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Abstract- Much of the reform in higher education is focused on the teaching and learning process with
the goal of improving student outcomes. Specifically, the transformation is moving the higher educa-
tion paradigm from a teaching focus to a learning focus. With this paradigm shift emerge new peda-
gogical approaches and changing roles for faculty and students. This article describes some possibili-
ties for those roles by looking closely at three university classrooms in which service learning pedagogy
was implemented. Service learning is an approach aimed at both curricular relevance and students’
learning outcomes by connecting academic content with community service. Service learning has the
potential to go beyond the transmission of knowledge to transformation and extension of it as well
(Boyer 1990). Service learning conceptualizes the community setting as a site for possible generation
of knowledge by tapping “the kinds of knowing already embedded in competent practice” (Schon 1995).
Thus, within service learning experiences, community members often become co-teachers with univer-
sity faculty. As a result of their community learning experiences, students begin to take on instructional
roles. To provide an in-depth look at service learning classes, observers collected data about three
university classes using narrative recordings, interaction tallies, use of time records, and continuums of
teaching and learning. Data is reported in the form of faculty profiles and vignettes of classrooms. The
profiles and vignettes capture examples of both traditional and changing roles of faculty, students, and
community members. They demonstrate the potential for an exchange of roles among faculty, students
and community representatives, as well as an expansion of the learning process.

COMMUNITY-BASED TEACHING AND pedagogical approach but it is currently embraced and sup-
LEARNING: CHANGING ROLES FOR FACULTY, ported on many campuses to promote curricular relevance
STUDENTS, AND COMMUNITY and to improve student learning outcomes. The approach is
also called service learning. Community-based teaching and
Much of the reform in higher education has focused on thelearning connects academic content with community ser-
teaching and learning process with the goal of improvingvice, and views the community itself and its representatives
student outcomes. Specifically, the transformation is mov-as co-teachers who have valuable lessons to teach students.
ing the higher education paradigm from a teaching focus toCommunity-based teaching and learning has the potential
a learning focus (Barr & Tagg 1995). There is a recognitionto go beyond the transmission of knowledge to transforma-
that the “instruction paradigm rests on conceptions of teachtion and extension of it (Boyer 1990). Community-based
ing that are increasingly recognized as ineffective - the pri-teaching and learning conceptualizes the community setting
mary learning environment with a fairly passive-lecture-dis- as a site for possible generation of knowledge by tapping
cussion format where faculty talk and most students listen”“the kinds of knowing already embedded in competent prac-
(1995:13-14). New pedagogical approaches and changingice” (Schon 1995). Thus, community members often share
roles for faculty and students are emerging as the paradignmstructional roles with university faculty. In community-
shifts from teaching to learning.This article describes based teaching and learning classes, students assume new
some possibilities for those roles by looking closely at threeroles - they become resources, they initiate discussions, they
university classrooms in which a community-based teach-pose problems, they raise issues and questions. As they gain

ing and learning approach was implemented. new insights through their community learning experiences,
Community-Basedeaching and LearningA Context and  they also begin to share the instructional role. Through re-
a Process flections about their community experiences, students “make

Community-based teaching and learning is not a newmeaning” from those experiences and their course content.

-50-



000000000000 mMmO00 019970 0000000000000B00000  J. Higher Education (Hokkaido Univ.), Special (1997)

In the process of making meaning, they become active anegy was the use of classroom observations. Graduate assis-
autonomous learners to the extent that they teach themselveants trained in observational approaches collected both quan-
and each other. Autonomous learning is a goal of the highetitative and qualitative data about three university courses.
education reform effort; it epitomizes the paradigm shift from They observed and developed narrative descriptions of five

teaching to learning. of the ten class sessions of each course, tallied the class-
Studying Community-Basefeaching and Learning room interactions between faculty and students, recorded

To provide an in-depth look at community-based teach-how time was used in classes, and rated class sessions on
ing and learning, comprehensive case studies of courses wentinua of teaching and learning (Howard 1993). Figures
developed at an urban university by a team of faculty andl and 2 display the continua and selected definitions of terms
administrators (Driscoll, Holland, Gelmon & Kerrigan 1996). used. The continua represent the philosophy of the class,
Their intent was to explore assessment approaches for medhe kind of learning community established in the class, the
suring and describing the impact of community-based teach+voles of faculty and students, class values, and teaching ap-
ing and learning on faculty, students, and community. Oneproaches. Data from the above sources are blended into a
component of the case study’s comprehensive methodolprofile for each course.

Figure 1. Continuum of Teaching/Learning Qualities

Theory Theory and Experience

Others’ Knowledge Personal Knowledge

Student as Spectator Student as Participant

Faculty in Control Shared Control

Student as Learner Student as Learner and Teacher
Faculty as Teacher Faculty as Teacher and Learner
Individual Learning Collective Learning

Clear Distinction between Distinction Blurred between
Teacher and Learner Teacher and Learner

Answers Questions and Answers

Certainty of Outcomes Uncertainty of Outcomes
Common Learning Outcomes Individualized Learning Outcomes
Ignorance Avoided Ignorance a Resource

Focus on Student Needs Focus on Student and

Community Needs

* Adapted from J. Howard. (1993). Community service learning in the curriculum. In
J. Howard (Ed.)Praxis I: A faculty casebook on community service learniagn
Arbor, MI: OCSL Press.
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Figure 2. Continuum of Teaching /Learning Contexts

Commitment to Others: Low High

Student’s Role: Passive Active

Faculty Role: Directive (1) Facilitative (2)

Learning Orientation: Individual Corporative

Pedagogy: Banking (3)

Constructivist (4)

Definitions:

(1) Directive Role-is one of managing, ordering, instructing, taking charge with authority and con-
trol.

(2) Facilitative Role-is one of supporting, making resources available, aiding and assisting.

(3) Banking Pedagogy-refers to a teaching process in which a faculty instructor OdepositsO infor-
mation in students who are expected to respond to occasional withdrawals (exams).

(4) Constructivist Pedagogy-refers to a process of experiences where students construct their own
learning with a faculty facilitator.

* Adapted from J. Howard. (1993). Community service learning in the curriculum. In J. Howard
(Ed.),Praxis I: A faculty casebook on community service learn#wgn Arbor, Ml: OCSL Press.

Format for Course Profiles ture, society, and education. It is accompanied by a one
Inorder to demonstrate the changing roles of faculty, stu-credit course requiring students to spend 3 hours per week
dents, and community partners, a profile of each class ign the community. The community work is a requirement
presented. The profile begins with an initial description of and consists of tutoring students in the Migrant Education
each faculty instructor and course. The classroom environprogram of the local public school. Each university student
ment is described through interaction and use-of-time datais paired with an elementary or secondary student.
The profile descriptions also include transitions in the class The course syllabus demonstrates integration of the com-
climate, and changes in the roles of faculty, students, andnunity experience with the course in assignments, readings,
community. Vignettes of a few of the class sessions provideand exam items. For example, in a description of the final
a look at new roles. The profiles and vignettes capture expaper/project, students are encouraged to “use the school
amples of both traditional and changing roles of faculty, stu-experience as the basis of their project or paper.” One of the
dents, and community members. They demonstrate the posptions for the final project is to “observe a particular com-
tential for an exchange and sharing of roles between facmunity group and analyze the transmission of culture in that
ulty, students and community and for an expansion of thegroup and its larger community setting.” The course read-

learning process beyond the campus classroom. ings are focused on topics that will likely surface in the com-
munity placements, such as education in a multicultural so-

COURSE PROFILES ciety, discrimination in schools, and student social class and
teacher expectations.

FacultyA's Course Transitions in Facult}'s class sessions. Class sessions

Faculty A is a full professor in the School of Education of this course progressed from a formal structure in the first
with a history of 11 years at the university. She is actively class to an informal structure in the last class. In the early
involved in the community both within and outside the uni- classes, Faculty A maintained control of the content, ques-
versity. She has taught the course, Introduction to Educations, use of time and direction of the discussion. Lecture
tion, for eight years. The course is taken by both graduatelominated the class schedule during the first class, but by
and undergraduate students, and not only by educatiomid-way through the course, lectures accounted for only 10-
majors. Classes are scheduled once a week for two and £ minutes of each class timé=acultystudent interactions
half hours. The course explores the nature of education irwere minimal in the first class session and primarily initi-
America with consideration of the relationships among cul- ated by the faculty with a ratio of 16 faculty initiations to 1
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student initiation (16fac:1st). The third class session wagtional role. Their participation as learners increased at the
dominated by interactions and initiations were shared moresame time. In the course narratives, students were heard us-
equally by faculty and students in a ratio of 31fac:43st. Theing their community experiences to explain or interpret
last session was completely interactive and students initi-course concepts. Faculty A became a more equal member
ated most of the interactions. The ratio for that class sessionf the learning community and clearly assumed a listening/
was 13fac:57st. observing role. In this course the community representa-

On thecontinua, Faculty A showed significant movement tive did not take an active role in the instruction, only in the
in almost every category. She moved from a theoretical emplacement and coordination of community sites.
phasis, faculty control, answer-oriented discussion, and &aculty Bs Course
student-needs focused approach to a blend of experiential/ Faculty B is an associate professor who has been a mem-
theoretical emphasis, shared control with students, flexibleber of several university faculties and has been in the Art
outcomes, and blended student/community needs approactepartment for two years. She is personally and profession-
Faculty A began the course with a collective learning ap-ally involved in community work. Her course, Graphic
proach, a learning community orientation; she maintainedDesign, concentrated on the design process. Twenty-seven
the approach and strengthened that orientation as the courasdergraduate students were enrolled in the course. The syl-
proceeded. She also began the course with a high commitabus described the course intent as the “linking of graphic
ment to others and an active role for students, both of whichdesign practice to communication of the artistic message of
increased as the course proceeded. Faculty Amoved from a client to a specific audience.” The required community
directive role to a facilitative role (see Figure 1) during the service component of the course involved students produc-
academic quarter, and her pedagogy became moréng graphic work (letterheads, business cards, logos, pre-
constructivist (see Figure 2) each week of the course. Hesentation folders, brochures, banners, and t-shirts) for non-
facilitative role and constructivist approach explain the profit organizations. The requests for graphic assistance
changing role of students as the course progressed. originated from two community agencies.

Changing roles in Facul#'s classes. A vignette from Transitions in Faculty B class sessions. Students in
one of Faculty A's classes at a point mid-way through theGraphic Design (27 undergraduates) sat at drafting tables
course illustrates the changing roles of students: arranged in rows. The classroom atmosphere was open,

social, cooperative and relaxed from the initial class ses-

A student presenter has just reorganized the physical
classroom environment. He directs his student peers
to “synthesize the article and to write a thesis state-
ment of what was going on in the article.” After stu-
dents write, he moves the students into four distinctly
different groups. Once the groups are formed, he
conducts a discussion and deliberately calls on only
a few of the students. He also gives negative feed-
back to one group of students, and accolades to an-
other group in a very encouraging way. His activity
focuses the students awareness on the potential for
teacher behavior to create a self-fulfilling prophecy
for students, and his classmates discuss the experi-
ence with intensity. “Those of us who were ignored
or discouraged quickly became quiet in this class,
but those who were praised or encouraged were defi-
nitely participating fully.” During a debriefing, one
student states, “This was an effective way to help me
internalize what the author was saying in the 40 pages
we read.” The interactions go on for an hour, with
only one comment from Faculty A.

sion. Faculty B interacted casually with the students. It

appeared that many of the students knew each other well
and most were already known to the instructor (they had

been in classes together previously). Faculty and student
initiated interactions were about equal in number during the

twice weekly class sessions except when community part-
ners were involved in the class. When community partners
joined the class, they initiated interactions as much as stu-
dents did, and Faculty B initiated few interactions.

Class time was spent on lectures, discussions, individual
work and on question/answer sessions. The course included
frequent class sessions with community partners in which
students both asked and answered questions. Community
partners also made presentations about their organizations,
about the populations they served, and about their commu-
nication with the community as a whole. These were fairly
interactive and casual presentations much like those of the
faculty member. Community partners responded to student
questions, and provided feedback on students’ graphic prod-
ucts.

Faculty B began her course with a blend of theory and
experience, common learning outcomes, and a focus on both

The students in Faculty A's classes have become teactstudent and community needs with primarily a facilitative

ers for each other and for themselves. They were observedpproach. On the continua those aspects of her pedagogy
in both directive and facilitative approaches to their instruc- and the course became dominant as the quarter progressed.
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The student role began as a passive one and became mobPepartment for three years. His teaching background is in
active. professional writing with a focus on technical writing and
Changing roles in Faculty 8classes. Faculty B made it editing, composition, and business communication. He pro-
clear in her course syllabus and in her class lectures that theides service to the community through training and semi-
community involvement by students was undertaken for verynars on technical writing. His Technical Editing course is
practical, client-oriented reasons. There was no associatiothe first community-based teaching and learning course
of any “volunteerism” in the community work. Rather, it taught by Faculty C, but he anticipated the experience with
was presented as a professional relationship that addresseghthusiasm saying, “This is the way I've always wanted to
a need for the non-profit client. Although the community- teach.”
service project was introduced as a practical, business-based Introduction to Technical Editing was taken by 21 stu-
assignment, the students’ roles began to change as they bdents, both graduate and undergraduate. The course was
came involved with the community. They moved from be- designed to provide practice in technical editing by expos-
ing slightly passive in the beginning of the course to beinging students to numerous documents, including “living docu-
more active participants as the term progressed. The stuments” provided by local community organizations. Those
dent activity took forms similar to those in Faculty A's class, documents included brochures, instructional materials, in-
that is, they posed questions, initiated discussions, and raisefrmational pamphlets, and even a menu. The syllabus de-
issues. scribes the “community-based component” with its team
Members from the community organizations were not approach to editing documents. Students were to form teams,
“behind the scenes” participants in this course; they wereselect a community organization or business, and make ar-
often present and played a major role. Community partnergangements for their project. Projects ranged from editing
introduced their agencies and explained their needs for graphsrochures, to designing menus, to writing grant proposals.
ics. In doing so they also explained the work of their agen-The course schedule described presentations by 10 commu-
cies and the clients they served. The specific needs of theity representatives. Classes were held twice weekly for an
agencies often necessitated that student designs be cultuhour and 50 minutes in a small, rectangular room set up in a
ally and linguistically sensitive. Though understanding di- traditional arrangement with a podium and individual desks
versity was not a stated goal of the course, it became amand chairs.
outcome as a result of collaboration with the community  Transitions in Faculty @' class sessions. For most of
partners and the changing role of students. Students disthe class sessions, the use of time remained consistent. Ap-
cussed and became better informed about diversity and hoyeroximately one-third of the class was devoted to presenta-
it applied directly to their graphic design workStudents  tions by community members and students, with 20% of the
also learned about their community as they worked with thetime in lecture format, and 50% of the time in discussion
community partners, and developed skills of team work asand question/answer exchanges. Interactions between fac-
they struggled with a collaborative design process. In muchulty and students remained consistent at a ratio of 2 faculty
of this learning, students taught themselves and each othdnitiated interactions for every 1 student initiated interac-
informally as needs arose. Thus students took on an instrudion for most classes. The initial classes were more formal-
tional role. ized with lecture on course content and requirements, and
Sessions with the community partners gave students feedeharacterized by primarily faculty-initiated interactions.
back on their design projects and observers noted that these On the continua, Faculty C clearly moved from a theo-
sessions were characterized by lively and thoughtful dis-retical to an experience-based orientation. The role of fac-
cussions. Comments, questions, and criticisms all flowedulty shifted from one of control to shared control with stu-
freely between students, the community partner, and the prodents, that is students posed topics and questions, or raised
fessor. These class sessions were examples of a rich syissues. The class became more informal and students moved
thesis of community needs, course content, and student infrom being only learners to small group configurations in
vestment. which they became teachers for each other. By the end of
Community partner involvement in this course broad- the class, the distinction between teacher and learner be-
ened the curriculum to concepts of diversity, inclusion, andcame blurred as students gained expertise in the commu-
cross-cultural issues. Students worked to integrate their unnity. While there is evidence of transition during the se-
derstandings of the concepts into their design products. Byquence of class sessions, the movement is never totally to
mid-way through Faculty B’s course, students, community, an orientation that is opposite where Faculty C began. On
and faculty were all in instructional roles. the continua, students also embraced more active roles, and
Faculty C5 Course Faculty C moved from a directive to a facilitative approach.
Faculty C has been an Assistant Professor in the English Changing roles in Faculty €tlasses. The involvement
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of community members in this course began with the part-
ners in the role of traditional presenters - lecture style with
a podium and an audience. This description characterized
the instructional approach of Faculty C. There was limited
involvement of students other than their presentations. When
making presentations, students also adopted an instructional
approach identical to that of the faculty and community part-
ner. However, as student teams formed and began their com-
munity projects, class sessions were dominated by an ongo-
ing dialogue between students. Student groups posed and

classroom during the entire course.

« In Faculty B’s course, the community partner took

on an ongoing formal instructional role, and led
class discussions, responded to questions, and made
presentations of content. The partner used the same
casual facilitative style of teaching as Faculty B.

« In Faculty C’s course, the community partner took

on a temporary formal instructional role and made
presentations in the same lecture followed by ques-
tion/answer format as Faculty C.

solved problems, and made decisions in a collaborative way.

Faculty C facilitated minimally, remained in the background  With repect to changes in the faculty roles, all three fac-
as the students took charge of their own learning. Duringulty shared their instructional roles with students and with
the group work, most interactions were initiated by students.community partners. For Faculty A and C, it was a planned
From a course overview in terms of instructional time, it change when students took on the instructional role. For
would appear that faculty, students, and community mem-Faculty B, it was unplanned but perhaps anticipated.

bers equally shared the instructional role. Faculty and stu- Oneconclusion that can be reached when the three
dents became peers within the learning process, but the concourses are considered is that the instructional roles can be
munity members did not actively participate in that process.shared with students and community partners regardless of
They took on a very temporary instructional role during their the teaching style. It is intriguing however to note that the
time in class. faculty member’s style was adopted by both students and
community partners.

The second conclusion is connected to a recommenda-
tion from Howard (1993) in his guidelines for practice in
service learning, that is, to re-think the faculty instructional
role. He describes the learning role of students in the com-
The changing roles of all three constituencies emerged irmunity and the idea that they are acquiring course-relevant
the three courses but in different forms and with different information and knowledge from their community experi-
teaching approaches. With respect to students’ roles, thences. Howard urges faculty to re-think their role and con-
following observations summarize the changes: sider moving from information dissemination toward learn-

ing facilitation and guidance. The observations of Faculty

CONCLUSIONS ABOUT CHANGING ROLES
FOR FACULTY, STUDENTS, AND COMMU-
NITY

« In Faculty A's course, students took on a formal
instructional role and facilitated the class sessions.

Students were scheduled to do so and they used a

variety of instructional approaches.

« In Faculty B’s course, students taught themselves
and each other in an informal instructional role and
used indirect approaches to their learning - discus-
sions, questioning, and integration with the com-
munity project.

« In Faculty C’s course, students taught the class in a

formal instructional role by giving presentations

in a lecture mode, and taught themselves and each

other in an informal instructional role by discuss-
ing, posing questions, and solving problems
collaboratively.

With respect to the roles of community partners, the fol-
low observations summarize the changes or lack thereof:

« In Faculty A's course, the community partner did
not take any kind of active role in the university
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A, B, and C’s courses confirm the movement toward less
directed instructional approaches in community-based learn-
ing courses. The observations extend the re-thinking fur-
ther, that is, faculty are urged to consider sharing the in-
structional role with students and community members.
Most of us who teach in university settings would agree
that we want our students to be lifelong learners. A commit-
ment to that goal would include attention to the preparation
of students for autonomous learning. By introducing stu-
dents to the teaching capacity of the community and by shar-
ing the instructional role with students in our courses, we
begin to influence their capacity to be lifelong learners.
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