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at five higher education institutions in South Africa. The article explores various models
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The Community-Higher Education-Service Partnerships (CHESP)
initiative aimed at promoting and supporting service learning
(SL) in South African higher education was introduced by the

Joint Education Trust (JET) in 1999. As part of this initiative, a dif-
ferent model to that developed in the USA was introduced; that of a
three-way partnership. While the concept of the “engaged” university
was retained for the South African model, it was expanded to include
a service partner within each campus core group, as well as service sector
involvement at SL course level.1 The initial stages of CHESP were de-
voted to the establishment of a national network of SL scholars and
practitioners as well as an extensive capacity building course. In 2001
the Evaluation Research Agency was commissioned to undertake a com-
prehensive evaluation of those courses being implemented at the five
participating higher education institutions: Witwatersrand, Transkei,
Natal (Pietermaritzburg and Durban campuses), Free State and Western
Cape. This paper presents the lessons learnt from this evaluation process
during 2001 and 2002.2

Although the evaluators conducted two annual site visits to each
campus and met with course convenors, the primary data sources were
a narrative report produced by the course convenor at the end of the
course and a set of generic questionnaires aimed at students, academics,
service providers and community members that course convenors were
requested to administer.3 The narrative report had to follow a set of guide-
lines drawn up by the evaluators and attempted to be as comprehensive
as possible in terms of the development, implementation and outcomes
of each course. The narrative reports were treated as “primary” or “source”

1 The term “course” would be exchanged for “module” within the framework of
outcomes-based education.

2 It is important to emphasise that the nature of the CHESP evaluation study was very
much that of a “meta” or “secondary” evaluation. During 2001 a total of 36 new SL
courses were implemented; in 2002 this increased to 60. From a purely logistical
view, it was clearly impossible to study such a large number of courses at 6 different
sites in any direct, first-hand manner. In a typical course evaluation, the evaluators
would establish a close and continuous working relationship with the course, collect
and analyse primary data in a collaborative and interactive manner and produce a
report based on this.

3 In the end, only student questionnaires could be analysed as the number of other
stakeholder questionnaires was too low.
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documents in that they were electronically captured and subsequently
analysed using qualitative software (Atlas/ti). In this way we generated
a rich “qualitative dataset” of quotes which combined statements by
course convenors as well as verbatim quotes of students and community
members cited in the narrative reports.

The article is not intended to be exhaustive in its coverage4 but
rather highlights some of the bigger issues pertaining to SL in South
African higher education. Before discussing the main findings, we pre-
sent a brief overview of the notion of SL.5

1. Notions of service learning
SL is a particular form of experiential education that incorporates com-
munity service. According to Eyler & Giles (1999: 77)

service learning is a form of experiential education where learning occurs
through a cycle of action and reflection as students work with others
through a process of applying what they are learning to community
problems and, at the same time, reflecting upon their experience as
they seek to achieve real objectives for the community and deeper under-
standing and skills for themselves.

The distinctive element of SL is that it empowers the community through
the service provided, but it also has powerful learning consequences for
the students or others (for example academics, service providers) parti-
cipating in the service provision.

Another key element of SL is its explicit connection to academic
course work. This is reflected in Bringle & Hatcher’s (1995: 112) defi-
nition of SL as

a course-based, credit-bearing educational experience in which students
(a) participate in an organized service activity that meets identified
community needs and (b) reflect on service activity as a means of gaining
a deeper understanding of course content, a broader appreciation of
the discipline, and an enhanced sense of civic responsibility.

4 The detailed evaluation reports for 2001 and 2002 are available on the CHESP
website.

5 While eight universities initially participated in the course, this number has been
reduced by the withdrawal, for a variety of reasons, of several of the pioneers. How-
ever, even those universities which have withdrawn retain a stated commitment
to SL or “community-based learning”.
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The Campus Compact National Center for Community Colleges de-
fines SL as

a teaching method which combines community service with academic
instruction as it focuses on critical, reflective thinking and civic res-
ponsibility. Service learning programs involve students in organized
community service that addresses local needs, while developing their
academic skills, sense of civic responsibility, and commitment to the
community (<http://www.compact.org>).

The World Wise Schools Educators defines SL as a teaching method
that combines academic instruction, meaningful service, and critical re-
flective thinking to enhance student learning and civic responsibility.
Service learning differs from community service or volunteerism in two
distinct ways: The service activity is integrated with academic curriculum
and content. Students engage in structured reflection of their service
experience and apply their learning in real-life activities (<http://www.
peacecorps.gov/wws/service/whatservice.html>).

From these definitions, we may derive three general characteristics
of SL:
• It is based on the experience of meeting needs in a community;
• It incorporates reflection and academic learning, and
• It contributes to students’ interest in and understanding of com-

munity life.
It is also clear from this very brief overview of different notions of

SL, that it encapsulates a very specific theory of learning. According to
Ehrlich (1996) SL theories can be traced to John Dewey’s emphasis on
the interaction of knowledge and skills with experience. For Dewey stu-
dents learn best not by reading the so-called great books but by being
exposed to the experiences of everyday life. This emphasis on practical
and real-life learning means that emphasis is placed on complementing
classroom learning with service within the community which enables
students to reflect upon and address local and national problems.

2. Models of service learning: multiple interpretations
A quick review of the SL scholarship (Langworthy 2003; Lucas 2000;
Varghese 2003) reveals a wide range of models and how SL is under-
stood and implemented in practice. If one keeps the obvious caveat in
mind that South African scholars should not necessarily adopt American
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or other external models, there is value in looking at two typologies of
SL models. Campus Compact, one of the most influential SL organisations
in the USA, distinguishes between six ideal types (<http://www.compact.
org/syllabi/intro3.html>). We describe each in brief.

Table 1: Models of SL

“Pure” Discipline-based Problem-based

Capstone courses Service internships Action research

• “Pure” SL
These are courses that send students out into the community to serve.
These courses have as their intellectual core the idea of service to com-
munities by students, volunteers, or engaged citizens.
• Discipline-based SL
In this model, students are expected, throughout the semester, to have a
presence in the community and reflect on their experiences on a regular
basis using course content as a basis for their analysis and understanding.
• Problem-based service learning (PBSL)
According to this model, students (or teams of students) relate to the
community much as “consultants” working for a “client”. Students work
with community members to understand a particular community pro-
blem or need. This model presumes that the students will have some
knowledge they can draw upon to make recommendations to the com-
munity or develop a solution to the problem.
• Capstone courses
These courses are generally designed for majors in the final year of a
degree course in a given discipline, and are offered almost exclusively
to students in their final year. Capstone courses ask students to draw
upon the knowledge they have obtained throughout their course work
and combine it with relevant service work in the community.
• Service internships
Like traditional internships, these experiences are more intense than
typical SL courses, with students working as many as ten to twenty hours
a week in a community setting. As in traditional internships, students
are generally charged with producing a body of work that is of value
to the community or site. However, unlike traditional internships, ser-
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vice internship has regular and on-going reflective opportunities that
help students analyse their new experiences using discipline-based
theories. Service internships are further distinguished from traditional
internships through their focus on reciprocity: the idea that the commu-
nity and the student benefit equally from the experience.
• Undergraduate community-based action research
A relatively new approach that is gaining popularity, community-based
action research is similar to an independent study option for the rare
student who is highly experienced in community work. Community-
based action research can also be effective with small classes or groups
of students. In this model, students work closely with academics to learn
research methodology while serving as advocates for communities.

Given the lack of a strong tradition of SL scholarship in South Africa
as well as the recent development of actual SL courses at most higher
education institutions, one would expect different interpretations of and
expressions given to the notion of SL. Our evaluation study has shown
that there is neither clear consensus nor a dominant paradigm in SL wri-
tings in the country. However, one should add that although there
might not be a long tradition of scholarly studies on SL per se, associated
fields of interests such as community service, community development,
experiential learning, situated cognition and workplace learning have re-
ceived some attention.

The recent introduction of a national skills development strategy that
places a great emphasis on learnerships and other forms of learning
that integrate theoretical and practical (for example, the workplace)
education and training has led to a renewed interest in these topics and
has already generated widespread interest in SL as another means of
bringing institutions of higher education closer to their surrounding
communities and constituencies. As these development gain further mo-
mentum, it is likely that public discourses on SL will expand with a
concomitant increase in debates about key notions and consequences
of such courses.

Our analysis of over 100 narrative reports clearly shows that there
is no single, generally accepted definition of what is constituted by a SL
course. However, we do not think that this is necessarily bad. A very rigid
approach to understanding the notion of SL is not necessarily helpful.

    



122

Acta Academica Supplementum 2005(3)

This section is therefore, not about what we have learned that could con-
tribute to a single, consensus-like description of SL. At the same time,
it is important to lay out the broad parameters of what is usually in-
cluded or excluded in SL courses. Although one must be cautious in
taking an essentialist approach to “defining” SL, there is an equally
dangerous position which allows anything that remotely resembles SL
to be included within the definition, especially for a funding agency
such as JET.

In its commitment to promoting and supporting SL, JET had to
adopt a specific definition — and “model” — of SL. This model, de-
scribed below, defines the broad parameters of what is constituted in a
SL course for purpose of its work. In order to qualify for initial and (later)
continued funding, compliance with certain minimum criteria was
expected.

3. The CHESP model of service learning
In the CHESP Implementation Grant Strategy (25 January 2001), it
is stated that each course will address a community development priority;
should integrate teaching, research and service; will be developed in
partnership between community, students, academics and service sector
agencies; should be an accredited academic course, and students should
spend at least 20% of the notional hours of the course in community-
based learning experience.

The CHESP model of SL places a strong emphasis on the partner-
ship of the three stakeholders, for instance the higher education insti-
tution, the community and the service provider in the development and
delivery of the SL courses. What emerged from the evaluation study
revealed interesting interpretations, configurations and even deviations
from this ideal type:

Above I speculated that the confusion between the two concepts
‘fieldwork’ and ‘service learning’ was aggravated by our failure to es-
tablish a genuine triad — a three-way partnership. Indeed as I write this
we still lack a formal community partner within our course (UWC).

The following are some of the interesting results.
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• In some cases one of the partners was absent, leading to a situation
where the academic partner had to take over the responsibilities
usually given to the service provider.

• In those cases where the full triad was present, it did not always mean
that the relations of power were evenly distributed in the partner-
ship. This was particularly true in the case of educational interven-
tions where learners in a school were defined as the “community”. 

• And then, there were numerous cases where no partnership existed
at all. As the quote below shows, this was due, in one case, to no
attempt being made to even establish a partnership. In the majority
of the other cases, it was the absence of a community partner that
led to the fact that no real partnership had been established.
In terms of the CHESP partnership model this course must be seen

to have failed. No attempt had been made to set up a triad/three-way
partnership. In the project-based learning model of community-based
learning it is doubtful whether partnerships — as relationships based
on equity and equality — between university-based practitioners and
members of communities are a possibility. I would suggest that struc-
tural relations between highly educated, middle-class people and poor
people living under conditions of livelihood insecurity, disease, lack
of access to power, and so on, are so unequal that it seems highly un-
likely that any relationship could lead to equal (even: different but equal)
benefits. Further reasons for this model are given below.

In other cases, the research revealed that SL models other than the
CHESP model had been developed. One course at the University of the
Witwatersrand (WITS) reported on the development of two overlapping
triads: academic-student-partner and partner-student-community. Ac-
cording to the authors of the narrative report on the course, this dual
partnership model:

is more consistent with both a development economics model (where
the partner, and not outside agencies, negotiate directly with commu-
nities) and with a business model (where businesses develop and guard
their exclusive relationships with their clients).

Another model at the same university followed the so-called “co-
hesive curriculum” approach to SL. It is described as follows:
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It foresees students and tutors from two or more disciplines or profes-
sional tracks brought together around a ‘service opportunity’. Students
serve in a field placement for a number of hours per week or semester
and simultaneously study related academic subjects. The service learn-
ing becomes a group project in which students approach the learning
and service from different disciplines (WITS Institutional Report 2001).

In trying to describe SL, course convenors very often relate the notion
to other more familiar notions such as experiential education, appren-
ticeship, project-based learning and a cohesive curriculum. A convenor
at WITS defined SL as being essentially:

an experiential education approach in which students receive academic
credit for performing community service. It is closely related to vo-
lunteer service and internships, but may be distinguished from these
practices because it is designed to benefit the provider and the recipient
of the service equally (WITS Institutional Report 2001).

Also at WITS, another course convenor compared SL, à la Lave &
Wenger (1991), with apprenticeships:

Newcomers, or apprentices, start as ‘peripheral participants’ in a com-
munity of practice, then absorb and become absorbed in the culture
of practice. People learn as they become involved with a community
or culture of learning, interacting with the community and learning
to understand and participate in its history, assumptions, cultural
values and rules (WITS Institutional Report 2001).

These varying operational definitions of SL produced a rather inte-
resting tension — the interests of the funder of the CHESP initiative
in supporting SL understood in a particular way and the interests of the
academics in giving effect to their own understandings of what SL is:

Significantly, the theoretical framework of the practice they were en-
gaged in suggested that development should emerge as a bottom-up,
insider-led process. In the light of this, the students were ‘outsiders’,
who did not come to bring anything, but wanted rather to foster an
intentional relationship that opened up a dialogue about the struggles
and potentials of ordinary people in the churches of Inadi. Clearly,
the agenda for the struggles and potential for change would be set
by the people of Inadi. However — and this is a big however — this
desire for an open-ended insider-led agenda clashed with the ‘outsider’
agenda of CHESP. By becoming a CHESP pilot, the course had
inadvertently taken on a set of expectations, objectives and outcomes
that were driven by the needs of academics researching changes in
higher education policy, rather than the needs of the people of Inadi.
By noting this, I do not mean that the National CHESP leadership
and the Joint Educational Trust (JET) were intentionally insensitive to

    



the community of Inadi, or unaware of the tension between their
agenda and that of the community. What I do mean is that we must
recognize the rather awkward clash of agendas in a course that seeks
to teach students about issues of power and control in the planning
and implementation (UNP).

This tension was even more widely experienced by other stake-
holders. Our evaluation showed that not only academics, but other parties
involved in the implementation of SL courses (community members
and service providers), the intended beneficiaries (students) as well as
the institution, all have differing understandings of SL. Two comments
need to be made about this tension:
• First, we do not believe that this tension can or should be resolved.

Different stakeholders have different interests in educational courses
such as these. We will try to reflect the range of SL understandings
in the remainder of this section.

• Secondly, different stakeholders will of necessity give privilege to and
prioritise a specific understanding, in line with their own interests.
In the CHESP initiative this often led to a situation where course
convenors interpreted JET’s approach to SL as a top-down, funder-
driven model requiring conformity.
A related point to make at this stage is that the range of insider in-

terpretations (specific to a particular grouping) of SL also displays inte-
resting disciplinary and institutional differences. Academic disciplines
vary greatly in terms of their relationship to everyday practice. The more
vocational disciplines — such as social work, clinical psychology, nursing,
architecture, education (teacher training), engineering — have well-
established connections to domains of application, whether these be
the workplace, the community, the clinic or the classroom. These dis-
ciplinary differences impact directly on the way in which SL is under-
stood in these disciplines. Thus, it is expected that the notion of “service”
in each of these contexts would be different. Institutional differences are
no less important. The legacy of apartheid in South Africa and the ac-
companying divide between historically advantaged and disadvantaged
institutions has led to universities positioning themselves differently vis-
à-vis surrounding communities and associated constituencies. The rural/
urban distinction is equally important. There is no doubt that a uni-
versity such as UNITRA feels a special commitment to matters of rural
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development and poverty alleviation given the widespread underdeve-
lopment of the Eastern Cape. In a similar vein, WITS has accepted the
challenge of contributing to various urban renewal initiatives in Hillbrow
and surrounding areas.

Rather than relying on theoretical definitions of what SL is or should
be, another way to address this is to look at the kinds of tasks that
students were required to engage in, in course descriptions. This not
only gives a better sense of what is meant by “service provision” with
SL, but it also presents us with an overview of the range of services
and how these vary in terms of academic discipline. These activities can
be roughly classified into at least five categories: 
• Activities related to research and information management would

include carrying out community needs analyses; undertaking socio-
demographic profiles of the community; conducting individual and
focus group interviews in the communities; the auditing of sporting
activities and infra-structure, developing case studies, mapping areas
as well as conducting evaluation studies.

• Life skills activities, where students gain valuable experience through
inter-personal negotiations and mediation activities, running clinical
psychological consultations; individual and group therapy sessions;
hosting conflict resolution sessions, and communication workshops.

• Project management activities, including organising meetings and
workshops; organising public forums; the development of a strategic
plan and skills matrix for a workplace for the disabled, and the de-
velopment of a capacity planning tool as well as cause and effect
diagrams for work improvement.

• Community improvement and upliftment activities such as painting
walls, mowing lawns, gardening, building a fence around a vege-
table garden, re-organising a school library, development of book
boxes for a rotating library, and so on.

• Producing goods, for example making furniture, development of an
Open Space Framework for the Hillbrow/Berea region, making a
video for use by the community, building a children’s playground,
and so on.
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4. The conditions for effective delivery: a framework
Effective implementation involves the delivery of course components
as planned to all intended beneficiaries within the parameters of avail-
able resources. Whereas most university courses have one primary target
group, the students, one of the distinctive features of SL courses is that
other primary beneficiaries — most notably some community group
— are also supposed to benefit from the course. There is no question
that other stakeholders in the learning process, the service providers,
the academic(s) delivering the course and other academic colleagues are
also supposed to derive some secondary or subsidiary benefits from
their involvement in SL. If these basic premises about SL are accepted,
the relationships between primary (immediate) and secondary (inter-
mediate) benefits may be visualised as in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Relationship between primary and secondary benefits

Service providers

Students Community (members)

SL COURSE

Institutional context
(other academics)

1

2

5

3

4

6

Academic staff/
Programme
co-ordinator

The notion of SL (service rendering through learning, and learning
through service-rendering) logically implies two primary beneficiary
groups: students who receive and experience learning through the stan-
dard lecturer input (1), their interaction with service providers (4), and
through their interaction with some community group (5), and the com-
munity to whom the service is rendered (which benefits through learn-
ing but also by receiving a specific service such as teacher training, cli-
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nical counselling, business development skills and increased knowledge
of their human rights (2).

However, there are also secondary benefits and beneficiaries. In the
delivery of the SL course, academic staff benefit directly through their
partnership with some service-provider (3), and of course, through feed-
back from their students (1). Other academic staff draw indirect benefit
through their normal interaction with colleagues involved in SL courses
(the institutional context) and feedback given to the community in
outreach forums and other mediating bodies (6). And finally, service
providers also receive secondary benefits through their direct interaction
with the students (4) and through inirect interaction with community
members (5) in the SL course.

Although the distinction between primary and secondary benefits
is purely analytical, it remains useful to distinguish between those be-
nefits for which an intervention is primarily designed and implemented;
and those benefits that accrue to other stakeholders who are involved
in the delivery of the course.6 Stated differently: the success or failure
of a course should be measured in terms of whether the primary benefits
have been achieved. One would most certainly not claim the success
of a SL course if neither the students nor the targeted community has
drawn benefit (even if everyone else has benefited in some way). This
does not mean that the secondary benefits are unimportant. In fact, we
would argue that in a well-designed SL course, one would expect both
primary and secondary benefits. We will elaborate on this idea below.

The distinction between primary and secondary benefits allows us
to introduce another useful term when analysing educational courses,
for instance conditionalities. We define conditionalities as those factors
and processes which are necessary conditions for the successful deli-
very and outcome of a course, for example those factors and processes
which are contributing conditions in achieving the intended outcomes
and benefits of a course.7 One way of addressing such conditions is to

6 This distinction is not a distinction between intended and unintended consequences.
In well-designed SL courses both the primary and secondary benefits are intended.

7 We define “success” in course delivery simply as implementation that produces
the desired course outcomes. The factors that constrain successful delivery, and
thus outcome, are discussed in Sections 6 and 7 below.

  



ask oneself why interventions fail. Understanding failure in course de-
livery very often is more effective than trying to establish success since it
focuses our attention on the mistakes made in course design and delivery;
the errors that creep in despite our best planning efforts.

The course evaluation literature (cf Rossi et al 2001) shows that there
are basically four reasons why courses fail:
• The course is inappropriate for the problem at hand (the interven-

tion is not addressing the real problem);
• The course is appropriate, but implementation is poor in various

respects (problems of poor quality delivery). The course is appro-
priate and of high quality but not all members of the target group
receive the intervention as planned, or not all members of the target
group receive the same intervention (problems of inadequate coverage
and lack of standardisation);

• The course is appropriate, implementation is good but insufficient
(the problem of diluted intervention or insufficient dosage), and

• The course is appropriate, implementation is good and sufficient,
but the target group is not receptive to the intervention (a problem
relating to the minimum necessary conditions required for positive
change).

Each of these reasons for failure addresses a different challenge for staff
when implementing courses. We can refer to them simplistically as the
issues of course design, course delivery and coverage, course intensity
and course reception.

In the remainder of the article we discuss the empirical findings of
our evaluation study under these headings.

5. Course design: conceptualising and developing a 
service learning course

Academic course development has become a substantive industry in
South African institutions of higher learning. Although academics have
always been required to systematically develop courses and courses, the
White Paper on Education (Dept of Education 1997) has formalised course
development to a large extent. Universities soon realised that former
laissez-faire approaches to course development would not be sufficient to
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meet the requirements of the Department of Education. Since then, the
new academic policy as well as the quality assurance audit framework
of the HEQC has generated more extensive criteria to which all course
developers have to conform. Key principles of course developments such
as a focus on learning outcomes, internal coherence, vertical and horizontal
articulation, responsiveness to society and national goals have become part
and parcel of the new academic discourse.

As part of the clarificatory evaluation process in 2001, course con-
venors were required to apply the logic model framework to make ex-
plicit the structure of their SL courses. This exercise had both positive
and negative consequences. On the positive side, course co-ordinators
articulated and structured their courses according to accepted conventions
of course design. It also revealed the extent to which course co-ordinators
gave sufficient attention to these matters in their original course design.

One of the criteria for the JET pilot courses is “identification of a
community development priority” (CHESP Implementation Strategy
2001: 5). How this community development priority is identified was
not always clear from the information given in the narrative reports.
The following are some of the main findings regarding this issue:
• Identification of a community development priority seems to imply

carrying out a needs assessment in the community to be served but
is not equivalent to this.

• Even when a needs assessment has been carried out prior to the im-
plementation of a course, the degree of rigour is not always clear.

• Higher education institutions and service providers also have needs
to be addressed to transform the curricula and the way in which stu-
dents are prepared, and SL courses are certainly a means of ad-
dressing these needs;

• Community and service providers’ needs are in part linked to those
development factors which are described in the reports as external
to the higher education institutions, for instance South Africa’s
development needs;

• The lack of information on the issue of needs assessments in the re-
ports is of concern to JET Education Services and the CHESP eva-
luators, and

  



• A connection exists between the lack of needs assessments and the
lack of collaboration when courses were conceptualised.
Many of the courses existed prior to the CHESP initiative and have

been modified where necessary. Changes made included moving the re-
search element outside of the university into the community, adding
an additional practical session, and other changes made to promote
compliance with CHESP requirements.

From the comments in the narrative reports it is clear that the
CHESP initiative had two kinds of positive effect on the development of
courses. Even where courses with a practical or experiential component
had existed prior to the initiative, the involvement of CHESP heightened
the awareness of SL on the campus and encouraged the course deve-
lopers to reflect more specifically on the SL content. In some cases,
CHESP prompted the academics to design a brand new SL course:

However in the form in which it has been offered as a CHESP exem-
plar or pilot, it is an entirely new course and has been designed with
the CHESP concerns in mind. Thus, for example, the key element of
the location of the experiential learning at Inadi, was easily provided
through the work that CHESP had already undertaken (UNP).

Some of the difficulties raised by course convenors when discussing
implementation can be associated with the modifications made to
existing courses (academic courses which previously had no community
engagement element), for example, moving beyond the confines of the
university and into communities.

Our evaluation thus far has identified the following critical factors
related to initial conceptualisation and design: inadequate initial needs
assessment, lack of collaborative course design and insufficient feasi-
bility analysis.

4.1 Needs assessment
Two different issues are covered under this heading: whose needs are
being addressed (the question of the primary target group) and what
methods have been used to identify and assess such needs.

As far as the former is concerned, the issue of the target group
touches upon a core premise of SL, for instance the necessity of taking into
account the needs and expectations of all the partners in the partnership.
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Clear from the institutional reports is that some courses had been deve-
loped primarily to address the needs of exclusively one partner or consti-
tuency. More often than not, this turned out to be the students. In other
cases, the needs of the community were regarded to be of paramount
importance. But, as the author of the UFS report writes, the dominant
approach in higher education still seems to favour the privileging of stu-
dent needs to the exclusion of the other partners.

The vast majority of the reports did not touch on the issue of con-
ducting a needs assessment. This is not surprising as it is not common
practice amongst academics in conventional courses to undertake re-
gular needs assessments about course contents. With SL the situation
changes — at least in theory, as the number of stakeholders who have
an interest in the course is higher. More specifically, academics are
expected to know what the specific needs of community members and
service providers are. Perhaps this can be linked to the evidence relating
to collaboration as there were indications that conceptualisation (of which
needs assessment is an element) had been done in most instances, by fa-
culty members alone.

Out of all the reports that had been analysed, only a few reported
that they had conducted a needs assessment prior to implementation.
Some courses reported that needs assessments were carried out on a con-
tinuous basis, for example the report on the strategic management course
(UFS) stated that the needs of the community are identified through a
democratic and ongoing process.

4.2 Collaborative conceptualisation
Even if a systematic needs assessment had not been carried out in the
original design or redesign of the SL course, the CHESP partnership
model requires that all partners collaborate as far as possible in the on-
going conceptualisation and refinement of the course. In this regard,
another distinction is important: between those courses which had pre-
viously existed as SL courses and those which were entirely new SL courses.

As reported previously most of the pilot courses were modifications
of existing courses rather than new ones and this has many implications.
A report from UND succinctly describes two of these:

The fact that the pilot project was centred around an existing academic
course meant that there was an imbalance in terms of knowledge and
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experience between the project group members about the existing
course and the artefact — the course template — required for the pilot
to be granted financial support by JET. It was thus difficult to ad-
here to the partnership principles adopted by CHESP Durban, par-
ticularly that principle mandating ‘meaningful involvement of all
partner groups at all stages of a project’ (UND).

The academic partner has the benefit of prior knowledge and expe-
rience (of at least the academic component). However, collaboration
did occur within partnerships during conceptualisation of the pilot
courses. Three reports describe the unfolding of this process:

Collaboration occurs
It was decided in early discussions that all three partners would be
equally involved in the design, implementation and assessment of
the University course. A number of meetings proceeded at which time
the course structure was decided on in collaboration. The course con-
tent, lecturing responsibilities, mentoring/supervision responsibi-
lities and method of assessment were decided on (UND HIV AIDS).
This process was a guided one — there were workshops that were
run at the Valley Trust. These workshops formed the basis of the con-
ceptualisation phase. The team found this an important and illumi-
nating exercise. It was good to note that it was not only the academic
partner who was responsible for the conceptualisation of the course.
Inputs from all partners were considered, discussed and agreed upon.
Although this was a tedious process, it paid off. For the academic
partner it was even more useful — coming up with the course con-
tent that is reflective of what (community and service) require. This
was an important learning exercise. All partners were given homework
to do (which involved thinking carefully about the needs, expectations
and benefits that the course could bring) (UND isiZulu).
But there were also instances where there was a clear lack of collabo-
ration or very one-sided collaboration in the conceptualisation process.
The main reasons for this were the following:
- Community and/or service provider not consulted
- Lack of participation of community/ service provider
- Collaboration occurs within higher education institution only
- Faculty member takes responsibility for conceptualisation.
The conceptualisation of the course was the responsibility of the faculty
member. Only one other faculty member in the school showed any
serious interest in the initiative, although a handful expressed their
support or opinion that it was a ‘good idea’. It was therefore, the role
and responsibility of the assigned faculty member to conceptualise
and develop the service learning components of the courses in their
entirety (WITS).

  



Both service providers also need to be more involved in the initial plan-
ning stages of the project. To this end, we have already scheduled a
planning meeting with both service providers to discuss and plan
next year’s project. More time and energy needs to be spent in getting
the community partners (the schools) more actively involved. They
need to see themselves as active partners rather than passive recipients
in the partnership (UWC).

Many of the pilot courses seem to have been conceptualised and
developed by the academic partners alone. This may be related to the
fact that a great number of the courses are modified as opposed to new.
The issue of limited collaboration seems to occur when the academic
partner is the main driving force of the course. However, the lack of com-
mitment on the part of community or service providers is also a contri-
buting factor to lack of collaboration. A coherent approach to the CHESP
initiative at a higher education institution (for example, within one com-
munity or via existing forums such as the Valley Trust) seems to allow
for greater collaboration at the conceptualisation stage. The course con-
tent also seems to have an impact on collaboration (UNP Institutional
Report). The UNITRA institutional report provides extensive evidence
of the value placed on collaboration, ongoing dialogue and the develop-
ment of meaningful partnerships during the conceptualisation and course
development process.

An important consideration that seems to affect the ultimately suc-
cessful implementation of the course, involves the degree to which other
colleagues in the same department/faculty get involved in the concep-
tualisation process. The authors of the WITS institutional report high-
lighted this as a crucial matter to be taken into account.

5. Issues in course delivery and coverage
Course delivery entails bringing the course to the intended target
group(s) or beneficiaries as designed. Successful delivery or implemen-
tation of a SL course implies that the students receive the full intended
benefit of the course as do all the other beneficiaries — the community,
service providers, and so on. Delivery fails when there is insufficient plan-
ning and preparation, when there are inadequate resources (human
resources, funding, materials, infrastructure and time), when the course
components and activities (courses, materials, work sessions, community
visits) are of poor quality, when there is a mismatch between course
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content and community service activities. The latter occurs when not
all members of the target group(s) receive the course or receive it only
in part. Against this background our research has identified the fol-
lowing as being the most critical factors producing success or failure
in course delivery:
• Student readiness and preparation;
• Established partnerships;
• Appropriate placement of students;
• Preparation of community for SL intervention;
• Alignment of student capabilities and community demands;
• Proper logistical and resource planning and allocation;
• Integration of theoretical and SL components, and
• Reflection on SL.

5.1 Student readiness and preparation
It is absolutely essential that students be properly briefed about what
is expected of them once they start interacting with the community
and service providers. The evidence shows that this was not always the
case. It is not merely a matter of the students receiving the appropriate
knowledge and skills which could benefit the community, but they also
need to be prepared emotionally and politically for interaction with com-
munity members. As far as the latter is concerned, differences between
students and members of the community on grounds of class, race,
language and culture, may mean that students are often ill-prepared for
the challenges that await them.

However, it was not only students who commented on the fact that
they were ill-prepared for their community service. As the following
quotes show, some lecturers were also aware of this:

As previous sections have indicated, we assumed students had certain
skills, such as group facilitation and project management. This some-
times turned out to be an erroneous assumption. While this course
allowed students to develop in these areas, we had to recognise that,
although not reported, communities may have been short changed
in the process (UND).

  



Students inexperienced in research methods: there are several dangers
in letting loose an inexperienced bunch of students in the commu-
nity; raising false expectations, wasting people’s time, insensitivity
to political context, inadequate preparation (UFS).

5.2 Placement of students
The issue of student placements concerns both the “where” as well as
the negotiation process that needs to take place in the selection of the
best sites. The participating universities employed different approaches
to the issue of where to place students. In most of the cases, there were
prior agreements and arrangements in place that facilitated such place-
ments. At the UFS, a long-standing agreement with the Mangaung
community meant that a large proportion of students were placed in the
Mangaung township. Similarly, most students at WITS were either
accommodated at the WITS Rural Facility in eastern Mpumalanga or in
Hillbrow: in both cases, the university had an ongoing relationship with
these rural and urban communities respectively. Not surprisingly, the
placement of students at the rural facility was seen as a very costly and
resource-intensive approach although the study also showed that many
students experience their learning in the rural areas to be particularly
useful.

Irrespective of the site, our research seems to confirm the importance
of proper and due negotiation processes with leaders in the respective
communities. Even where university-community partnerships were in
existence prior to the advent of CHESP, it was still felt that care had
to be taken to negotiate student access and placement in those commu-
nities. This was clearly easier in those cases where there was a functional
and effective partnership in operation:

Already established links and relationships with most of these orga-
nisations ensured that they were happy to have the University students
work with them. Where there were no pre-existing links or relation-
ships with these sites, open communication and letters stating our
objectives facilitated an opening for the students to enter the sites,
this was the case with the three high schools (UND).
Street Law representatives spent a lot of their initial time discussing
the project with the various departments of education and participa-
ting in several education forums such as GICD [Gauteng Institute for
Curriculum Development], the Forum for Democracy and Human Rights
Education. It is as a result of these various meetings and forums that
schools wish to establish partnerships with the Street Law course (WITS).
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5.3 Preparation of community for service learning 
intervention

It is not only the students who have to be prepared for their “exposure”
to the community. It is equally important that community members
who are going to be a part of the SL intervention should also be properly
briefed and prepared for the intervention. We present two quotes by stu-
dents which both highlight — although in slightly different ways —
the dangers in raising false expectations on the part of the community:

I feel that it often gives communities false hope and there are so many
far more positive ways to make a difference. This is just another one
of many of our projects which interrupted people’s daily lives without
making a major difference (Male student at WITS).
At our level we are being exposed to the community, but cannot really
help them. We are not yet qualified enough (Female student at UFS).

Lecturers also recognise that, in some cases, the community briefing
was inadequate:

[…] the community members needed a pre-visit meeting to introduce
them to CHESP’s objectives, their expected partnership role, and
how they were to be identified. This would have informed them that
they were part of a learning experience, and not as the recipients of
the university’s service as they had thought (UND).

5.4 Alignment of student capabilities and community 
demands

The demands that community service place on students are varied —
especially in a multi-cultural and multi-lingual society such as ours.
There is always the very real danger that our students do not have the
required level of knowledge, skills and competencies for the demands
that arise from an involvement in the community. This is not a matter
of preparation only, but also of ensuring that the level of students (for
example emotional maturity) is commensurate with the community
needs and demands. As a lecturer at WITS wrote:

We have decided that the second year students are not mature enough
for service learning assignments as currently structured. We will keep
service learning at the postgraduate level, and develop separate service
learning courses for the rural and urban areas at third year level, as cur-
rent third year course instructors are reluctant to incorporate the service
component into their classes.
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A lecturer at the University of Natal (Durban) expressed a similar sen-
timent:

Perhaps our most significant learning in connection with students’ skills
was that, because the students were now in their final course of the three-
year course, we had presumed that they would apply what they had
learned in previous courses — for example, project management. This
turned out to be an erroneous assumption! In future courses, we shall en-
deavour to ascertain more accurately the students’ ability to apply existing
knowledge and modify the content of the class sessions accordingly.

5.5 Proper logistical and resource planning and allocation
As the comments below show, the logistics of transporting students to
and from the community sites of SL posed serious problems:

In future it is suggested that much of the planning around the sites
take place prior to the commencement of the entire course so as to avoid
last minute rushes which was a problem in the implementation of
this course (UND).

Community based education needs careful planning. The responsi-
bility of transport costs of students is an issue that has to be clarified
for future planning. Supervision and facilitation for community
based education is labour intensive (UFS).

Coupled with timetabling difficulties which arise because students
are off-campus, these factors seemed to produce some of the biggest
headaches to students and lecturers alike. One must remember that most
conventional forms of university teaching do not involve (sustained)
off-site learning. The fact that SL requires students to spend time within
communities suddenly raises a host of new issues to the lecturer: issues
that had not previously featured in his or her course preparation and
planning. It is therefore not surprising that these very practical matters
were frequently mentioned in the campus narrative reports during both
years of the evaluation study.

5.6 Integration of theoretical and service learning 
components

As we have seen in our review of the literature on SL, the integration of
theoretical and service experiential aspects is essential. Our survey of
student opinion has produced comments that reflect the obvious value
of this integration. The following is a small selection of these comments:

  



Well, I think going into the community is one of the best modes of
learning and it should be frequently done as it helps the learner to
apply the theoretical knowledge that they have and see where they
must improve on their skills (UFS).
Learning that takes place in the community is much better than sit-
ting in the chairs for 12 months without any practical work and we
don’t know what’s happening in the community, instead it changed
the students to be more modern (UNITRA).
One needs to be involved in a community setting in order to draw on
the practical experience when teaching other children. I certainly learnt
a tremendous amount and also learnt not to take material for granted.
I learnt more than just sitting in a lecture (WITS).

The results from the structured survey support these qualitative com-
ments: 84% of the students (N=122) who answered the question agreed
that their SL course enabled them to integrate theory and practice.

5.7 Reflection on service learning
Continuous reflection is supposed to form an integral element of all SL
courses. Structured reflection on the course should occur (using planning
documents, for example a logic model); partners need to reflect on the
course separately as well as jointly, and student reflections should form
part of their learning process. It is therefore essential that sufficient
opportunities and a range of formats for reflection need to be incor-
porated into the actual course.

Our evaluation has shown that reflection with students increased to
a large extent, in the second year of implementation and many courses
indicated that student reflection was a critical part of the course How-
ever, joint reflection (among all partners) took place a lot less frequently.
The quotation below is an example of a joint reflection session as a
“mutual learning session”:

The community and service provider (HBRI) as well as members of
the community with whom collaborative planning was undertaken,
and GJMC officials evaluated learner findings during lengthy informal
presentation/workshop sessions, and two jury sessions — members
of the WITS CHESP team were invited to these juries, to promote
interdisciplinary co-ordination within the University, and to ensure
constant feedback with the WITS CHESP team. These sessions provided
a platform for interactive mutual learning, not only between the
students and HBRI, but also between students and community, stu-
dents and the WITS CHESP office. Evaluation sessions resulted in
amendments that were once again assessed by HBRI (WITS).
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In another case, the lecturer indicated that informal reflection formed
part of the course especially as it has to inform the continuous assess-
ment of the students:

As the lecturer of this course it is a regular activity to reflect on my
practice. Reflection occurred throughout the course particularly after
Wednesday lectures, visits to providers and end of course meetings and
functions with students, service providers and community members.
Having to assess the students’ examination equivalent assignments
was a two-week period of intense reflection on the service learning
experience (UND).

In conclusion: From an overview of the various narrative reports,
it is clear that a large variety of reflection formats were used for student
reflection in the CHESP courses, including reflective papers (UNP),
personal journals (UWC, WITS, UNP, UND), diaries (WITS), eva-
luation sessions (UFS, UNITRA), focus groups (UFS), weekly reports
(UNP), interviews (UNITRA), and student presentations (UNITRA).

Although this large range of data-collection methods was used by
academics, very little primary evidence (although requested) was cited
in most of the narrative reports. This makes it difficult to get a good
sense of the extent of ongoing and systematic (self) reflection on the
part of the various members involved in the SL course.

5.8 Constraining factors arising from the imperative of 
having a partnership

Service providers were not always accommodating due to their own heavy
workloads. Partnerships were seen as time-consuming affairs with dif-
ficulties such as the non-participation of partners being highlighted.
Some of the factors identified in the narrative reports that impact on
the success of partnerships are the following:
• The fact that relationships are governed by the academic year and

are not sustained throughout the year (WITS);
• Significant differences in the organisational culture and management

styles used in academic institutions and in service and community
organisations (WITS);

• HEI structures to enable a more co-operative, negotiated approach
to curriculum development are not in place (WITS);
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• A genuine partnership is not in place (WITS);
• People appointed to facilitate community access have become gate-

keepers (UNP);
• Roles within the triad are not spelt out clearly enough (UNITRA);
• Meetings were not held on a regular basis (UFS);
• Insufficient time to set up relationships and insufficient time of aca-

demic staff members (UFS);
• Lack of communication between community members (triad) and

the community (UND);
• Changing personnel within the service provider (UNITRA) and

(WITS), and
• Changing academic members (UNITRA).

To summarise: Many of the challenges cited here concern the im-
plementation of an innovation which takes students beyond the walls
of the university into the social reality beyond. The difficulties described
relate to the new demands placed on the following:
• Students — in terms of both skills and knowledge usually offered

in the academic aspect of the course;
• Curriculum — in terms of weighting, balance and integration of

theoretical and practical aspects;
• Communities and service providers — in terms of their contribu-

tion to the learning process, and
• Academic staff — in terms of organising the logistics of allowing

the two worlds to meet effectively.

6. Course benefits
Although our emphasis in the first two years of the CHESP evaluation
study was on clarification and process evaluation issues, we also began
collecting primary data on student attitudes and experiences towards
SL. In addition, we also requested course convenors to report on the be-
nefits to student, community and service providers because of their
involvement in SL. The latter request produced some useful results,
although we found that very little was reported on community and ser-
vice provider benefits. It is only towards the end of the second year that
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more systematic data was being collected from communities through, for
example, focus-group sessions and even then very little of this primary
data was reflected in the narrative reports.

Our analysis of student responses to questionnaires distributed before
and after the courses shows an overwhelmingly positive reception of
SL. Table 1 summarises the results with regard to the students’ attitudes
towards and experiences of SL. Large percentages of the nearly 400
students surveyed indicated that their course helped to improve their
relationship skills, leadership skills and project planning abilities. As
significant is the fact that these courses also benefited them in terms
of their awareness of cultural differences and opened their eyes to their own
cultural stereotypes. These more structured responses were supported
by a large number of rich comments of which we have a selected the fol-
lowing: 

I acquired important life skills through this course. Through the faci-
litation skills acquired I have become empowered to such an extent
that I now no longer fear to facilitate workshops (UNITRA).
I think it is a great opportunity to be able to work in the community,
with the many diverse cultures as well as it helps many realise the
reality of working as a doctor. I look forward to learning many new
things during the course (UFS).

Table 1: Student experiences of and attitudes towards SL

N % agree % neutral % disagree

All university courses should
involve a community 
component 393 84 13 3

The course helped to develop 
my relationship skills 166 78 18 4

Community participation 
helped to improve my 
leadership skills 395 76 19 5

The course helped to learn 
how to plan and complete a 
project 393 74 20 6

I benefited with community 
members from a different 
cultural background 396 74 22 4

Community work made me 
aware of some of my own 
stereotypes 395 71 22 7
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The students also reported very positively (Table 2) on how their
experiences in the SL course affected their future orientation and deci-
sions about career choices. Although there is most likely a degree of
social desirability built into these responses, the general pattern shows
that students found the courses useful in confirming their decision to, for
instance, become a social worker or medical doctor.

Table 2: Effect of community involvement on future

N % agree % neutral % disagree

Community work helped me
to define my personal 
strengths and weaknesses 393 78 16 6

Work done in this course has 
made me more marketable for
a profession 393 63 27 10

Community work helped to 
clarify career choices 393 55 26 19

Community work helped to
clarify what major to pursue 393 49 35 16

Students were on the whole, very positive about their involvement
with the community (Table 3). The majority indicated that they thought
that their involvement was of some value to the community, despite
some of the reservations about spending too little time and creating
community expectations. Again, these structured responses were borne
out by many qualitative comments:

This course helped me to have a better understanding about community
and showed me how can I become involved in the community. I would
like to gain more in this course so that in future I will be helpful to
my community (UNITRA).
Community learning is empowering and it helps one integrate better
with people of different socio-economic status and gives a clear picture
of what a medical student expects in the future as a GP or during
clinical years (UFS).

  



Table 3: The student and the community

N % agree % neutral % disagree

Community participation 
showed me how I can become
more involved in community 395 90 8 2

The community appreciated
university involvement 396 72 23 5

The community work 
benefited the community 395 74 18 8

I won’t volunteer or partici-
pate in the community after 
the course 393 15 18 67

In what ways, if any, did the communities benefit from their in-
volvement in SL courses? Although the evidence of actual benefit or im-
pact is weak (insufficient data was gained through the narrative reports)
and therefore inconclusive, some narrative reports begin to give an
indication of the kinds of benefit that accrued to some communities:
• Increased awareness of and knowledge of health hazards (UFS Con-

cepts of Health and Disease);
• Received counselling and changed way of thinking and how to cope

with stress (UFS Course Development and Community Psychology);
• Children heard and spoke more English (WITS Community in Edu-

cation);
• Youth received recognition (WITS Town & Regional Planning);
• More comfortable work environment (WITS Operational Manage-

ment);
• Read the Bible in useful ways, talk about matters and think about

addressing them on their own (UNP Biblical Studies), and
• Renewed their interest in community vegetable gardening (UNP

Community Resource Management).
One of the more intangible, but no less important benefits to com-

munities involved them having the opportunity to express their
needs and priorities to the academics and students. Giving a voice to
the community is of no small significance given the high rates of illi-
teracy, inaccessibility of rural communities and the remaining legacy of
apartheid. Some of the most telling quotes are included below:
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Community members had the opportunity to express their opinion
about the services rendered and the referral system […] Community
members see that the Patients’ Rights Charter is implemented due
to the fact that they can voice complaints and opinions about the ser-
vices and it is addressed (UFS).

The benefits were mainly to the community representatives and the
Street Law project, as they saw the TV crew as a channel to get pu-
blicity for their organizations and the project (WITS).

However, many reports refer to a lack of community outcomes or
difficulty with assessing these. Echoing some of the sceptical comments
made by students about the real value or benefit of the SL course to the
communities, academics also referred to a lack of benefit in some cases:

The communities seem to have benefited less from this course on Food
Security than the students have because the course offered them limited
contact. Some community members were contacted three times by the
students and the triad leaders on the course: at the initial stage, the
needs assessment interviews, and at the workshop. Furthermore at these
three encounters the students were the main drivers of the sessions.
The community members merely responded to the needs assessment
questions asked by the students (UNITRA).
The only possible benefit to the community of this project is that it may
have given them a sense that somebody is interested in them. The fact
that there is no real service given and no real benefit to the community
makes this project, in my opinion, a failure as a service learning course
(WITS).

Thus, although the evaluation study focused largely on conceptuali-
sation and implementation matters, the evidence about course outcomes
strongly indicates that the students were the main beneficiaries of these
courses. Based on some of the qualitative comments made by students
in the surveys, it seems that some of them are somewhat sceptical about
the long-term and sustained impact of their involvement in the com-
munities. In many cases this is attributed to the fact that there was
simply not enough time spent in the community to produce a discernible
impact. Other factors, which have been mentioned, point to unequal
relations of power in the partnership, the lack of adequate preparation
of both students and communities and the lack of a critical mass of
students within a course.

  



7. Service learning courses: the challenge of institu-
tionalisation

In order to create a situation where SL courses are sustained and viable
elements of the normal academic offerings of South African higher edu-
cation institutions, they need to become an integral part of the institu-
tion’s philosophy, policies and practices. In a word, they need to be insti-
tutionalised and seen as part of the mainstream teaching, learning
and research missions of the university or university of technology.

Although it is a clear and explicit goal of JET to assist institutions
in the process of mainstreaming SL through the CHESP initiative,
the reality is that “institutionalisation” means taking ownership for SL.
Although the CHESP initiative can encourage, promote, support and
advocate for more emphasis on SL, it remains the responsibility of the
institution to design, implement and maintain SL courses as a part of
their normal processes and academic offerings. What then does “authentic”
institutionalisation involve? Based on the narrative reports, we have
identified the following critical conditions:
• There should be a clear commitment to SL which must be articu-

lated in the mission and philosophy of the institution;
• The institution should have an explicit SL policy and clear rules/re-

gulations about SL courses;
• The institution should have a SL office/ officer or committee that is

dedicated to the promotion of SL on campus;
• The institution should commit itself to earmarking funds and other

resources for the dedicated use of SL initiatives, and
• The institution should provide support and capacity-building to SL staff.

Not surprisingly, the evidence shows differing degrees of institu-
tionalisation. Overall there are some institutions (notably UNITRA
and Free State) that have an explicit commitment to SL which is re-
flected in official policy statements. There is also evidence from our
research that the involvement with CHESP has led to a more positive
institutional image for universities:

In spite of the number of difficulties and problems of partnership-
oriented community-based learning, the positive outcomes for the Uni-
versity in its relationship with the partners outweigh the negative ones.
In its role as a partner it is recognised as an active, relevant institution
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in the society and its image as an ivory tower institution is lessened
(UNP Institutional Report).

According to the campus co-ordinator at the University of the Free
State (UFS Institutional Report), the introduction of CHESP has already
led to an increased awareness of SL within the university as well as a
change in attitudes:

The pilot courses also contributed to a greater level of acceptance by
the community of the university and its service activities. Important
groundwork has been done by course co-ordinators and students con-
cerned in identifying important principles for service learning through
their practical experience and, having taken the initiative, provide the
examples that other service learning projects in future can learn from.

At the University of the Free State this commitment to SL has also
already been translated into practice as the following quote shows:

The fact that the Executive Committee of the University of the Free
State as well as the Council of the University has decided to take money
out of the central budget of the University in order to stimulate com-
munity service activities as an integrated part of the University’s
functioning, is extremely important in order to promote the principles
underpinning the development and implementation of the service
learning courses, community service, partnership development, com-
munity development and regional development.

However, some narrative reports were also quite critical about the
real extent to which SL is widely adopted in the institutions. At one level
there are committed (but often junior) members of the academic staff
who are passionate about SL and are driving the SL courses. At another
level one finds vice-chancellors who express support for SL and who would
like to see policy in place that ensures that SL is promoted at their insti-
tution. However, it seems that the gap between executive support and
very junior (level of academics) participation is not really filled. In many
cases, there is very little support from senior academics, deans or heads
of schools. The quotes below indicate there is very little sustained and
institutionalised support for SL at the lower levels of certain institutions:

The fact however remains that there are various hindrances and barriers
that range from inadequate resources to a lack of philosophical foun-
dation which results in very few service learning courses being deve-
loped [...] Without university incentives for these projects it would
appear as though very few academics are going to pursue this manner
of teaching, learning and research irrespective of its benefits. Therefore
it could be asserted that buy-in from the University is required for
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this kind of learning and this could possibly be formalised by the de-
velopment of a civic engagement policy that highlights service learning
in order for us to have sustained and successful partnerships and there-
fore courses. We need to connect the notion of service learning to
the University’s mission and its notions of civic responsibility (UWC).

Many of the ‘champions’ have felt that so far this advocacy has been
predominantly rhetorical; support in the form of resources and re-
cognition have been slower to materialise (UNP).

This has prompted some course conveners to emphasise that a real
need remains to raise the status of SL at their institutions. In most insti-
tutions there are few if any rewards for SL. It still does not form part of
the performance appraisal system at most universities. Unless this si-
tuation changes, there is very little incentive for an already overburdened
academic community to invest in SL.

In conclusion: In addition to the essential commitment from the top
(executive/management), it is clear that SL will only become part and
parcel of the mainstream academic work of our higher education in-
stitutions if it is developed, driven and nurtured from “below”. We
ultimately need scholars who actively promote and implement SL as
a viable and necessary end in itself — not merely a means to some
other end.

148

Acta Academica Supplementum 2005(3)

   



149

Mouton & Wildschut/Service learning in South Africa

Bibliography
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION FOR

HIGHER EDUCATION (AAHE)
2000. Service learning in the
disciplines. Monograph Series.
Washington, DC: AAHE 1997-
2000.

BERRY H & L CHISHOLM

1999. Service-learning in higher
education around the world. New
York: The International Partnership
for Service-Learning.

BRINGLE R & J HATCHER

1995. A service learning curriculum
for faculty. The Michigan Journal of
Community Service Learning 2: 112-
22.

CREWS R J
2002. Higher education service
learning sourcebook. Westport, Conn:
Oryx.

EHRLICH T
1996. Foreword. Jacoby (ed) &
Associates 1996: 1-5.

EYLER J, E DWIGHT & J GILES

1999. Where’s the learning in service
learning? San Francisco, Calif:
Jossey-Bass.

GILES J, E DWIGHT & J EYLER

1994. The theoretical roots of
service learning in John Dewey:
toward a theory of service learning.
The Michigan Journal of Community
Service Learning 1(1): 77-85.

HANSMAN C A
2001. Context-based adult learning.
Merriam (ed) 2001: 43-52.

JACOBY B (ed) & ASSOCIATES

1996. Service learning in higher
education: concepts and practices. San
Francisco, Calif: Jossey- Bass.

JOINT EDUCATION TRUST (JET)
2001. CHESP Implementation
Grant Strategy. 25 January 2001

LANGWORTHY A
2003. New models of community
partnership: pitfalls and promises.
Brisbane: University of Queensland.
<http://www.uq.edu.au/insideout/
pdfs/annelang.pdf>

LAVE J & E WENGER

1991. Situated learning: legitimate
peripheral participation. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

LUCAS A F
2000. Collaborative model for leading
academic change. San Francisco,
Calif: Jossey-Bass. 

MERRIAM S (ed)
2001. The new update on adult
learning theory. New directions for
adult and continuing education. San
Francisco, Calif: Jossey Bass. 

ROSSI P, H FREEMAN & M LIPSEY

2001. Evaluation: a systematic
approach. 6th ed. Thousand Oaks,
Calif: Sage Publications.

                          



150

Acta Academica Supplementum 2005(3)

VARGHESE J
2003. Building capital, community
and citizenship using the three
frames. University of Queensland.
Unpubl presentation at the Second
Biennial InsideOut Conference on
Higher Education and Community
Engagement, 3-5 July 2003. The
University of Ipswich, Australia.
<http://www.uq.edu.au/insideout/
pdfs/jimv.pdf>

Websites
Community-Higher Education-
Service Partnerships (CHESP)
<http://www.chesp.org.co.za>

Campus Compact National Center
for Community Colleges
<http://www.compact.org>

The World Wise Schools Educators
<http://www.peacecorps.gov/wws/
service/whatservice.html>

The National Service learning
Clearinghouse
<http://www.servicelearning.org/
welcome/SL_is/index.html>

  


