ing self and community”3 by providing meaningful service to community-based organizations and
reflecting on their service both verbally and in writing.

In this model, general education becomes the “landing pad” for K–12 and pre-college students,
as well as a “launching pad” for college-ready students as they aspire to university transfer, en-
gaged citizenship, and twenty-first-century careers. As a capstone to K–12 service-learning
initiatives, such as those of the Education Commisson of the States, a two-year general educa-
tion curriculum for civic responsibility, for the work of democracy, can be viewed anthropologically
as the American rite de passage to a life and career of engaged citizenship.

Conclusion

The fact that one out of every two community colleges is developing service-learning programs
attests to the willingness of community colleges to try new learning strategies to promote both
university transfer and vocational/technical education. Some community colleges are developing
multi-semester service-learning programs that explicitly link academic learning, personal growth,
career opportunities, and civic responsibility. Others have worked with their primary transfer
university to develop service-learning connections between general education and major courses
so that students come to expect service-learning across their undergraduate experience. This
latter approach is strongly encouraged, for as Brint and Karabel (1989, 228) point out, “the current
movement to revitalize transfer programs is more compatible with democratic ideals than is
further vocationalism.”

While it is undoubtedly true that university education will likely lead to greater social and
economic mobility, it is also important to argue that this is not the true measure of American
individualism. Service-learning, at its core, and American higher education in general should
prepare students for lives of critical inquiry, active civic participation and leadership as socially
responsible members of their diverse communities, locally, nationally, and globally. This learning
outcome is surely not solely achieved at American universities. In fact, it might be better achieved
by community-college students who have lived the structural inequality and refuse to have it
masked any further.
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Ultimately, community colleges, in taking stock at the turn of a new century, have to determine
their own developmental trajectory. By developing sustainable service-learning partnerships with
K–12 schools, community-based organizations, and universities, community colleges can genu-
inely democratize higher education, the communities they serve, and the students they educate.
These students, returning to their own communities, or moving into new ones, will be prepared for
lives of critical inquiry and not active participation, refusing to accept the perpetuation and mask-
ing of social structural inequality wherever they see and experience it. And most importantly, they
will work as civically engaged citizens to help America better fulfill its promise of equal opportunity
for all.

Notes

1. The evolution of “junior” to “community” colleges is a long and fascinating story in itself. See
Witt, et al., 1994.

2. See report of the Secretary’s Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills Standards (SCANS),
1991. Employment & Training Administration. http://wdr.doleta.gov/SCANS/

3. A General Education Skill Standard at University of Hawaii, Kapi’olani Community College.
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Over the past year, Campus Compact reached more individuals than ever. It is no coincidence that in
the same year, our member campuses showed record levels of participation in, and support for, com-
munity engagement efforts.

• More than 40,000 presidents, faculty, staff, administrators, students, community members,
and legislators participated in Campus Compact conferences and initiatives (not including
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campuses

• AmeriCorps members enrolled by Campus Compact offices recruited 34,613 volunteers who
clocked 886,536 hours of service

• Member campuses received more than $2.5 million in grants and awards from Campus
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• Two new state Compact offices launched, bringing the total to 30

• Membership increased by more than 50 to reach 924; member campuses are now located in
49 states, as well as several U.S. territories and international locations
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     2000.

Campus Compact. Campus Compact Reader. RI: Campus Compact.

Campus Compact. Establishing and Sustaining an Office of Community Service. RI: Campus
     Compact. 2000.

Campus Compact. Introduction to Service-Learning Toolkit: Readings and Resources for
     Fac ulty. RI: Campus Compact. 2000.

Campus Compact. The Presidents’ Declaration on the Civic Responsibility of Higher Education.
     RI: Campus Compact. 2002.

Gelmon, Sherril B., Barbara A. Holland, Amy Driscoll, Amy Spring, and Seanna Kerrigan. Assess
     ing Service-Learning and Civic Engagement: Principles and Techniques. Revised, third
     edition. RI: Campus Compact. 2001.

Heffernan, Kerrissa. Fundamentals of Service-Learning Course Construction. RI: Campus Com-
     pact. 2001.

Long, Sarah. The New Student Politics: The Wingspread Statement on Student Civic Engage
     ment. RI: Campus Compact. 2002.

Additional Essential Readings

AAHE’s Service-Learning in the Disciplines 18-volume monograph series. Washington, DC: AAHE
     Publications. 1999.  www.aahe.org.

Bailis, Lawrence Neil. Taking Service-Learning to the Next Level: Emerging Lessons from the
     National Community Development Program. National Society for Experiential Education.
     2000.
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     Bacon. 1999.

Bringle, Robert G. and Julie A. Hatcher. “Implementing Service Learning in Higher Education.”
     Journal of Higher Education. 67:2 (1996). 221-239.
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     2000.

Eyler, Janet et. al. A Practitioner’s Guide to Reflection in Service-Learning: Student Voices and
     Reflections. Nashville: Vanderbilt University. 1996.

Eyler, Janet and Dwight Giles. Where’s the Learning in Service-Learning? San Francisco: Jossey-
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     Simon, L.A., Kenny, M., Brabeck, K., & Lerner, R.M., eds. Learning to Serve: Promoting Civil
     Society Through Service-Learning. Norwell. MA: Kluwer Academic Publishers. 2002.

Howard, Jeffrey, ed. Praxis I: A Faculty Casebook on Community Service, and Praxis II: Service
     Learning Resources for University Students, Staff, and Faculty. Ann Arbor, MI: Office of Com
     munity Service Learning Press, University of Michigan. 1993.

Howard, Jeffery, ed., Michigan Journal of Community Service Learning: Service-Learning Course
     Design Workbook, University of Michigan: OCSL Press. Summer 2001.
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     San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 1996.
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     Massachusetts: Kluwar Academic Publishers. 2002.
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Rhoads, Robert A. and Jeffrey Howard, eds. Academic Service Learning: A Pedagogy of Action
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Articles & Guides:

· Burr, Kevin, “Problems, Politics, and Possibilities of a Progressive Approach to Service Learn-
ing in a Community College: A Case Study,” Journal of Industrial Teacher Education, Vol.
36, No. 3, Spring 1999, (available online at http://scholar.lib.vt.edu/ejournals/JITE/v36n3/
burr.html).

· Prentice, Mary, “Institutionalizing Service Learning in Community Colleges,” Washington, D.C.:
American Association of Community Colleges, 2002. (available  at:http://www.aacc.nche.edu/
Content/Navigat ionMenu/ResourceCenter/Projects_Partnerships/Current/
HorizonsServiceLearningProject/Publications/Publications.htm). This research brief analyzes
the institutionalization of service-learning programs in 90 community colleges.

· Robinson, Gail, “Stepping into our Destiny: Service Learning in Community Colleges,” Com-
munity College Journal, December 1999/January 2000, pp. 10-12. This article discusses
the recent explosion of service-learning programs at community colleges, highlights the ben-
efits and challenges of service-learning, and suggests future directions for service-learning
at community colleges.

· Robinson, Gail and Lynn Barnett, “Service Learning and Community Colleges: Where We
Are,” Washington, D.C.: American Association of Community Colleges, 1996, (available at
http://www.aacc.nche.edu/Content/NavigationMenu/ResourceCenter/Projects_Partnerships/
Current/HorizonsServiceLearningProject/Publications/Publications.htm). This 12-page report,
complete with more than 30 charts and graphs, summarizes the findings of a 1995 AACC
national survey to determine the involvement in service-learning among community colleges.

· Robinson, Gail and Lynn Barnett, “Community Colleges and Service-Learning,” American
Association of Community Colleges, (available at http://www.aacc.nche.edu/Content/
N a v i g a t i o n M e n u / R e s o u r c e C e n t e r / P r o j e c t s _ P a r t n e r s h i p s / C u r r e n t /
HorizonsServiceLearningProject/Publications/Publications.htm). This publication offers
guidelines and recommendations for starting a service-learning program at a community
college. It includes funding suggestions, organizations, and other helpful resources.
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· A number of publications on service-learning at community colleges are available from the
Community College National Center for Community Engagement (http://
www.mc.maricopa.edu/other/engagement/). These publications focus on a variety of topics,
including building and sustaining service-learning programs, the faculty role in service-learn-
ing, and evaluation and assessment of service-learning programs.

For more information, go to www.compact.org.
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UPCOMING PROGRAMS
LIVE VIA SATELLITE AND THE INTERNET
(all times are 1:30-3:00 PM CT unless otherwise indicated)

FEB. 18, 2005 TEACHING AND SERVING AUTHENTICALLY:  THE TEACHER AT THE
HEART OF THE COLLEGE (1:00 - 2:00 PM CT)

FEB. 24, 2005 PEDAGOGY 101 FOR DISTANCE LEARNING FACULTY*
MAR. 3, 2005 ANNUAL CARL D. PERKINS RFQ TELECONFERENCE   (1:30 - 2:30 PM CT)
APR. 7, 2005 KEEPING 'EM ONCE YOU'VE GOT 'EM - II:  TECHNIQUES TO PROMOTE

STUDENT ENGAGEMENT
APR. 7, 2005 Rx FOR ER:  PRESCRIPTIONS FOR EFFECTIVE RETENTION (3:05 - 3:30)
APR. 21, 2005 PEDAGOGY 102 FOR DISTANCE LEARNING FACULTY*
JUNE 8, 2005 DISTANCE LEARNING NURSING RE-ENTRY PROJECT, PART 2

Streaming Videos

FEBRUARY 2005 INTEGRATING TECHNOLOGY INTO YOUR ESOL PROGRAM
MARCH 2005 PUTTING IT ALL TOGETHER: CREATIVE IDEAS FOR USING TECHNOLOGY

IN THE CLASSROOM
APRIL 2005 EDUCATING THE NETGEN: STRATEGIES THAT WORK
MAY 2005 TEACHING AT A DISTANCE
JUNE 2005 SUCCESSFULLY INVOLVING FACULTY IN YOUR CONTINUOUS IMPROVE

MENT PROGRAM
JULY 2005 SUCCESSFUL STUDENT RECRUITMENT PROGRAMS
AUGUST 2005 CREATIVE STRATEGIES FOR TOUGH FINANCIAL TIMES

For detailed programming information please visit our website at www.starlinktraining.org or contact
us directly at starlink@dcccd.edu or 972-669-6502.

*Denotes a seminar produced by Dallas TeleLearning
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EVALUATE “SERVICE-LEARNING:  WHY AND HOW”
On a scale of 1-5, with 5 being the highest, rate the videoconference in terms of its value to
you.

    Excellent        Poor

Timeliness of topic 5 4 3 2 1

Program’s format 5 4 3 2 1

Moderator 5 4 3 2 1

Panelists or Instructor 5 4 3 2 1

Handouts 5 4 3 2 1

Technical quality 5 4 3 2 1

Overall evaluation of program 5 4 3 2 1

Local site activities were held? _____YES _____NO

1. Institution name:________________________________________________

2.   My current position is:  (circle one)

a.   Faculty c.  Classified Staff

b.   Administrator/Professional Staff d.  Other___________________

3. What did you like most about the videoconference?

4.   What could have been done to make it more valuable to you?

5.   What topics would you like to see addressed in future videoconferences?

Return to:  STARLINK, 9596 Walnut St., Dallas, TX 75243.
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