CSU Service-Learning Offices

Summary of Trends, Challenges, and Emerging Areas

TRENDS

Shifts from Service Learning to Broader Engagement Efforts 

· Since 2003, the community engagement
 (also referred to as civic engagement) movement has taken hold and expanded the roles of service-learning offices in higher education throughout the nation. Within the CSU, we are seeing a wide array of signs that point to an expansion of service learning towards community engagement.  For instance, 
· CSU Chico has created a new position – Director of Civic Engagement – who will lead the campus in addressing broad dimensions of engagement matters such as service learning, sustainability, and civic engagement. 
· CSU Long Beach has renamed its service-learning center to the Center for Community Engagement, to capture more accurately its expanded mission.

· Five CSU campuses recently received “Community Engagement Classifications” by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching and Learning. The standards for this elective classification requires campuses to go beyond service-learning efforts and look at the numerous ways a campus is committed to engaged learning and partnerships with the community. 

Strategic Planning 

· As part of an ongoing effort to advance into new areas and maintain coherence in our work, the systemwide Office of Community Service Learning has asked every service-learning office to create a strategic plan, unless the office has a current plan in place. Six service-learning offices have current plans through 2008, and 17 offices are in process of either finalizing or beginning a strategic planning process.

Community-Based Research for Faculty
· Many service-learning offices are now offering mini-grants to faculty to seed participatory research projects. In addition, the systemwide Office of Community Service Learning will host for the second year a conference on community based teaching and research where 125-150 faculty are expected to attend (and over 60 faculty will present their current community research). The purpose of the meeting is to develop technical skills as researchers and deepen understanding of research on service learning pedagogy and other forms of engagement.  This area has the potential to expand further to include student research opportunities, both at the graduate and undergraduate levels. 
Partnerships with First Year Experience Offices

· In June 2006, the systemwide Office of Community Service Learning hosted the Civic Learning Institute for First Year Programs where 11 campus teams (a diverse group of participants from student affairs and academic affairs) attended a three-day meeting with the goal of infusing civic learning into the first year experience. As a follow-up, four CSU campuses were awarded mini-grants to support their action plans. Some of the activities include the implementation of civic learning courses in the first year, the development of linked courses with residential life, and the creation of faculty development materials (worksheets, handouts, strategies) that will be widely disseminating both within the CSU and nationally.
CHALLENGES

Institutional Support 

· Several service-learning offices cite insufficient institutional support as their chief challenge. As a result, many offices continue to rely more on the Chancellor’s Office allocation (approximately $46-$48,000 per campus) than campus financial support, and several offices continue to remain small (the smallest SL office is .63 FTE).

Faculty Development and Roles and Rewards Alignment

· Campuses are hiring new tenure track faculty at record levels. For example, approximately 700 CSU faculty (3 % of the total faculty) started in fall 2006. Research and anecdotal evidence confirms that faculty are coming into the academy with new hopes for their work – they want collective work instead of individualist efforts and their rigorous scholarship will center around “important social questions” (Trower, 2006
).  This is a tremendous opportunity to encourage a new cohort of faculty who are more diverse in terms of gender and racial/cultural background and who are interested in community work from research and teaching perspectives. However, many are skeptical that faculty roles and rewards are aligned to fit with these modernized expectations. In general, service-learning offices have cited inspiring new faculty interest and maintaining current champions as their number two challenge.
Assessment

· An on-going issue in the community engagement field is assessing the impact of our work. Most CSU service-learning offices typically do conduct satisfaction surveys (e.g., how well would your rate the service-learning experience?), but do not conduct assessment projects that identify the impact of service learning on the student, the faculty or the community).  It is expected that accountability and assessment will be a key theme in the CSU’s new strategic plan. 

Risk Management

· Service-learning directors have been implementing guidelines outlined in the Best Practices for Managing Risk in Service Learning manual. Implementation of risk management guidelines is time-intensive, complex and demanding. Some faculty have indicated they are not interested in service learning, or being formally recognized by the university, because of the complexities of risk management.
Leadership Turnover in Service-Learning Offices 

· Another dynamic, the changing faces of service-learning leaders, is quite evident. In the 2006-07 academic year, we welcomed 9 new directors from eclectic backgrounds – faculty, community organizers, and other university positions. The systemwide Office has responded by adding a new directors training to the annual Retreat and a peer mentor program (which are funded for this year only). Currently, we have a grant proposal under consideration by an external funder which calls for the creation of a series of professional development opportunities for 1) up-and-coming leaders; 2) seasoned service-learning staff and; 3) community-minded students.

NEW AREAS

· CSU practitioners and/or external constituencies have expressed an interest in the following emerging areas of interest: 1) diversity; 2) global citizenship; 3) partnerships with outreach offices; and 4) after-school programs (a handful of SL offices already partner with after-school programs). 

� There are several definitions for community engagement, and each campus has its own prerogative to develop a contextual definition that represents the culture of the campus and community. The Chancellor’s Office is using a definition from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching and Learning – “Community Engagement describes the collaboration between higher education institutions and their larger communities (local, regional/state, national, global) for the mutually beneficial exchange of knowledge and resources in a context of partnership and reciprocity.”





� Trower, Cathy A. (2006). “Gen X Meets Theory X: What New Scholars Want,” Presentation made at the 2006 Conference, sponsored by the National Center for the Study of Collective Bargaining in Higher Education and the Professions.
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