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ABOUT US  

Uniservitate

Uniservitate is a global programme for the promotion of service-learning (SL) in Cath-

olic Higher Education Institutions (CHEIs). It is an initiative of Porticus and is coordinated 

by the Latin American Center for Service-Learning (CLAYSS).

The programme’s objective is to generate a systemic change through the institutionali-

sation of service-learning as a tool for higher education institutions to fulfil their mission of 

offering a comprehensive education to new generations and involving them in an active 

commitment to the problems of our time.

 

Porticus

Porticus coordinates and develops the philanthropic endeavours of the Brenninkmeijer 

family, whose social engagement stretching back as far as 1841, when Clemens and Au-

gust Brenninkmeijer founded the C&A company, starting a tradition of doing good while 

doing business.

Several businesses, charitable foundations and philanthropic programmes joined Por-

ticus and expanded through numerous family initiatives.

Since its foundation in 1995, Porticus has grown to become one of the most committed 

institutions working to address the challenges of our time, to improve the lives of those 

most in need and to create a sustainable future where justice and human dignity flourish.

Porticus has two goals which guide their way it works: to listen and learn from the peo-

ple they seek to serve, and to act on evidence that demonstrates what works.

 
CLAYSS

The Latin American Center for Service-Learning—CLAYSS—is a leading organisation 

for the promotion of service-learning in Latin America, and a worldwide reference. It pro-

motes the development of service-learning in both formal and non-formal education, and 

provides advice to policy makers, NGO leaders, communities, educators and students.
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ral Psychology for Africa (Nairobi: Paulines, 2019). He is currently a 
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tuality in Catholic universities worldwide. He defines himself as a Priest, Psychologist, and Pedagogue.
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9. THE ROLE OF THE UNIVERSITY PRESIDENT IN THE INSTITU-
TIONALIZATION OF SERVICE LEARNING IN HIGHER EDUCATION

 

Sahaya G. Selvam

Marist International University College, Nairobi

 
 
Abstract 

Service Learning (SL) is understood as a reciprocal relationship between the learners and 

the beneficiaries of a social engagement initiative run by the learners, in which the learners 

are accompanied by the lecturer to integrate the encounter into their mainstream learning by 

means of systematic reflection. This method of teaching and learning is becoming a common 

phenomenon in institutions of higher education across the globe. In order to make it sustain-

able, the initiatives and processes around SL need to be institutionalised.

The aim of this book-chapter is to reflect on the role of the University President in the 

implementation and institutionalisation of SL in institutions of higher education. Basing 

itself on existing literature, the chapter fulfils the aim of the chapter in six major sections. 

It begins by listing three major pathways of introducing SL in an institution and the role 

of the University President in the pathways (Section 1). Introduction and implementation 

of SL are to be followed by institutionalisation. Using Furco’s rubric of the three stages 

of institutionalisation, Section 2 briefly outlines the role of the President in each of these 

stages. Section 3 presents a 5D model of action plan for the President, and Section 4 pres-

ents the governance structure that can be established in institutionalising SL. Sections 5 

and 6 discuss the challenges and advantages of the University President taking to heart 

the implementation of SL. It is envisaged that the chapter will provide a framework for 

University Presidents who might want to institutionalise SL in their own contexts. 

 

Introduction

Service Learning (SL) is understood as a reciprocal relationship (Sigmon, 1979) between 

the learner and the beneficiaries of service offered by the learner (Jacoby, 1996), in which, 

the learner is accompanied by the lecturer to integrate the encounter with the benefi-

ciaries into their mainstream learning, by means of systematic reflection (Kolb, 2014). It 

is a structured programme that consists in linking the classroom learning to the world 
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of praxis and to evolve theories and models for social change from such experience. The 

action and reflection are academically assessed and graded. Thus, SL is distinct from spo-

radic community service and professional career-oriented internship, both of which are 

also common in universities.

Practically, service learning is implemented by selecting a certain number of courses/

modules in an academic programme that lend themselves for SL, and training lecturers 

who are willing to integrate SL in their course on how to implement SL and assess the 

learning outcomes. Initially, in an institution, this might work on an experimental basis 

with a few courses, but even-

tually, the number of courses 

is scaled up. And ultimately, it 

would be good for every stu-

dent in the university to have 

at least one course that inte-

grates SL during the course of 

their degree programme.

For the sustainability of such an initiative, the SL process must be institutionalised. This is the 

subject of this volume. Institutionalisation of SL refers to the process of embedding the proce-

dures and systems of carrying out SL such that it becomes a component of the educational in-

stitutional culture. Institutionalisation is a multifaceted process that involves several stakehold-

ers: management, faculty members, students, hosting communities, among others (Morton & 

Troppe, 1996). The SL process may be considered not institutionalised if the University President 

is not yet fully involved in the process. In fact, the University President should lead the process of 

institutionalisation of SL, even if the micromanagement may be delegated to others.

The term, ‘University President’ is used in this chapter to refer to the top person who 

runs the daily affairs of the institution. This office is the equivalent of the CEO-Chief Exec-

utive Officer. With a wide range of variations globally, the executive head is referred as the 

‘Vice-Chancellor’, ‘President’, ‘Rector’, ‘Provost’, or simply as the ‘Principal’. For purposes of 

this chapter, ‘University President’ is used consistently to include all these terms.

Furco (1999) envisages that in the institutionalisation process several aspects are to be 

taken care of. I adapt his phrases here: ensuring the existence and acceptance of poli-

cy framework, integration of teaching and learning, staffing and formation of core-team, 

funding, support of the administration, and evaluation and assessment. Largely under-

stood, the focus of this chapter is the role of administrative support in the institutionalisa-

tion of SL. The administration is led by the President.

 Ultimately, it would be good for every student 

in the university to have at least one course 

that integrates SL during the course of their 

degree programme.
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Therefore, in precise terms, the aim of this book-chapter is to reflect on the role of the 

University President in the institutionalisation of SL in the institutions of higher education. 

What could be the role of the University President in the introduction, implementation, 

and institutionalisation of SL in their institution? 

Basing itself on available literature and the personal experience of the author, the 

book-chapter attempts to provide possible replies to the above stated research questions. 

This is realised in six short sections. It begins by listing three major pathways in which SL 

can be introduced in the institution, and evaluates the role of the University President in 

relation to each of the pathways (Section 1). Introduction and implementation of SL are to 

be followed by institutionalisation. Using Furco’s (1999) rubric of the three stages of insti-

tutionalisation – forming a critical mass of people who are passionate about SL, improving 

the quality of SL, and building a sustained institutionalisation, Section 2 briefly outlines 

the role of the President in each of these stages. Supported by a figure, Section 3 presents 

a 5D model of action plan for the President in the implementation and institutionalisation 

of SL. Section 4 presents in a diagram of a proposed governance structure that can be es-

tablished in institutionalising SL. The President is seen to be at the apex of the structure, 

as it usually is the case in the organogram of any university. These models presuppose a 

system of delegation and feedback, from and to the President. Sections 5 and 6 discuss 

the challenges and advantages that emerges when the President takes to heart the im-

plementation of SL in the institution of higher learning. 

This chapter is also envisaged to be a practical guide for someone in management of 

an institution of higher education in understanding their role in the implementation and 

institutionalisation of SL in their institution. Therefore, at times, the writing style is likely 

to be directive rather than explorative. In this connection, the chapter makes a subtle but 

important distinction between introduction, implementation and institutionalisation of 

SL. Introduction refers to the entry point, and implementation is more related to putting 

mechanisms in place to make it take off. However, institutionalisation is the process of 

making SL an ingredient of the educative culture of the institution. 

 

Models of Introduction of SL and the Role of University President

The introduction of SL into a particular institution could take one of several pathways. 

Here I list three of them, focusing on the role of the University President and go on to dis-

cuss the pros and cons of each of the pathways. 

Top-Down Model - SL as an Initiative of the University President: 
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In this model, the introduction of SL is the initiative of the Head of the institution. This situ-

ation happens when the President is an educational visionary and not just an administrative 

manager. Because SL is part of the vision of the institution, the Heads “are willing to use their 

university’s resources to support community service projects, linking them with educational 

goals of the university. Where service-learning is led from the top, faculty members are likely 

to be rewarded for their work in service-learning” (Berry & Chisholm, 1999, p.64). 

One possible difficulty with this model is that the faculty members could take more 

time to embrace this initiative. However, this hurdle can be overcome by means of repeat-

ed training and reasonable incentives to the faculty members. Nevertheless, rarely does 

the University President, even if s/he is an educational visionary, have all the ideas about 

SL and the time to implement them. Therefore, as I will present in the organogram below, 

it is only proper that the task of implementation is delegated to the Deputy Head, with a 

directorate and the relevant personnel to coordinate the implementation. 

Faculty-Initiative Model - SL Acknowledged by the University President:  

Here SL is an initiative of a faculty member or a group of faculty members. Sometimes 

the idea could come from a group of students, especially if they are postgraduate students 

who have had some previous experience of SL. They may convince a faculty member to 

implement it. In whatever way it starts, in due course this initiative has to be acknowl-

edged and supported by the Head of the institution in the process of institutionalisation.

The advantage of this model is that SL gets implemented at least in a small way. The 

challenge, however, is that in order to get it adopted by more faculty members and even-

tually by the management itself, it might take time. One factor that can make the process 

accepted by the larger body of the institution is for the faculty members who are imple-

menting the SL to reflect on the impact of SL among the learners and in the larger society 

with data scientifically gathered. For instance, putting together a paper on the experience 

and the outcomes of the SL for presentation in a conference and/or for publication, is likely 

to put the institution in the limelight. Thus, the faculty and the management will warm up 

to the idea and embrace it. People take pride in being part of success stories. At this point, 

University Presidents might jump on this idea and make it their own.

Faculty-Experiment Model - SL with no Involvement of the University President: 

The third possibility is that SL is an experimental initiative of a faculty member. It might 

scale-up to the level of the department and nothing beyond that. The University Presi-

dent might be hardly aware that there is such an initiative in the institution, therefore, the 
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SL does not get embraced as the agenda of the whole institution. In this case, SL would 

remain a side show with no serious impact on the life of the educative community of the 

institution. It does not get institutionalised.

Using the vocabulary of Morton (1995), this model could be referred to as “the thin SL” in 

contrast to “the thick SL”. In the thin type of SL, its components are not yet fully integrated 

into the system, and the implementation is very shallow. Individuals who initiate SL, might 

continue to carry out SL in their little domain, and because it is not institutionalised, SL 

might come to a natural death when the individuals move out of the institution or have 

been ill-disposed to continue with the project. Such a model is the least effective model in 

introducing and further implementing SL in the institution. 

 

Stages of Institutionalizations of SL and the Role of University President

In the above section, I have described the possible pathways in the introduction and 

implementation of SL. In order to make SL sustainable it has to become institutionalised. 

Institutionalisation is the process of embedding a practice as a norm or a convention 

among the group. When SL is institutionalised in an educational institution, it becomes 

part of its educative culture. It permeates the system of carrying out teaching and learn-

ing in that institution.

Furco (1999, p.3) envisages three stages in the process of institutionalising SL. I enumerate 

these stages and focus on the role of University President in each of these stages. First stage 

is “the Critical Mass Building stage”. At this stage, the different stakeholders within the insti-

tution – management, department heads, faculty member, and the students are beginning 

to recognise SL and are embracing the idea and its implementation strategies. The second 

stage is “the Quality Building stage”. At this stage the stakeholders focus on improving the 

quality of SL fine-tuning it according to the ideal models. This stage is achieved by consistent 

monitoring and evaluation of the process of SL, and implementing the lessons learnt. The 

third stage is “the Sustained Institutionalization stage”. At this stage, SL has become part of 

the institutional culture. Even newcomers get naturally inducted into the process. SL has the 

necessary resources at its disposal: infrastructural, human, and financial.

What is the role of the University President at each of the three stages of institutional-

isation of SL? Furco (1999) himself uses the term ‘administrative leaders’ to refer to what 

we have referred to as the ‘University President’. However, since in this chapter we are dis-

cussing the role of the University President, I apply Furco’s rubric more specifically to the 

one who is ultimately in-charge of the daily running of the institution. 



Institutionalization of Service-Learning in Higher Education | The role of the University President 
in the Institutionalization processes of Service-Learning in Higher Education 

205

KEYS 4

UNISERVITATE COLLECTION

At the stage of Critical Mass Building, the University President might “have little or no 

understanding of service-learning, often confusing it with other campus outreach efforts, 

such as community service or internship programs” (Furco, 1999, p.10). 

When the critical mass of 

people who identify them-

selves with the SL initiative 

is built, the next stage is to 

build quality. At the stage of 

Building Quality, the Univer-

sity Presidents might have “a 

clear understanding of ser-

vice-learning but they do little to make service-learning a visible and important part of 

the campus’ work” (Furco, 1999, p.10).

This is followed by the third stage of Building Sustained Institutionalisation. At this 

stage the University President understands and supports service-learning and actively 

implements SL to make it visible and important part of the educational institution. SL be-

comes part and parcel of the educative culture of the institution. 

By the time an institution can claim that they have achieved sustained institutionalisa-

tion, there is a management structure that is established in the institution, with sufficient 

number of people running the programme at different levels; they have access to funds; 

and various academic departments have several courses of the curriculum that have ad-

opted SL, in such a way that every student has an experience of SL at least in one of the 

courses of the academic programme. 

In all these processes, presidential and executive level support is critical. The top-level 

leaders play key roles in fund-raising and protecting the initiative. “Often, presidents, vice 

presidents or deans make critical decisions about the allocation of short-term, soft funds 

that make or a break an initiative” (Morton & Troppe, 1996, p.27). The next section propos-

es a 5-step model as the action plan for the President in the institutionalisation of SL.

 

At the stage of Building Quality, the University 

Presidents might have “a clear understanding 

of service-learning but they do little to make 

service-learning a visible and important part of 

the campus’ work”
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5D Model: President’s Action Plan towards Implementation of SL

FIGURE 1. Action Plan of University President

Define SL: 

It is very important for the 

University President to un-

derstand what SL is before 

it is implemented. As many 

authors point out SL could be easily mistaken for social service or internship (Bringle & 

Hatcher, 2000; Erasmus, 2005; Wilczenski & Coomey, 2007). If SL is implemented with-

out clarifying the nature of SL, it might become too difficult to correct it in due course. 

The questions to discuss at 

this stage are: what is the in-

ternational understanding 

of SL? What are the models 

available? Who are the peo-

ple within the institution who 

understand SL in the proper 

way?

It will serve well for the pro-

cess of institutionalisation of 

SL, if the President takes per-

sonal responsibility to understand what SL truly is. This can be achieved by personal read-

DEFINE
Service Learning

DECIDE
on Implementation

DELEGATE
Implementation

DEMAND
Feedback

DEVELOP
a SL Discourse

DOCENTES

It is very important for the University President to 

understand what SL is before it is implemented.

If SL is implemented without clarifying the na-

ture	of	SL,	it	might	become	too	difficult	to	cor-

rect it in due course. The questions to discuss 

at this stage are: what is the international un-

derstanding of SL? What are the models avail-

able? Who are the people within the institu-

tion who understand SL in the proper way?
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ing and research, or by consulting colleagues in similar institutions who have successfully 

implemented and institutionalised SL in their own institution. The President himself or 

herself could attend conference, or send a faculty member to a conference on SL and 

having that member return and brief everyone including the President, or listening others 

who might have experience of implementing SL. If the President has not achieved a good 

understanding of SL, in their speeches and reports s/he could commit avoidable gaff. 

Decide on the Implementation:

Having understand what SL is, it is now time to implement. The President has the man-

date to approve the implementation of SL. Some members of faculty or the middle man-

agement might think that if they wait for the decision of the President, it might delay 

the process of implementation. The temptation, therefore, is to implement new develop-

ments, including SL, by themselves not fully involving the President. Even if things might 

happen quickly, the limitation of such an approach would be that SL might not get fully 

institutionalised. It also runs the risk of being side-lined. On the other hand, if the Presi-

dent is in the loop right from the beginning, and SL is an outcome of the precise decision 

of the President, then the subsequent support is likely to be worth the wait.

If the President takes personal responsibility to understand the definition of SL, it fol-

lows then that the President decides whether SL should be adopted in the institution, 

what model of SL is adopted, and how it is going to be implemented. The next section 

presents a model of management structure (Figure 2) that could fit well into the organo-

gram of the institution. The President also makes decision at this stage on the establish-

ing the necessary structure in order to implement SL. In summary, these are some of the 

questions that need to be answered at this stage:

 � Do we adopt SL as a flagship programme of our institution? What value does 

it add to the way we do things here?

 � What structures do we need to put in place in order to implement it?

 � Who are the people who will lead the process? What preparations do they 

need?

 � What is the financial implication of this initiative? Where do we draw the 

funds from?

 � What networking needs to be established, internationally and locally?

 � How do we go about the implementation – what comes first? How do we 

involve the faculty members and students?
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The answers to these questions and others, when systematised, could go into a policy 

document. This document will become the policy-framework (Furco, 1999) for the direc-

torate of SL, and the committee of SL at the institution.

Delegate the Implementation:

Even if the President has understood well the model of SL to implement, has decided to go 

ahead with the implementation, and is personally passionate about it, the President cannot 

micromanage the process of implementation. Therefore, it is important to appoint a Director 

of SL at the institution who could report to one of the Deputies of the President (see Figure 

2). Depending on the size of 

the university and the volume 

of the SL projects, it might be 

necessary to add other mem-

bers of staff to the directorate. 

Moreover, it might also be nec-

essary to form a committee led 

by the Deputy President that 

oversees the working of the di-

rectorate. 

Thus, through the delegated personnel, the Presidents, 

need to focus on process (e.g., faculty rewards for service-learning) in addition to achie-

ving certain service goals (e.g., number of hours students engage in volunteer work; a 

general education requirement for service-learning) in order for service to be institutiona-

lized and integrated throughout the campus culture (Ward, 1996, p.9).

Develop a Discourse:

Since the contribution of the French philosopher Michel Foucault (1969/2002), social 

sciences have become conscious of the power of discourse within institutions and in the 

society at large. The analysis of discourse can offer us an understanding of the dynamics 

within a group (Elder‐Vass, 2011). Discourse, in simple words, refers to the way language is 

used among a group of people. It portrays beliefs and systems that are operative within 

the group. It gives access to the worldview and identify of the institution. In the context of 

the institutionalisation of SL in an educational institution, if SL is part of the discourse of 

the educative community, it could be an indication that SL has become part of the world-

view of that community.

Depending on the size of the university and the 

volume of the SL projects, it might be necessary 

to add other members of staff to the directora-

te. Moreover, it might also be necessary to form 

a committee led by the Deputy President that 

oversees the working of the directorate. 
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In this context, the dis-

course employed by the top 

management and faculty be-

comes a crucial unit of analy-

sis. Particularly, if SL is part of 

the linguistic currency of the 

President of the university, it 

provides evidence for the in-

stitutionalisation of SL. When 

such a usage is spontaneous, 

it is likely to motivate the 

team leading the SL process 

and the faculty members 

who implement it. Ward (1996, p.16) reporting the findings from a qualitative study among 

five university colleges in U.S.A on institutional commitment to SL, quotes one of the par-

ticipants of the study, who is the student affairs administrator at a university, saying: “The 

president is very supportive of service on campus. He is new to the campus and his whole 

inaugural speech was about service and community.”

Demand Feedback:

Delegation is a two-way process (Mathebula & Barnard, 2020). Delegation goes with 

feedback. And feedback itself is a two-way process – from the delegate to the supervisor 

and from the supervisor to the delegate. Despite the power dynamics which influence 

delegation and feedback, which in turn are likely to be affected by cultural differences 

(Zhang et al., 2017), efficient leaders rely on delegation and feedback. 

In the context of the role of the University President in the implementation of SL, 

delegation is inevitable as we have said above. ‘Demand’ is a stronger word that fea-

tures in the title of this step, it only brings out the inevitability of the integration of the 

feedback system. Eliciting feedback is not only an indispensable part of delegation, 

but it also becomes an expression of support and showing interest. Ideally, during the 

meetings of the top management that brings together the President and the Depu-

ties, the Deputy President might report on all the departments that are under their 

docket. This will include the Directorate of SL. In practice, the President should have 

access to reports and minutes of the SL Committee (Figure 2); if the Director of SL is 

part of the Senate or its equivalent, then it becomes an opportunity for feedback in the 

form of reports at these meetings.

In this context, the discourse employed by the 

top management and faculty becomes a cru-

cial unit of analysis. Particularly, if SL is part of 

the linguistic currency of the President of the 

university, it provides evidence for the institu-

tionalisation of SL. When such a usage is spon-

taneous, it is likely to motivate the team lead-

ing the SL process and the faculty members 

who implement it.
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Based on the feedback received, the President makes further decisions on the direction 

of SL in the institution. That is why in the model (Figure 1), from Demand Feedback, the 

loop is fed back to Decide. And the process continues as the institutionalisation of SL in 

the institution grows in an upward spiral.

Having focused on the steps that the President may follow in introducing, implement-

ing, and institutionalising SL, we now focus on a workable management structure for the 

implementation of SL while still highlighting the role of the President. 

 

Management Structure Capturing the Role of University President in SL

FIGURE 2. Simplified Organogram showing Position of Service Learning

Abes, Jackson, and Jones (2002, 16), as a conclusion to their study on factors that mo-

tivate and deter faculty members in the adoption of SL, recommend that institutions of 

higher learning, 

“Develop an infrastructure within the institution to support a centralized service-learning 

office to connect potential community partners with the university, provide funding, crea-

te incentives to try new approaches, assist faculty with logistical support, and provide 

developmental instruction to new or potential service learning faculty.”

In the implementation of such a recommendation, for sustainable institutionalisation 

of SL, as we have mentioned above, there needs to be a SL management structure (Figure 

2) that is integrated well into the organogram of the institution. In this section, we discuss 

PRESIDENT OF UNIVERSITY
(Rector / Vice-Chancellor / Principal)

DEPUTY 2
DEPUTY 1

Academic Affairs

DIRECTORATE
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COMMITTEE / BOARD
of Service Learning

Faculty Members
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the dynamics among the different stakeholders of this structure with a special focus on 

the President. This structure has been largely inspired by Ward (1998) and by the author’s 

personal experience in academic administration.

President: 

We begin with the involvement of the President. Ward (1996, p.22) reiterates the role of 

the president in very succinct terms:

“Presidential support has been essential to the introduction of service on all the campu-

ses. On some campuses, the presidents not only set the tone for service, they are instru-

mental in personally carrying it forward by joining the Compact, allocating resources to 

either initiate or maintain an office and personnel, in addition to making service-learning 

central to the organization.”

In the previous section, we have delineated in some detail the steps that the President 

can follow in introducing, implementing and institutionalising SL. The President’s role is 

crucial to the process, since they are at the apex of the management structure. 

Deputy President:

However, this role could be delegated to one of the Deputies (See Figure 2). In larger in-

stitutions, the President is assisted by one or more Deputies. In these situations, SL might 

fall under the docket of the Deputy Head in-charge of academic affairs or the one with a 

similar portfolio. In the Commonwealth countries, this person is referred to as the ‘Depu-

ty Vice-Chancellor – Academic Affairs’, in other countries, they may be referred to as the 

‘Vice-Rector for Academic Affairs’. 

According to the stage of implementation of SL that the campus is in, there could be a 

dedicated Directorate led by a Director responsible for SL. In the proposed organogram, 

the Directorate is envisaged as a centralised office (Bringle & Hatcher, 2000) that coordi-

nates the initiatives in service learning. This person could also be the liaison person be-

tween faculty members and the receiving communities. For the success of the imple-

mentation of SL in an institution there needs to development cordial partnership with 

community-based social service agencies (Siscoe, 1997). If the SL sector is very well devel-

oped, then there might be a need to separate the director of SL from the liaison person 

for community networking (Morton & Troppe, 1996). For this reason, if the campus has a 

Deputy President responsible for linkages and community engagement, then the Direc-

tor of SL has to create a greater dialogue with this Deputy President.
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Committee of Service Learning: 

A meeting point for the internal coordination of the various related desks and offices 

could be achieved by setting up a Committee or an Advisory Board for SL. This Committee 

needs to include representatives from among faculty members and possibly even from 

among the students. It could be chaired by the Deputy President – Academic Affairs or by 

another member nominated to chair. The Director could act as the Executive Secretary of 

the Committee. The Committee could be mandated to have an advisory or a supervisory 

role over the Directorate for SL. The policy framework for SL in the university could cap-

ture the Terms of Reference (ToR) for the Committee. The Committee is also to be seen as 

a structure to ensure coordination and the involvement of the middle management staff, 

who could be represented with the Committee. As Ward (1998, 74-75) asserts, 

“Service learning depends not only on the support of senior-level administrators, but on 

other administrators as well. An expanded administrative vision includes involvement of 

those directly and actively involved in routine academic management and policy func-

tions (that is, provosts, deans, department chairs). These administrators can promote ser-

vice learning by creating and supporting an ethos of learning that includes community 

service experiences.”

Directorate for SL: 

The Director of SL is a key 

person in the practical imple-

mentation of SL in an institu-

tion. The person should be ca-

pable of eliciting respect and 

esteem from the rest of the 

faculty, by means of their ac-

ademic background, by way 

of research and publication in 

the area of SL (Ward, 1996), and 

even by their personal commit-

ment to social transformation.

While, as we have said several times earlier, the role of the “executive leadership can be 

counterproductive if faculty and/or students perceive it as too strong or too directive” (Morton 

& Troppe, 1996, p.27). That is why it is important to have moderate style of governance in rela-

tion to SL. This model presented in Figure 2 balances between too much centralisation and 

decentralisation of SL at the university or college level (Rego & Moledo, 2018, p.20). 

The Director of SL is a key person in the practical 

implementation of SL in an institution. The per-

son should be capable of eliciting respect and 

esteem from the rest of the faculty, by means 

of their academic background, by way of re-

search and publication in the area of SL (Ward, 

1996), and even by their personal commitment 

to social transformation.
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Faculty Members: 

There are two major approaches to getting faculty members involved in the implemen-

tation of SL. One is by coercion, and the other is by attraction. If involvement in SL is cap-

tured in the policy documents for promotion and tenure of staff, then they are likely to be 

coerced to come on board. On the other hand, one of the major issues voiced by the fac-

ulty members in qualitative studies on SL, such as the one reported by Ward (1996), is the 

lack of support from the management and insufficient incentives to the faculty members 

to be involved in the efforts towards SL. This situation shows up when SL is not recognised 

as an essential part of teaching and learning (Gray et al., 1999; Hammond, 1994). When it 

is recognised, support could come in the form of training, time-allotment, and providing 

infrastructural assistance – space and conveyance. Incentive could come in the form of 

financial allowances for transport and professional material, and also promotions. The pro-

vision of adequate support becomes a bridge between the plan of the institution in terms 

of its rhetoric and the concretisation of that rhetoric (Ward, 1996, p.16). 

 

Possible Challenges and its Mitigation in the Implementation of SL

The introduction and institutionalisation of SL is not always a cakewalk. It comes with 

challenges and hurdles – some theoretical, others more practical (Butin, 2006). In this sec-

tion, I list some challenges that are likely to be faced by the President in the process of 

institutionalising SL. They may arise from within the institution or from those who are not 

involved in the daily running of the institution but are somehow involved in it.

The Board Fears Over-burdening the Students:

The ultimate expression of institutionalisation of SL is when it receives the approval of 

the University Board or the Council in the integration of service learning in the educa-

tional system of the institution. However, sometimes this might be perceived by some of 

the members of the Board to be superfluous, burdensome, and implying burden on the 

budget.

This possible situation could be mitigated by the University President inviting an expert 

to address the Board on what is SL, and as far as possible linking it to the existing vision 

and mission of the institution. Another way is for the President to speak to members in-

formally and individually before it is introduced into the agenda of the Board meeting so 

that at least some of the members may be in the know-how of the matter, making the 

decision-making process easier.
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President fears Extra Responsibility:

Some Presidents fear additional responsibilities. This situation might arise from the fact 

that President is already overwhelmed by too many responsibilities, or because the Presi-

dent is minimalistic. It could also possible that President is laid back, and is not a visionary. 

There is no reason to fear additional responsibility if the President is smart enough to 

delegate responsibilities with feedback systems. If the President is minimalistic, s/he is 

not going to leave a legacy as leader, anyway. Initiatives such as SL is likely to make a great 

impact in the wider world, therefore, President should feel encourage by the promise of 

impact.

Lack of Funds:

It is possible that SL does not have a budget line. It is also possible that the university is 

financially struggling. Or it is simply the case that the finance committee of the university 

is not convinced of allocating funds for SL.

If teaching and learning, 

research, and social engage-

ment are the vital pillars of a 

university. The budget of the 

university should also reflect 

these priorities in financial 

spending. And SL is project 

that combines teaching and learning with social engagement. It is as if you hit two birds 

with one stone. Another way of easing the problem of lack of funds is to seek donor fund-

ing (Burt, 1999). However, this requires some expertise and experience. The funding possi-

bilities open up particularly when the university is part of larger networks.

Faculty Members not Warming up to the introduction of Service Learning:

Another nightmare to the President is the indifference of the faculty members to the 

introduction of SL. This reaction is more likely to be expected from among the older fac-

ulty members. Such situation arises from lack of continuous training of faculty members, 

which in turn has curtailed openness to new developments in the campus. 

Besides holding trainings on SL for faculty members, it is crucial to be strategic in the 

appointment of the Director of SL. If the Director is a person who elicits respect and admi-

If teaching and learning, research, and social 

engagement are the vital pillars of a univer-

sity. The budget of the university should also 

reflect	these	priorities	in	financial	spending.
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ration from the faculty mem-

bers, then it is not difficult to 

break the ice. It would also be 

a good strategy to invite will-

ing faculty members to come 

for the initial trainings, and 

then using them as ambassa-

dors to create a ripple effect 

among other faculty mem-

bers. Moreover, the introduc-

tion of some incentives, we 

have said earlier, is likely to attract faculty members to come on board. 

These are but some challenges. There could be other challenges, some of them unfore-

seen. It is only natural that when something new is introduced in an institution, there is 

likely to be challenges and resistance. Efficient University Presidents are well-versed in the 

principles of managing change in an educational institution (Ghavifekr et al, 2017). Intro-

duction and institutionalisation of SL is one such challenge of facing change.

 
Positive Outcomes of University President being involved in SL

If the above challenges are well handled, and systems are put in place, then SL is not 

just an idea in the academy, but it gets “hard wired” (Butin, 2006) into institutional prac-

tices and policies. Out of such a situation, several possible positive outcomes emerge. Here 

are focus on the advantages that emerge out of the involvement of the University Presi-

dent being involved in SL. These advantages are for the university in general, and to the 

process of carrying out SL at the university.

Enhancing the Mission of the University/College:

Service Learning is a practical implementation of the three-dimensional mission of any 

institution of higher education: teaching and learning, research, and community engage-

ment. Unless a university is led by neoliberal ideology that wants to be politically neutral, 

and indifferently aims to churn out masses of elitist graduates who do not care about so-

cial transformation, SL is an effective means of enabling graduates to challenge the status 

quo (Clifford, 2017; Kronick & Cunningham, 2013). Particularly, in the developing world insti-

tutions cannot indifferently embrace a neoliberalist agenda in education. SL is a powerful 

means of motivating graduates to be agents of social transformation.

It would also be a good strategy to invite willing 

faculty members to come for the initial train-

ings, and then using them as ambassadors 

to create a ripple effect among other faculty 

members. Moreover, the introduction of some 

incentives, we have said earlier, is likely to at-

tract faculty members to come on board. 
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The presence of SL creates a branding for the university. It prompts motivated students 

to self-select the university because these individuals – like typical youth – are dissatisfied 

with the current social inequalities and desire to do something about it. Once there is a 

critical mass of students and faculty who are inspired by the ideology of social transforma-

tion, the process of SL becomes very vibrant. Thus, teaching and learning is concretised in 

praxis, and the university becomes an agent of social change.

Resource Availability

If the management of the educational institution adopts SL as an important part of in-

stitutional culture, then there is a need to make necessary resources available. Part of the 

financial resources could also come from grands, as we have said previously, if the institu-

tion has the credibility and the people to elicit such funding.

“Heads who take the lead in service-learning are willing to use their university’s resources 

to support community service projects, linking them with educational goals of the univer-

sity. Where service-learning is led from the top, faculty members are likely to be rewarded 

for their work in service-learning. From this entry point, the connection of service-learning 

to every aspect of the institution will be accomplished in the least amount of time” (Barry 

& Chrisholm, 1999, 64; see also, Morton & Troppe, 1996).

 

Conclusion

I conclude by pointing out some characteristics of this chapter. Based on these, I make 

some recommendations for future research. I end by reiterating that this chapter is a prac-

tical guide for people in management positions in educational institutions desiring to im-

plement and institutionalise service learning.  

The first invincible limitation that occurred in this chapter is that most of the literature 

that was traceable on the topic of this chapter came from the 1990’s, despite the search in 

renowned academic databases such as EBSCOhost which includes ERIC, and JSTOR. This 

shows a lack of focus on the topic among scholars of SL in the first two decades of the 21st 

century. The current trend in research in SL is the empirical approach, which is valuable. 

However, these empirical studies could also examine the role of the administration in the 

implementation and institutionalisation of SL. Highlighting of best practices is likely to be 

of great assistance to the new comers in the areas of SL.
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This chapter has focused on the role of the University President in the institutionalisa-

tion of SL. Similar to the topic studied in this chapter, the role of the lecturers or the faculty 

members needs to be further studied. They play a crucial role. Some studies have exam-

ined their experiences, perspectives and motivations in using SL (Abes et al, 2002; Ham-

mond, 1994; O’Meara & Niehaus, 2009; Ward, 1998). However, more studies are needed in 

enumerating their role in the implementation and institutionalisation of SL. More practi-

cally, how do they go about planning for, introducing and training students in their topic 

area and the methodology of SL, accompanying the students in the implementation, and 

finally assessing the outputs from the students and grading them.

As said in the introduction, this chapter is envisaged to be a practical guide for some-

one in top management of an institution of higher education in understanding their role 

in the implementation and institutionalisation of SL in their institution. Nonetheless, there 

are many initiatives of SL even at primary and secondary school levels, whose principals 

could also find some useful insights from the discussions in this chapter. 
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