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Abstract 

This dissertation develops out of an extensive program of research investigating 

the intersection and apparent contradictions of two trends: the expansion of community-

based activities and activist rhetorics in higher education, and the growing critiques of the 

university as functioning primarily for corporate and dominant interests. Employing 

Marxist critique, I examine the ways institutionalized higher education perpetuates 

problematic dominant socio-economic structures as well as the possibilities available 

from sites of higher education for challenging those structures through critical pedagogy 

and community-based programs. 

I contextualize my analysis of current practices in community-based learning by 

deconstructing the rhetoric of liberal ideology embedded within both the current and 

historical discourse surrounding the mission and development of public higher education 

with extensive analysis of the Land Grant Act in chapter one. In my discursive analysis of 

the discourse and history surrounding the creation of land grant colleges, I explicate the 

importance of a theory of cultural hegemony as it relates to universities functioning under 

dominant cultural logic. 

In chapter two, I analyze specific university-based community outreach programs 

in order to deconstruct and situate the rhetoric and practices of these programs in a 

broader socio-economic context. I draw out theories of cultural hegemony from Marx and 

Gramsci to identify and characterize American liberal capitalism as a system which 

depends upon perceived freedom and equity while requiring inequity and exploitation. I 

situate higher education within that system as a cultural institution that provides 
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necessary means for capitalism (in the forms of technology, knowledge, and trained 

labor) as well as creates ideological apparatuses to contain possible resistance to the 

dominant system. I deconstruct and re-theorize the ways in which voluntarism and 

community service enable contemporary capitalism to remain hegemonic, and I look 

specifically at such activities generated from and institutionalized in higher education to 

critique the implications of this relationship. 

In the third chapter, I argue that although the tendencies of dominant institutions 

are to contain "radical" or transformational practices, no system is an utterly closed 

system. Consequently, the critical enactment of community-based activities in higher 

education may provide an opening for counter-hegemonic responses, but only through a 

carefully articulated theory of critical pedagogy. Drawing on Paulo Freire, Paula Allman, 

and others, I lay out the principles of critical pedagogy. I also outline what I understand 

to be necessary limitations on institutional work and institutionalized critical pedagogies 

based on the analyses of the previous chapters. 

Based on that critical pedagogy, in the final chapter I outline a practical method of 

enacting critical community-based work by looking at the issue of accountabilities, 

outcomes, and measurements in order to identify practices that may serve to create 

conditions for counter-hegemonic, transformative activities to occur. I conclude the 

dissertation with some reflection on activities in the university other than community-

based learning programs where critical pedagogy has a significant role to play. 
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Introduction: 
Understanding Capitalism and the Role of Discourse: 

Why Change? and Why Pedagogy? 

If you tremble with indignation at every 
injustice, then you are a comrade of mine. 
Che Guevara 

One of the great mysteries of class society, 
based upon exploitation and oppression of 
the mass of direct producers by relatively 
small minorities, is why that mass in 
"normal" times by and large tolerates these 
conditions, be it with all kinds of periodic 
but limited reactions. Historical materialism 
tries, not without success, to explain that 
mystery. The explanation is many-
dimensional, drawing upon a combination of 
economic compulsion, ideological 
manipulation, cultural socialization, 
political-juridical repression (including 
occasionally violence), psychological 
processes (interiorization, identification), 
etc. 
Ernest Mandel 

Dire material conditions of social inequity in our society-U.S. and global-are not 

hidden realities for any of us. Thanks to twenty-four hour news availability, we can at 

any moment tune in to the ravages of economic insecurity, global power struggles, 

natural disasters, poverty, violence, and seemingly absurd social conditions. As I write, 

the leadership of this country is posturing and using all the available means of persuasion 

to gain consent for all out war, a war this country has, in reality, never stopped waging 

with weekly bombings, economic sanctions, and other covert operations. My email inbox 

is daily filled with messages detailing current crises-from analyses of global environment 

issues, to local labor injustices, to calls to organize rallies to demand an end to the 

escalation of war in Iraq. Despite the apparent availability of information and democratic 
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processes, the general public is woefully misinformed on most issues, but responds to 

these issues through the convenient framework of "popular" ideology, which is currently 

a hyper-patriotism. Every neighborhood bar's jukebox, since September 11th, 2001, has 

at least one patriotic music selection. A nation's music is often revealing, and one of the 

most popular of these post-"the-day-the world-stopped-tuming" songs valorizes the 

contradictions of our democracy; "I'm just a singer of simple songs / I'm not a real 

political man /1 watch CNN but I'm not sure I can tell you the difference in Iraq and 

Iran" (Jackson). 

We are acutely aware that many things are not right in the world. However, our 

awareness is fragmented and emotional. That is, we do not often get the opportunity to 

examine structural causes or to look at the totality of our social (both local and global) 

conditions to identify what might connect the events we witness in the news. Because we 

do not generally get to see these connections, our attempts to change these conditions are 

frustrated. People are left with what appears to be the only natural responses: "It's a 

shame, but what are you going to do?" Pray; cope; distract ourselves; find comfort in the 

rhetoric of nationalism and the "spirit of community," or, even to find comfort in holding 

peace vigils, wearing white bandanas, and marching in front of federal buildings. 

While these responses range from understandable to admiriable, they are not 

sufficient. In fact, they conveniently leave power structures in tact, and by doing so, 

enable and exacerbate the inequities and the unacceptable material ramifications of those 

inequities. There is nothing natural or inevitable about a world of human beings living in 

terror every day, whether that terror is the palpable fear that a daisy-cutter bomb will 



11 

devastate your family and community, or the fear that you will lose your livelihood as 

corporations realize competitiveness and profitability by eliminating twenty percent of its 

"labor force," or the fear that someone will pull you at gunpoint from your car, or the fear 

that you will be diagnosed with cancer because you live three miles from a government 

subsidized plant that has found loopholes in the laws to prevent toxins from being 

released into your community. 

To merely cope with such fear and the real conditions behind that fear, to resort to 

the momentary refuge of such rhetoric as practicing "random acts of kindness" is to fall 

into the trap that Ernest Mandel warns us of when he says: "Never content yourself with 

pure propaganda activities. Never forget the initial and final commitment of Marx: The 

philosophers have interpreted the world in various ways. The point, however, is to change 

it" (qtd. in Weisleder 22). The point, then, of the following work is to contribute, not 

simply to describing the world or even what I understand to be the problem in the world. 

The point I ultimately am making in this work is that by critically reflecting upon and 

analyzing the social conditions we experience by looking at the systems of power that 

those conditions serve and the role of discourse and ideology in perpetuating those 

systems, we are able to identify reasons for wanting change and ways to enact that 

change. 

The location of my work is higher education, specifically from the field of 

rhetoric and composition and the teaching of English. As a student of my field, I am also 

a teacher of university-level first-year composition. Working as I have for over ten years 

as a graduate student, adjunct lecturer, and in various other instructional support positions 



12 

while simultaneously working in community and campus activism, I have learned that 

education and the institutionalized structuring of intellectual labor are a significant—if 

not among the most significant—site where systems of power both manifest themselves 

and are contested. Education, especially education that occurs in institutional sites, is 

central to disciplining and shaping human subjectivities according to the needs of the 

socio-economic system. However, education also enables human beings to explore the 

tools of analysis that enable them to deconstruct and challenge the systems of power they 

are subjected to. At the same time, the teaching and scholarship that occurs in 

institutional sites such as higher education are forms of labor. Those who teach, research, 

and otherwise support the operations of higher education participate in the problematical 

social relations defined by capitalism and as such, are disciplined by those relations. 

The site of higher education, then, is rife with complex contradictions, tensions, 

opportunities, and, for me, what I call dialectical ambivalences—those constructive 

moments of self-critique that force me to question and revise the work I do. From the site 

of higher education, I have had the opportunity to study in great depth the nature of my 

work. As a graduate student I pay (or am loaned money to pay) for the opportunity to 

spend a great deal of time reading theoretical work that analyzes and articulates the 

nature of power structures. In this capacity, I have had the luxury of reading Karl Marx's 

Capital and other texts that help explicate our economic system. In my field, as part of 

my program of institutionally legitimized study, I have engaged with critical theories of 

discourse from Adorno and Horkheimer, Foucault, Marcuse, and others, all of which 

reveal the contradictions of the legitimizing activity of studying to be certified by a 



dominant structure to critique that dominant structure. As a graduate student, I go into 

debt for this opportunity, even as I am simultaneously paid by the same institution that 

collects my tuition to teach the discourse I critically analyze to other students seeking a 

similar kind of institutional legitimization/certification. In this capacity, I sell my labor as 

a "free" subject to the university in order to sustain my ability to study and research, not 

to mention to simply meet my basic material needs such as food and shelter. 

When I enter into this exchange agreement, to provide a specific type of 

instruction for a specific number of hours (the quantification of which is arbitrary and 

determined by measures that defy most instructors' common sense or experience), 

compensated by a specific wage (the quantification of which is arbitrary and determined 

by what the market will bear), I agree to a social relation that alienates me from my labor. 

Through contractual limitations and a host of institutional "checks" such as student, peer, 

and supervisor's evaluations, I am discursively bound to the values of the institution that 

pays me. I agree to teach what is valued by that institution, in ways that are valued by that 

institution. I am held accountable to those values. As a wage-laborer in this context, I also 

am obliged, as all "free" workers are, to engage in the struggle of defining the terms of 

my employment. As an "employee" of the university, along with my colleagues, I have 

fought for clearer definitions of my "duties," reduced workloads (meaning smaller class-

sizes or fewer courses), and higher compensation based on market "equity" or the folding 

in of "benefits" such as healthcare and childcare. It has been impossible, as a student of 

critical theory engaged in intellectual labor, not to see the ways in which my work in 

higher education reveals the workings of a dominant economic system. 
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Our economic system is based on the realization of profit, and profit is realized 

through the extraction of surplus value through labor. The labor power that I sell to the 

university "as a commodity has a two-fold character: it has a use value and an exchange 

value" (Harvey 22). I require a wage in order to sustain myself, therefore, it is necessary 

that I "[give] up the use value of the labour power in return for its exchange value" (22). 

David Harvey, in The Limits to Capital, explains how the nature of this particular 

exchange is key to the whole system of capitalism: 

Once capitalists acquire labour power they can put it to work in ways that 

are beneficial to themselves. Since capitalists purchase a certain length of time 

during which they maintain the rights to the use of labour power, they can 

organize the production process (its intensity, technology, etc.) to ensure that the 

workers produce greater value during that time span than they receive. The use 

value of labour power to the capitalist is not simply that it can be put to work to 

produce commodities, but that it has the special capacity to produce greater value 

than it itself has—it can, in short, produce surplus value. (22) 

In order for the realization of surplus value, individuals must be willing to exchange their 

labor as a commodity. Such willingness is based on a social system that requires subjects 

to live primarily through recourse to a "market". If the only way individuals can meet 

their material needs is through monetary exchange, they must sell their labor as a 

commodity in order to have something to exchange within the market: "The worker 

enters into the employment agreement because social conditions leave him or her no 

other way to a gain a livelihood" (Braverman 53). 



Paul Baran and Paul Sweezy's Monopoly Capitalism, and Harry Braverman's 

Labor and Monopoly Capitalism provide compelling and comprehensive studies of 

modern capitalism from the late nineteenth century to the late 1970s. More recently, 

theorists such as Moishe Postone {Time, Labor, and Social Domination: A 

Reinterpretation of Marx's Critical Theory), David Harvey {The Limits to Capital), and 

Paula Allman {Critical Education Against Global Capitalism: Karl Marx and 

Revolutionary Critical Education) have continued to explicate theories of labor and profit 

in capitalism that reaffirm that the driving force behind capitalism is the expansion of 

profit through the extraction of surplus value through wage labor. The necessary 

conditions for contemporary capitalism, identified as "monopoly capitalism" by people 

such as Baran, Sweezy, and Braverman, and "global capitalism" in its contemporary 

scale, include recourse to a universal market, the exploitation of wage labor, and highly 

sophisticated means of social control. 

Institutionalized education plays a crucial role in perpetuating these conditions of 

capitalism. As the economic system converts all activities into market activities, more 

people find themselves in the position of having to sell their labor as a commodity. The 

potential labor pool expands and capital, on a large scale, is able to realize more profit by 

setting laborers in competition against themselves for "competitive" wages. Education 

itself becomes a commodity to be purchased by individuals who seek to differentiate their 

wage labor as a commodity of increased value. Institutionalized education, especially 

higher education, also contributes to the continual converting of human activity into 

market activity by "technologizing" and "professionalizing" that activity. In chapter one. 



I analyze the formation of the land grant university system; one of the most significant 

aspects revealed in the impetus to create formalized education opportunities for the 

"Industrial Class" is that such formalization enabled the standardization and scientific 

management of activities like farming and even home economics. 

But perhaps most important of the conditions necessary for the continued 

expansion of capitalism is the willing participation of those who would sell their 

labor—the sophisticated means of social control that Braverman identifies as a necessary 

product and characteristic of monopoly capitalism. Since Marx, the contradictions and 

implications of capitalist economic systems have been made explicit. Capitalism requires 

inequity and exploitation to expand. Capitalism depends on prioritizing profit over any 

other value. Capitalism expands at the expense of environmental health. Increasing 

profits means setting people against each other to compete for the lowest wages while 

paying as high a price for rent, food, and other necessities as the market will bear. The 

results of social relations that are largely determined by the commodification of people in 

terms of their capacity to sell their labor power are that human lives are objectified and 

turned into statistics in cost/benefit analyses. Capitalism depends on private ownership 

and ever-increasing consumption, which in turn creates conditions where those who do 

not have the means necessary to purchase and consume are set against those who do, and 

along with the objectification of the value of a human life, such conditions result in the 

possibility that a pair of sneakers is worth more than the human being wearing them. 

Given that the dominant socio-economic system creates, in fact depends upon 

such conditions, it would seem only rational that we would simply determine that this 



system is not a humane way to live and collectively determine another approach to living 

in our material world. However, in general, people are (sometimes fanatically) supportive 

of the global expansion of our form of capitalism. Were this an obvious dictatorial, 

totalitarian system, ruled by a clear power source that mandated and enforced our 

adherence to what appear to be absurd social conditions, the question of why those 

conditions persist would seem less mysterious. But, ours is a system that touts itself as 

"democratic," representing the free will of the people, and the people subjected to some 

of the worst ramifications of the system are often those most willing to ardently defend it. 

And, that specific characteristic of our socio-economic system is the crucial factor that 

has made what I will call American liberal capitalism in the next chapter so 

phenomenally entrenched and enables it to expand globally. Understanding how a system 

of power wins the active consent of its subjects is as important as identifying the 

mechanics of how capital itself functions. Antonio Gramsci (among others) theorized this 

consent and participation as "hegemony," and explicated the ways that institutions within 

a system function not only to facilitate material practices necessary for economic activity, 

but perform cultural work that create systems of belief in those material practices. I will 

argue in the next two chapters that the institution of higher education is a key factor in 

performing the cultural work of perpetuating the ideological force of capitalist social 

relations. 

Undertaking a critique of higher education at this historical moment is especially 

important, I believe, because as social conditions continue to reflect the inevitable 

manifestations of capitalism's features, institutions of education are actively constructed 



by dominant discourse as important sites to ameliorate those social conditions, 

specifically through active engagement in the community. Historically, public education 

has been framed as a necessary aspect of addressing social need and, especially in 

American history, creating a free and democratic society. In Democracy and Education, 

Dewey writes: "Upon the educational side, we note first that the realization of a form of 

social life in which interests are mutually interpenetrating, and where progress, or 

readjustment, is an important consideration, makes a democratic community more 

interested than other communities have cause to be in deliberate and systematic 

education" (87). Dewey's main line of argument regarding education is that in a 

democratic society, pluralism and diversity, as well as experience and participation in 

social and political activities define the health of the democracy. Consequently, as a 

public instrument of that society, education should foster, promote, and enact those 

democratic qualities as much as possible. 

In modem American society, there is a general concern about the nation's social 

fabric and the state of our democracy. Commonly cited evidence for such concern 

includes a general lack of trust for the political process, a perceived decline in the general 

public's political and historical knowledge, and, as Sirianni and Friedland write in an 

article for Change: 

the crisis of our welfare state manifests itself in no small part as a profound 

disillusionment with the continued extension of professional dominance, clinical 

reason, and client dependency. Many civic institutions that formerly played an 

important role in educating citizens for public work have transformed themselves 
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into narrow service organizations. Newspapers are in decline as key community 

institutions fostering local public dialogue and associational life, and the media of 

communication are becoming ever more fragmented as channels of democratic 

discourse. (14) 

As corporatization, privatization, and general business interests tend to take center stage 

as the focal point for all considerations in American society, it is argued that our 

institutions tend to move to a "productivity" model that values efficiency over human 

interaction. Educational institutions are frequently criticized for creating "workers" and 

emphasizing work-related skills rather than inculcating democratic participation and civic 

interest. For example, Campus Compact's "Wingspread Declaration on Renewing the 

Civic Mission of the American Research University" argues that "Research institutions 

are subject to the same forces in the society that focus on 'efficiency of means' and 

neglect continuing discussion about civic purposes and public meanings of our individual 

and collective work" (Boyte par 9). Along these lines, noted thinkers such as Benjamin 

Barber have argued that in order for democracy to remain healthy in the midst of 

globalization and related economic trends, education must be focused on the foundations 

of active citizenship. Barber argues that social justice depends on citizens being informed 

and active, working in service to collective interests rather than self-interest. Barber's 

ideas connect directly to approaches to education, specifically service-learning. 

Thomas Ehrlich, a distinguished professor with The California State University 

and The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, connects Barber's and 

Dewey's work to community-based learning in political science. In "Civic Education: 
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Lessons Learned," Ehrlich writes about a pilot program in his political science pedagogy 

that incorporates civic education by means of service learning. He argues: 

Teaching students about democracy by having them study and discuss texts that 

describe democratic processes and institutions is obviously important. But I 

believe that academic learning in political science is enhanced when students 

integrate their study with civic work in a community. This approach is a powerful 

means both for teaching the strengths and pitfalls of democracy and for providing 

students with the foundations of democratic citizenship. A strong citizenry is 

crucial for the health of democracy, and it is not enough for political science 

instructors to provide only detached academic discussions of the workings of 

Congress, lobbyists, federal courts, and the electoral process. When preparing for 

a lifetime of engaged citizenship, students need to integrate classroom learning 

with experiential learning in the larger world where practical political decision 

making and democratic deliberation occur, (par I) 

The concern for connecting theory and concrete experience, moving beyond abstractions 

about democracy to putting democratic ideas into action, and engaging students in 

experiences that connect their education to community problem-solving is not limited to 

political science. For example, the American Association of Higher Education's 

extensive Series on Service-Learning in the Disciplines (edited by Edward Zlotkowski) 

provides examples of similar calls to community-based action in nearly every discipline 

of higher education. 
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This expansion of higher education's activities in community-based initiatives 

warrants specific attention precisely because of the role institutionalized education plays 

in supporting the dominant economic structure, especially in terms of fostering and 

perpetuating the ideological conditions necessary for hegemony. Because the social 

conditions that such community-based education seeks to address are the necessary 

products of capitalism itself, ultimately such conditions can only be changed by the 

abolition of that economic system. Complete abolition of the system is a revolutionary 

stance and the acceptance of such a revolutionary agenda would require the subjects of 

this socio-economic system to acquire a revolutionary consciousness, a significantly 

different ideological orientation than the current dominant ideology. If education is to 

play a part in challenging that dominant ideology and attempting to address social 

inequity by eradicating the cause of the inequity rather than simply the inevitable 

symptoms, I argue that those who practice critical pedagogy must be able to acknowledge 

and intervene in the hegemonic functions of higher education in general, and the current 

trends of community-based activities in particular. 

This dissertation is concerned with exactly that type of critical analysis and 

intervention. Utilizing Marxist frameworks, assumptions, and methodologies, I approach 

an analysis of higher education and community-based activities in order to contribute to 

creating the possibilities of a revolutionary consciousness. In this work, I employ a 

methodology of historical materialism and critical discourse analysis to critique the 

ideological functions of institutionalized higher education. Chapter one explicates the 

concepts of hegemony and the features of American liberal capitalism in terms of higher 



education. This chapter provides a historical account of the dominant functions of higher 

education in the formation of the Land Grant Movement resulting in the creation of the 

now dominant system of public institutions of higher education in the United States. 

Through rhetorical and ideological analyses, I argue that we are able to understand the 

crucial role higher education has historically played in perpetuating and serving 

capitalism, but also in containing and delimiting our resistances to or attempts to 

transform that system. 

The critical historical perspective of higher education I argue for in chapter one is 

essential to an analysis of the current trend of community-based partnership activities in 

higher education. Chapter two builds on the critique of the ways higher education tends 

to establish cultural hegemony by looking at the ways that what has been understood as 

the "research culture" has changed in higher education. I argue that the expansion of 

community-based activities (such as those recommended by Ehrlich above) can be 

understood as an institutional response to this historical moment's crisis in hegemony. I 

argue that as the formation of the land grant system served dominant interests by creating 

technologies and subjects appropriate for capitalist production and market expansion 

while redefining the solution to social problems as access to that system, current practices 

in community-based learning and other community partnerships tend to reproduce the 

conditions necessary to serve the interests of capital and "solving" social problems by 

effacing their causes. 

The final two chapters of this work build on a Marxist commitment to dialectic 

and critique that moves beyond only naming the problem or describing the world. In 



chapter three, I articulate a framework for critical pedagogy that reappropriates the 

possibilities for teachers/researchers/students to contribute to an agenda of radical 

transformation of the dominant system I have critiqued. In that chapter, I define the terms 

and principles of a critical theory and pedagogy that I believe can be enacted from within 

the dominant institution of higher education. In doing so, I also identify the limitations of 

an institutionalized pedagogy based on the critiques I have offered in the first two 

chapters. I attempt to embrace the ambivalence I described above as the inevitable nature 

of working from within an institution that is structured around the contradictions of 

capitalism itself. Based on that articulation, chapter four provides a practical 

methodology for enacting community-based activities grounded in critical theory. The 

critical pedagogy I am calling for throughout this dissertation and the methodology I 

recommend is based on the idea that pedagogy assumes that we have the opportunity and 

the obligation to theorize and act toward achieving an ultimately revolutionary goal; 

however, it also assumes that ultimately, the revolutionary goal will not be determined 

from within a dominant institution. 
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Chapter 1 
Hegemony and the Discourse of the Land Grant Movement: Historicizing as a Point 

of Departure 

We are a people dedicated to the triumph of 
freedom and democracy over evil and 
tyranny. The heroic stories of the first 
responders who gave their all to save others 
strengthened our resolve. And our Armed 
Forces have pursued the war against 
terrorism in Afghanistan and elsewhere with 
valor and skill. Together with our coalition 
partners, they have achieved success. 

Americans also have fought back against 
terror by choosing to overcome evil with 
good. By loving their neighbors as they 
would like to be loved, countless citizens 
have answered the call to help others. They 
have contributed to relief efforts, improved 
homeland security in their communities, and 
volunteered their time to aid those in need. 
This spirit of service continues to grow as 
thousands have joined the newly established 
USA Freedom Corps, committing themselves 
to changing America one heart at a time 
through the momentum of millions of acts of 
decency and kindness. 
(George W. Bush, Declaration of Patriot 
Day, September 11, 2002) 

Prior to September 11, 2001 there had been increasing claims of a declining role 

of the nation-state and an increase in the rhetoric of globalization, but September 11 

revealed the ideological force of national identity. President George W. Bush's speeches 

have repeatedly reaffirmed and actively constructed American nationalism, always 

eliding the ambiguity and contradictions of American identity. Often, as in the epigraph 

here, Bush defines America as the finest example of a democracy - a nation where 



25 

freedom, voice, and collective participation make its people the apogee of civilized 

beings. However, the essence of what it means to participate in an American democracy 

became evident after the events of September 11, when Bush, General Motors, Mario 

Cuomo, and countless others launched a media blitz assuring the American people that 

the best way they could help their country would be to consume: buy cars, keep our 

country strong; visit New York, there are seats available for Cats; buy a refrigerator, or 

shoes if you cannot afford an appliance; and for our country's sake, buy an American 

flag. In other words, it has become clear that, in America, freedom is intricately 

connected to the freedom to buy and the freedom associated with market activity. 

Less than a year before September 11, Americans were witness to another lesson 

in what it means to participate in democracy. The American public had been expressing 

little faith in the election process itself, growing dissatisfaction with both of the two 

parties that were supposed to be representing them, and growing anger about the political 

system's obvious serving of corporate interests at the expense of people's rights or well-

being. The public's response to these issues resulted in such things as mass-attended 

demonstrations and political rallies, increased support for organized labor, and the 

appearance of a relatively formidable third party candidate for president. George W. Bush 

became president of the country only after the voting process was clearly perverted in 

Florida, and, even still, without winning the popular vote. While critics of the newly 

elected administration claim that the office was gained illegitimately,' I argue that rather 

than a crisis of authority for a specific individual (George W. Bush), the events that 

seemed to culminate in the tragic events on September 11 and the tragic events in 
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response to that day, were indicative of a crisis of authority for the whole dominant socio

economic system, what Gramsci called a "crisis in hegemony." 

The way dominant structures continue to respond to this crisis - not the "attacks 

on America," but what must be understood as a much more complicated context where a 

whole system is being challenged as much from within as without - remains a historically 

consistent one: reasserting hegemony by using the structures and institutions which are 

most effective at reproducing dominant ideology to discursively construct the values by 

which its subjects understand and respond to their perceived situation. Such structures 

and institutions include the media (hence the onslaught of advertisements urging us to 

buy, buy, buy for America), the military, faith-based organizations, and - the focus of my 

argument here—institutions of higher learning. Within a month after the events of 

September 11, a conservative nonprofit educational organization. The American Council 

of Trustees and Alumni (ACTA), published a widely circulated (and contested) report: 

"Defending Civilization: How Our Universities are Failing America and What Can Be 

Done About it." The report claims that universities are supposed to ensure the 

transmission of western ideology to students and to support, not question, the leadership 

of the country, especially at moments where American hegemony has been overtly 

challenged. The report accuses professors and students who have spoken out in any way 

against the actions taken after the attacks of being unpatriotic and as undermining the 

security of America itself. The responses to the report, in large part, defend universities 

as sites where critical engagement with issues such as war have historically taken place 
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and suggest the role of the university is precisely to ensure such freedom to question and 

inquire, analyze, and protest. 

While this important debate appears to place in contestation distinctly opposing 

views of the role of the university, these understandings of the function of the university 

are actually far more compatible than they would appear. In fact, both aspects of the 

university - cultural bastion of western ideology and hotbed of debate and protest - are 

crucial to the production and perpetuation of American hegemony. Higher education in 

America plays a significant role in defining social relations under a dominant socio

economic system in several ways: by transmitting the cultural values of that system and 

by producing technologies and skilled workers for that system. In addition, the institution 

of higher education is a significant site for containment of resistance to the dominant 

system. Higher education is a social institution framed by dominant discourse as having 

the resources and expertise necessary for identifying and providing solutions to social 

problems, however, those problems and solutions are most often defined in terms of the 

interests of the dominant system that created the institution. At the same time, institutions 

of higher education are also constructed as somehow separate from larger society. For 

example, discourses of the differences between university life and the "real world" are 

pervasive and campuses are large contained geographies, thus the protest and resistance 

on university campuses has been generally tolerated and expected. 

It is in moments of crisis, such as what we are experiencing in our contemporary 

situation, that those in power call on social institutions to create social stability. As the 

people within those institutions formulate and enact their best responses to that call, the 
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contradictions and assumptions about the roles of the institution are often more apparent, 

as with the debate exemplified with the ACTA report. It is at these moments that it is 

crucial that we approach such questions with a historicized understanding of the 

institutions within which we work. 

In this chapter, I take up this approach of discursive and historical analysis 

applied to the formation of the land grant university system. Expanding the concept of 

ideology into a discussion of hegemony, I attempt to problematize the institutional 

context from which we work. The importance of this critical understanding of public 

higher education at our current historical moment is underscored by the activities being 

initiated within the university (and programs such as composition), as well as by 

increasing external criticism and pressure on public higher education to conform to 

dominant interests. In the past decade, for example, institutional imperatives have 

encouraged (or mandated) the increased extension of educational activities directly into 

community contexts, such as integrating community-based learning through service 

learning and community literacy centers. As I will demonstrate in the next chapter, these 

activities, understood within a theory of hegemony, are both shaped by and perpetuate 

dominant interests and carry with them significant implications. Our current tumultuous 

political climate has resulted in various external threats and coercive measures defining 

legitimate activity within a university, further delimiting the social roles of our 

professional activities, especially in terms of resistance to dominant structures. As Sharon 

Crowley, James Berlin, Richard Ohmann, and others have pointed out, our professional 

identities and the work we do as professionals are authorized by our institutional 



positionality.^ Teasing out our responses to such a historical moment, making decisions 

about pedagogy, scholarship, and our professional subjectivities requires us to grapple 

with the complexity of the institution of higher education. I argue that before we can 

begin that task, we need to look at the historical function of higher education itself, and I 

turn to one of the defining moments in the history of American higher education - the 

passing of the Land Grant Act and formation of land grant institutions - to provide a 

historicized understanding of the way the institution of higher education tends to 

function. In providing this analysis, I hope to provide a foundation for reading our 

institutional history as well as a model of discourse analysis that will enable us to engage 

in a more critical understanding of our institutional work. 

Hegemony and Containment 

The American system of higher education has been critiqued throughout its 

history for its relationship and service to the dominant capitalist economic system.^ To 

argue, however, that social institutions and those who people them are imbricated in or 

shaped by a dominant economic system, namely liberal capitalism, leaves one open to the 

possible charge of vulgar economism. That is, the assumptions of these arguments might 

be understood as claiming that economic interests - or the economic "base" - rigidly 

determines social systems they create: the "superstructure." Antonio Gramsci in "The 

Modern Prince" described such a reductionist argument as one that asks "the question: 

'who profits directly from the initiative under consideration?', and replies with a line of 

reasoning that is as simplistic as it is fallacious: the ones who profit directly are a certain 



fraction of the ruling class" (166). This sort of determinism appears fairly easy to dismiss. 

For example, university programs often seek to serve those who are disadvantaged by 

current social systems, and in many cases do directly benefit those groups. Additionally, 

it is also apparent that much of what occurs within universities - course content, social 

justice programs, campus activism, controversial publications, and the like - is articulated 

from stances that are overtly critical of "ruling class" interests. It seems unlikely that a 

vulgar correspondence of base and superstructure would allow for these apparent 

inconsistencies or contradictions. 

Like Gramsci, I am aware of the limitations of "vulgar Marxism" - those 

interpretations of Marx that oversimplify the relationship of the economic base and the 

social superstructure. In "The Modern Prince," Gramsci explains that it is "necessary to 

combat economism not only in the theory of historiography, but also and especially in the 

theory and practice of politics. In this field, the struggle can and must be carried on by 

developing the concept of hegemony" (165). In fact, Gramsci's theories in general might 

be understood as providing a rich understanding of the relationship between social 

relations and economics through this concept of hegemony - the network of social, 

political, and economic structures that legitimize power in a society, exercised through 

the mechanisms by which people determine their behaviors, values, and actions. A key 

feature of hegemony is that the choices people make in terms of those values and actions 

appear to be individual free choice, not as externally coerced. However, those values and 

actions tend primarily to serve dominant interests and to maintain the position of those in 

power (both political and economic). Because human motivation and consciousness 
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occur within lived experience, not in an abstracted ideal, a system of values and practices 

must be able to account for (and conceal) contradictions between beliefs and material 

conditions. For example, the principles of a capitalist economy - which require 

exploitation and class distinction - create objective conditions for most of the individuals 

within that system that do not correspond to their own self-interest. The complicated 

system that is required to maintain those individuals' consent and investment in the 

economic system, then, requires cultural and political mitigation of those objective 

conditions. Therefore, the economic base is not an unfettered determinant of the 

superstructure, but rather a complex "balance of forces" ("Modern Prince" 167). 

A theory of hegemony moves us beyond oversimplified notions of ideology as an 

abstract and monolithic belief system to an understanding of the interplay of belief and 

experience in a sort of social totality that governs human interaction. Because hegemony 

includes abstract social values enforced by economic and cultural structures, it provides 

the means by which ideology is enforced and reproduced in what appears as a "natural" 

correspondence. Hegemony is the appearance of a seamless fit between dominant 

economic interests and the voluntary behaviors of those subordinated by them to act in 

accordance with those interests: 

The maximum of legislative capacity can be inferred when a perfect formulation 

of directives is matched by a perfect arrangement of the organisms of execution 

and verification, and by a perfect preparation of the 'spontaneous' consent of the 

masses who must 'live' those directives, modifying their own habits, their own 

will, their own convictions to conform with those directives and with the 



objectives which they propose to achieve. (Gramsci, "State and Civil Society" 

266) 

Gramsci accounts for human agency among these forces by demonstrating that people 

within a system are not simply subjected to economic imperatives and laws, but interact 

with a web of cultural and political factors (enforcers, messages, rules, and the like) as 

they "legislate" their own lives. 

Ideology requires subjects to identify themselves with a framework, and such 

identification has historically been broadly associated with nationalism. While examining 

the historical development of American higher education (and the implications for 

contemporary work at a time when renewed - if not fanatic - appeals to nationalism are 

used to justify many practices), it is helpful to focus an analysis of hegemony on the 

characteristics of American liberal capitalism. American liberal capitalism is the 

combination of a fairly free economic market and a democratic political system that 

tolerates and encourages individual difference and freedom. If we understand hegemony 

as the web of beliefs and practices enforced and reproduced within and by social 

institutions, we can look at our own system of liberal capitalism for examples of how 

cultural, political, and economic structures work to reinforce each other and secure 

consent from the people who "live" that system. In the state of Arizona, for instance, high 

school students are required to take a class on entrepreneurialism and the free market 

economy in order to graduate. For this course, the students must successfully develop, 

produce, market, and sell a product. Students go to their families and friends both to 

analyze them as potential consumers and to market the final product to them. The course 



33 

is mandated by state created and enforced standards. The course is naturalized for 

students and parents by the lived reality of consumerism that students interact with on a 

daily basis. The exercise prepares students for futures that will apparently be determined 

by their abilities to participate in market activities, emphasizing their own individual 

ingenuity and hard work as means to success; in other words, they learn the fundamental 

principles of liberal capitalism. 

Hegemony is far more complicated than isolated discursive practices such as state 

mandated courses. To expand an analysis of the ways American higher education 

developed to both promote the values of capitalism and to contain contradictions to those 

values, it is helpful to explore the history of liberalism. The critiques and analyses of 

liberalism by such theorists as Gramsci, Stuart Hall, and others help explain the 

characteristics of liberalism itself that have made it conducive to establishing and 

maintaining a dominant framework of values. In "Variants of Liberalism," Stuart Hall 

traces the history of liberalism, not as a monolithic system of thought, but as what we 

might understand as an increasing convergence of beliefs, even as they remain in constant 

flux, into a hegemonic structure that is most conducive to capitalism. Hall links 

liberalism's historical emergence to the English Revolution (1640-1688), which, despite 

its "complex and diverse causes. ... did create the conditions in which capitalism 

developed and the bourgeois classes of society became the leading classes" (48, 49). 

Gramsci also described the unique characteristic of this revolution in terms of its liberal 

ideology: 
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The revolution which the bourgeois class has brought into the conception of law, 

and hence into the function of the State, consists especially in the will to conform 

(hence ethicity of the law and of the State). The previous ruling classes were 

essentially conservative in the sense that they did not tend to construct an organic 

passage from the other classes into their own, i.e. to enlarge their class sphere 

'technically' and ideologically: their conception was that of a closed caste. The 

bourgeois class poses itself as an organism in continuous movement, capable of 

absorbing the entire society, assimilating it to its own cultural and economic level. 

The entire function of the State has been transformed; the State has become an 

'educator', etc. ("State and Civil Society" 260) 

According to Hall, "The social classes which rose to social and political ascendancy with 

this transformation of traditional England into an agrarian and commercial capitalist 

society were those whose rise in social position depended on the clearing away of barriers 

to their advance - an idea articulated largely within liberal discourse" (52). That 

liberalism's philosophical and cultural tenets include incentive to participate in the socio

political structure because it is based on individualism, a conception of freedom linked to 

private property (and those associated "rights"), and the promise of material reward for 

adhering to those values make liberalism highly effective in terms of hegemony. These 

features of liberalism encourage people's "consent" and participation. 

Additionally, liberalism demonstrates the complexity of the relationship between 

material conditions and prevailing values precisely because it "did not have any 

absolutely fixed class identity or connotation" but, tends to encompass and respond to 



even competing views of "equality," individual merit, freedom, and the like (Hall 57). 

The history of ideas associated with liberalism include Thomas Paine's radical 

individualism and Edmund Burke's philosophical conservatism (57). Liberalism's 

ideological force comes from its ability to contain its own contradictions and adapt to 

varying philosophical positions. 

Liberalism becomes hegemonic because it is able to rationalize its own 

contradictions and, more importantly, create structures to contain those contradictions, 

fostering the conditions of "free choice" that Gramsci indicates are essential for 

hegemony. At the heart of American liberalism is the "free market" - a capitalist 

economic system that functions according to the logic described by Herbert Marcuse that 

is able to encompass apparently competing views as its foundation in a specific 

"rationality" that is linked ultimately to justifying its economic foundations. In "The 

Struggle Against Liberalism in the Totalitarian View of the State," Marcuse writes, "In 

keeping with its economic views, liberalism links this victory of reason (and here begins 

the typical liberalist conception of rationalism) to the possibility of a free and open 

rivalry of divergent views and elements of knowledge, which is to result in a rational 

truth and rightness" (16). Embedded within this logic is the incentive for potential 

accumulation of wealth that capitalism promises, but does not equitably deliver. The 

logic of liberal capitalism functions through a rhetoric of freedom and mobility but also 

ensures the apparent freedom of dissent. Dominant interests are not simply formulated 

and imposed, but are rather reactive to and actively engaged with resistance. Absolutely 

necessary to such a system, then, are institutions that simultaneously reinforce the valuing 
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of the incentives to participate (the belief in capitalism itself), that provide the apparent 

access to achieving those incentives, and that maintain the conditions where the 

contradictions and inevitable resistance to a system (that by definition can never deliver 

success to all or even most of its subjects) can be neutralized while appearing to be 

tolerated. American higher education is such an institution, and, as I demonstrate below, 

has always been such an institution because those most invested in the dominant system 

of liberal capitalism developed public higher education precisely to perform this complex 

hegemonic function. 

The Formation of American Public Higher Education 

The hegemonic force of liberalism - that is, the imbrication of social institutions 

in dominant material and ideological structures in order to reinforce and articulate 

dominant values and contain contradictions to them - is exemplified in the land grant 

university system. Contemporary conversations about the purpose of education are rife 

with competing views and the recognition that cultural values remain in flux. Much of 

that contemporary debate encourages a "Return to our Roots" in the land grant mission 

(c.f., Kellogg Commission on the Future of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges). 

For example, the discourse of the land grant movement is prevalent in the increasingly 

popular trends of service-learning and community-university partnership centers, 

especially in public universities where the land grant mission is cited as mandating those 

programs. Michigan State University's Service Learning Center illustrates this tendency 

on its website with the statement: "By merging experiential education with the traditional 



academic environment, service-learning supports MSU's long-standing mission as a land-

grant institution" (MSU SLC). The sheer referential force the phrase "land grant mission" 

appears to evoke suggests that it is an element of cultural hegemony, functioning to 

establish a measure of shared values and as a reference point for determining policy or 

action. 

When the Morrill Land Grant Act of 1862 is currently invoked, it is generally 

characterized as establishing state universities to offer practical, liberal education for all 

citizens, regardless of economic status through the threefold mission: research, teaching, 

and extension (or service). Scholars tend to construct the land grant mission within the 

rhetoric of democracy and access, arguing for a return to that mission within a liberal 

discourse valorizing institutional access as a means for mobility and success, and 

ultimately for societal equity. Often in this discourse, the land grant mission serves as a 

foil to critique the relationship between education and corporate interests. Corporate 

influence in higher education, many contend, works counter to the larger social good by 

perpetuating a consumer society that creates a two-tiered economic structure, constructs 

more barriers to access, and more efficiently destroys the environment (Smith). Many 

critics of this problematic relationship between corporate interests and universities claim 

that this is a contemporary phenomenon. For example, in The University in Ruins, Bill 

Readings argues that we now need to recognize that "the University is not just like a 

corporation; it is a corporation" (22). He asserts that the university has "historically been 

the primary institution of national culture in the modern nation-state," but in 

contemporary society "the University no longer has to safeguard and propagate national 



culture, because the nation-state is no longer the major site at which capital reproduces 

itself.. ..The idea of national culture no longer provides an overarching ideological 

meaning for what goes on in the University" (12-13). Readings argues that the original 

"idea" of the university was as a cultural "safeguard" and that recently the university has 

become a self-referential, "non-ideological" corporate entity (13). 

Readings and other critics urge for change that honors what they view to be the 

traditional mission of American universities. However, these critiques, whether they 

invoke the tradition of a land-grant mission, or claim a recent shift from enculturating 

students into national identity to serving globalized corporate interests, tend to overlook 

the history of the land grant mission and its significance in shaping these very concerns. 

An analysis of the history of the land grant act and the movement behind the legislation 

suggests that the spirit of the act itself has a great deal to do with the problems it is now 

being called upon to reform. 

Fruits of Democracy 
The Morrill Act of 1862 federally mandated the now extremely complex 

relationship between states and public educational institutions. Though the Land Grant 

Act officially passed in 1862, the act itself was just one moment in a much richer 

historical context. Justin T. Morrill first introduced the Land Grant Act to Congress in 

1857, where it was tied up in committees until 1858, and passed by the Senate in 1859 

only to be vetoed by President Buchanan. In his notebooks, Morrill says he came up with 

the idea for the land grant initiative "as early as 1856" (qtd. in Berg 1). However, in an 

impassioned thesis, Edmund J. James argues "the credit for having first devised and 

formulated the original plan and having worked up the public interest in the measure so 
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that it could be passed belongs clearly to Professor Turner [Illinois] and should be 

accorded him"; James supports this claim with a great deal of correspondence and 

significant public opinion on the matter dating from 1832 (8). This history reveals the 

complex relationships and the domains of discourse in which the act was shaped and 

intentioned. 

Most histories of the Land Grant Act of 1862, especially those published at the 

centennial of its passing, describe it as a moment of the reahzation of American ideals. 

Dr. Edward Eddy, Jr. (then President of Chatham College in Pennsylvania) asserts that 

the Act "triggered a revolution in higher education," and that, "[i]n broad perspective, the 

so-called land-grant colleges are a part of democracy's logical development" (3). Eddy 

describes the achievement of the Act in "the words of historian Carl Becker, of that kind 

of 'impudent freedom' which breaks from all tradition.. ..The type of control, the nature of 

the curriculum, the standards of admission, and the guiding principles of educational 

organization became a symbol of the fruits of democracy" (4). These depictions of the 

Land Grant Act, claiming the achievement of a democratic ideal, draw our attention to 

some issues that warrant further investigation. Allan Nevins' historical claim is worth 

quoting at length: 

The most important idea in the genesis of the land-grant colleges and state 

universities was that of democracy, because it had behind it the most passionate 

feeling.... 

Social and economic democracy in America means primarily liberty of 

action and equality of opportunity. The central idea behind the land-grant 
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movement was that liberty and equality could not survive unless all men had full 

opportunity to pursue all occupations at the highest practicable level. No 

restrictions of class, or fortune, or sex, or geographical position - no restrictions 

whatsoever - should operate. The struggle for liberty when carried to its logical 

conclusion is always a struggle for equality, and education is the most important 

weapon in this contest. Democracy implies intellectual liberty with full freedom 

to think, write, and speak. It implies an open society without caste lines, giving its 

members full freedom to move from calling to calling, rank to rank. (22) 

In Nevins' words we see articulated many of the basic principles of liberalism -

economic, philosophic, and democratic. Nevins imposes those values onto the history of 

the land grant movement through his contemporary celebration of them. He constructs 

these tenets as uncontested shared values. In doing so, Nevins contributes to the 

hegemonic function not only of public higher education, but of those values themselves. 

Nevins suggests that the abstract democratic ideals he describes were the impetus 

to propose change for social conditions through American education. However, in The 

German Ideology, Marx argues that, "The production of ideas, of conceptions, of 

consciousness, is at first directly interwoven with the material activity and material 

intercourse of men, the language of real life" (47). Marx argues that "[w]e set out from 

real, active men, and on the basis of their real life-process we demonstrate the 

development of the ideological reflexes and echoes in this life-process" (47). To do 

otherwise is to give ideology an illusory independence and create abstractions that "have 

in themselves no value whatsoever" (48). Only when we examine the interplay of 



cultural, political, and economic factors in constructing and perpetuating values, and ask 

in whose interests those values work, do we move beyond such abstraction. Michel 

Foucault's theories of discourse enable us to examine those hegemonic relationships 

through the discursive articulations that construct them. 

Foucault argues that such abstractions actually create a system of imposed "unity 

of discourse." The constructed histories that Marx argues are detached from historical 

"reality" are, for Foucault, "notions of development and evolution: they make it possible 

to group a succession of dispersed events, to link them to one and the same organizing 

principle, to subject them to the exemplary power of life" (23). Foucault asserts that. 

These pre-existing forms of continuity, all these syntheses that are accepted 

without question, must remain in suspense. They must not be rejected definitively, 

of course, but the tranquility with which they are accepted must be disturbed; we 

must show that they do not come about of themselves, but are always the result of 

a construction the rules of which must be known, and the justifications of which 

must be scrutinized. (25) 

For Marx, the uncritical abstraction of "unity of discourse" amounts to the "whole trick of 

proving the hegemony of the spirit in history" (German Ideology 67). Utilizing critical 

theories of hegemony to deconstruct historical discourse allows us to look critically at 

events in history such as the land grant movement to reveal how those events have been 

made into an apparent ideological unity. 



Reuniting Discourse with a Historical-Material Context 

America in the mid-nineteenth century was a young nation, struggling to establish 

identity even amidst great internal strife. According to many historical accounts of the 

land grant movement, at the time of the passage of the Act, "the very fate of this nation 

hung in the balance, when brother was fighting brother, when we were in danger of being 

splintered into two weakened and antagonistic nations" (Nevins 45). Intricately involved 

with the internal clash and imminence of the civil war were agricultural and industrial 

issues. One cannot overestimate the significance of agriculture in early America. Paul A. 

Miller claims, "There was more space than man was accustomed to even dream about. 

The land was rich; one could exploit it and destroy it and move on so quickly that even 

flush of shame was absent" (18). Despite this exaggerated characterization, it is clear that 

land use and agriculture were primary concerns in America as the population increased 

and other industry competed for labor. In response to the increasing pressure of the 

dictates of market economy and land use, science played a significant role in determining 

the direction of material progress in America. 

In mapping the development of Plant Sciences, Will Martin Myers explains that 

prior to the mid-nineteenth century, "The traditional university did not normally support 

[science] research.... Scientists of those days were patrons of the king, physicians, 

clergymen, and a few wealthy amateurs" (46). However, by mid-century, as it is pointed 

out by Nevins, "The effulgent midday of science was at hand" (15). As biology, plant, 

animal, and soil sciences developed, they promised further advances in agriculture. Isaac 

Newton articulated the intrinsic connection of science and agriculture while serving as 
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the first Commissioner of the newly established United States Department of Agriculture: 

"The simple argument, therefore, is this: increased scientific and practical knowledge in 

any occupation increases man's power in a tenfold ratio; agricultural knowledge, 

therefore, begets productiveness, and in the same proportion develops the wealth, the 

prosperity, and the progress of our country" (qtd. in Muckenhirn 32). 

One historian of the Land Grant Act characterizes the time period as one in which 

Congress, "of necessity, devoted most of its thoughts to a torn nation" (Nutt 85). Given 

that situation, he suggests that it is surprising that the act was passed: "Miraculously, at 

least two Congressional acts did become law in 1862 [the land grant act and the creation 

of the United States Department of Agriculture]" (85 emphasis added). However, it 

seems clear that these material conditions were all very closely connected. In fact, 

George B. Nutt fails to mention, but it is important to note, that the Homestead Act, 

allowing for the public disposition of land through private claims, was passed the same 

day as the Land Grant Act. These conditions of production and society are all directed 

toward related ends: progress and efficiency in terms of economic development. Contrary 

to what Nevins and Nutt seem to argue - that the Land Grant Act was a decisive moment 

of democratic social change - it becomes clear that the act was actually the necessary 

product of prevailing material social and economic conditions. 

The Rationality of Economics 
In the discourses surrounding the land grant movement, it becomes evident that 

the values of "freedom" and "progress" valorized within the land grant movement are 

intrinsically tied to the broader formation of specific economic values. In a letter in the 

Sangamo Journal, as early as 1832, George Forquer encourages the development of land 



grant college initiatives, articulating a careful cost/benefit analysis and concluding: "If 

eligibly located, it [a publicly funded institution] would be the means of rapidly 

converting some one of our villages into a populous and wealthy city, thereby adding 

greatly to the value of property, and to the wealth of the country" (James 41). Forquer 

explicitly lays out the economic rationale for creating a public institution, but even when 

the discourse appears to revolve around more humanistic values, the economic values are 

still clearly primary. Linking moral with economic progress, James Turner says education 

"should aim to put every pupil in such a position that his whole life afterward may be but 

one continuous, natural and easy progress from one state of mental and moral 

development and power to another" (James 54). He reasons that education, therefore, 

needs to be tied to an individual's particular calling in life. The professional class already 

had such opportunity in education: "The divines, the lawyers, the physicians, the 

teachers, and the military men of our country, each and all, have their specific schools, 

libraries, apparatus and universities, for the application of all known forms of knowledge 

to their several professions" (55). He argues that the farmer does not need the 

professional's literature, but a literature of his own, about his practical occupational 

interests in order to be as successful as the lawyer, doctor, or clergy, suggesting that with 

these opportunities, the industrial class could become more economically productive in 

those fields. 

Turner also ties economic goals with the land grant plan in the "Plan for an 

Industrial University for the State of Illinois," dated November, 1851. At one point in the 

document, he even employs an analogy based on production: "reading, writing, &c., are. 



45 

properly, no more education than gathering seed is agriculture, or cutting ship-timber 

navigation. They are the mere rudiments, as they are called, or means, or the mere 

instrument of an ... education" (67). The argument for making the country's industry 

competitive in the world market (the early rhetoric of "globalization") becomes central 

when Turner says that if we thought we had progress with as little as the "primer, the 

spelling book, and the newspaper," what "miracles" could institutionalized education 

promise "from new and unknown worlds of light, soon to break forth upon the industrial 

mind of the world" (74). American democracy, he argues, is the natural place for creating 

the most competitive society: "And this done, we will not only beat England, but beat the 

world in yachts, and locks, and reapers, but in all else that contributes to the well-being 

and true glory of man" (75). The well-being and glory of man, here, are clearly defined 

by the goals of material production. 

Further evidencing the economic impetus for the movement, many of the 

documents supporting the land grant initiative appeal to lack of productivity, or "waste" 

of land. The "Memorial of the Fourth Industrial Convention of the State of Illinois" 

begins with a declaration of this lack of productivity; "We are daily made to feel our own 

practical ignorance, and the misapplication of toil and labor, and the enormous waste of 

products, means, materials, and resources that result from it" (James 90). Marshall P. 

Wilder is quoted as addressing the Berkshire Agricultural Society with the lament: "For 

want of knowledge, millions of dollars are now, annually lost by the commonwealth, by 

the misapplication of capital and labor in industry... . We plead that the means and 

advantages of a professional education should be placed within the reach of our farmers" 
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(98). Senator Morrill, in his journals, delineates his reasons for pursuing the Land Grant 

Act. He identifies his primary reasons within an economic rationality: 

First, that the public lands of most value were being rapidly dissipated by 

donations to merely local and private objects, where one State alone might be 

benefited at the expense of the property of the Union. 

Second, that the very cheapness of our public lands, and the facility of purchase 

and transfer, tended to a system of bad-farming or strip and waste of the soil, by 

encouraging short occupancy and a speedy search for new homes, entailing upon 

the first and older settlements a rapid deterioration of the soil, which would not 

likely be arrested except by more thorough and scientific knowledge of 

agriculture... . (qtd. in Berg 2) 

While he goes on to indicate that the fact that he was "a son of a hard-handed blacksmith" 

as a reason for the land grant, this resounds as sentimental rhetoric when compared to the 

actual economic discourse that motivated his support of the land grant idea. 

The actual text of the Land Grant Act itself is devoted to matters of economics. 

While those who refer to it generally quote the now familiar ".. .to promote the liberal 

and practical education of the industrial classes in the several pursuits and professions of 

life," the rest of that statement reads that the act shall establish "at least one college where 

the leading object shall be, without excluding other scientific and classical studies, and 

including military tactics, to teach such branches of learning as are related to the 

agriculture and mechanic arts..." (qtd. in Berg 35). While those lines come from the 
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fourth section of the act, the other eight sections - the majority of the act - are concerned 

with details of land and budget appropriation and provisions for state use of the lands and 

monies to come from the act. 

The land grant idea was shaped by members of the dominant professional class 

within a discourse of economic utility. It was the articulation of the desire to serve 

capitalism in terms of heightened productivity by putting public land into use as capital 

and facilitating the creation of more productive laborers. However, as I argue below, the 

formation of public higher education can also be understood as providing the dominant 

class a way to respond to resistance to the conditions it was creating by constructing 

working class interests and appearing to serve those interests through a public institution. 

Response to Resistance 
If, as Turner demonstrates, the history of the land grant can be traced as far back 

as 1832, the conditions that coincided with this development also make it clear that the 

formation of public higher education was not simply a proactive tool to create favorable 

material and cultural conditions for capitalism, but also an attempt to contain growing 

resistance to those conditions. The historical accounts of the institutionalizing of 

education, when those accounts do not romanticize education as a democratizing project 

but rather as the development of what Althusser called "ideological state apparatuses," 

tend to frame that history as a somewhat linear development of institutions in an 

instrumental fashion as a tool of dominant interests to technologize passive subjects. 

Therefore, the history is framed either as a generous and honorific democratic impulse, or 

as a totalizing mechanism for controlling subjects. Analysis of the historical context, 

however, reveals that the relationship is much more complex. 



In "Notes on the Schooling of the English Working Class 1780-1850," Richard 

Johnson argues that public education did not develop simply to provide specific labor 

skills so much as necessary social "skills" and ideologies: "So when economists or 

economic historians tell us that the industrial revolution 'required' new skills in the labour 

process, we may doubt the premise and also reply that it seems to have needed new 

human beings with a new, more disciplined, sociality" (49). However, the development 

of English public education did have a great deal to do with a relationship and response to 

working class resistance. Johnson points out that working class movements and resistance 

activities have been well documented by historians such as E.P. Thompson. As 

radicalism developed, a key element of the radical agenda involved educational 

programs: 

Chartists and Owenites in particular espoused education, really useful knowledge-

in much the way in which Gramsci espoused it as a latter-day 'Jacobin' and 

educator for Italian communism. It was tied into political strategies and infused 

with political meaning. Education was one potent means of revolutionising 

society; truly human education was an expected benefit of the achievement of 

social and political rights, economic justice and 'the New Moral World'. (Johnson 

51) 

The development of institutionalized education can be understood as a response to these 

radical alternatives that clearly posed a threat to dominant capitalist interests: 

"Radicalism aimed to provide substitutes to sponsored forms. Philanthropic educators 

sought to regulate, destroy or replace the means of cultural reproduction that existed 



within the working class itself and which provided networks through which radicals 

could work" (51). The recognition that the driving forces for creating educational 

institutions included reactions to and attempts to control resistance explains the apparent 

contradictions between the idea of education as a "democratizing" force and the idea of 

education as an oppressive instrument of domination. Institutionalized education, in this 

analysis, can be understood as fulfilling the need for both creating and containing specific 

social relations. Johnson's analysis of English schooling, then, becomes pertinent to an 

analysis of the social context in which American public higher education developed. 

As historians such as Howard Zinn and Eric Foner have well established, the 

developing working-class resistances in early and mid-nineteenth century America were a 

web of industrial and agricultural labor movements, complicated by native racism, ethnic 

immigration, and women's rights movements. Much of this unrest can be understood in 

distinctly class terms: the working class fighting for identity and rights against a capitalist 

class seeking to exploit the subordinate class' labor. The Anti-renter movement. Dorr's 

Rebellion, the numerous and often violent strikes in larger cities, and the development of 

the National Reform Association are among the many examples that indicate this sort of 

working class unrest in both industrial and agricultural settings. However, there is 

nothing simple about class, and resistance movements reflected the complexities of the 

social totality. 

In the period preceding the civil war (coincident with the development of the land 

grant movement), slaves - both black and American Indian - were fighting for their 

freedoms as well. Slave revolts and organizing for revolt were increasingly common in 



the 1830s. Slave rebellion (such as Nat Turner's rebellion), or the possibility of slave 

rebellion, shaped social relations, especially in the South, in many ways. Black slaves in 

the South were not the only slaves at this time, nor were they alone in their uprising. 

American Indian slavery was widely used throughout the territories, and similar fears of 

uprisings were prevalent in those territories. Those fears were realized with the Cherokee 

Slave Revolt of 1842. Zinn's account of these events quotes political and industrial 

leaders from the time period linking the threats of such revolts to increased militancy and 

readiness on the part of slave-owners and the state (170).'* Such militancy also was 

imposed on white Americans who participated in slave resistance, as Eugene Genovese 

points out: 

The slaveholders . .. suspected that non-slaveholders would encourage slave 

disobedience and even rebellion, not so much out of sympathy for the blacks as 

out of hatred for the rich planters and resentment of their own poverty. White men 

sometimes were linked to slave insurrectionary plots, and each such incident 

rekindled fears, (qtd. Zinn 171) 

Activists for women's rights, such as Fanny Wright, Sojourner Truth, and Lucretia Mott, 

linked slave rights to the larger goal of human emancipation, including women's rights. 

Anti-slavery resistance and activism posed a threat to capital interests and the country's 

definition of itself as a rising economic power structure in deep ways. Simultaneously, 

other forces of resistance complicated social relations between laborers themselves as 

well as between labor and capital. Tensions between Americans and the growing influx 

of immigrants were apparent. And women were fighting for and winning rights as 



laborers in impressive actions. Industrial capitalism, built upon structurally racist and 

sexist systems, divided labor against itself, and labor unrest tended to reflect those 

divisions. 

Although the resistances that were developing were diverse, they all shared a 

common thread of threatening the dominance of capitalist interests. Zinn argues that one 

way in which growing class dissent was contained or redirected was through the Civil 

War. Describing how such diverse labor unrest was developing into a class 

consciousness, Zinn articulates the arguments made that such resistance was re-channeled 

through a renewed interest in "nationalism" provided by the war. Alan Dawley notes that 

despite its diversity, these resistance movements were based on "labor militancy and the 

rise of class consciousness" (qtd. in Zinn 227-28). Zinn argues, citing Dawley, that it is 

possible that a unified class movement may have developed 

if not for the fact that "an entire generation was sidetracked in the 1860's because 

of the Civil War." Northern wage earners who rallied to the Union cause became 

allied with their employers. National issues took over from class issues: "At a 

time when scores of industrial communities ... were seething with resistance to 

industrialism, national politics were preoccupied with the issues of war and 

reconstruction." And on these issues the political parties took positions, offered 

choices, obscured the fact that the political system itself and the wealthy classes it 

represented were responsible for the problems they now offered to solve. (228) 

The suggestion, however, that the war was a sufficient disabling mechanism for class 

unrest may oversimplify the history. Class antagonism did not disappear because of a 
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focus on nationalism, but was clearly contained by a combination of factors. One of those 

factors included public higher education; and this awareness of class antagonism begins 

to reveal the way that class itself was rhetorically constructed in the land grant movement 

as another means of containing resistance and reasserting dominant interests. 

The Institutionalization of Class Interests 
Joseph Turner initiated a specific construction of "class" in his discourse 

championing the idea of public higher education; "All civilized society is, necessarily, 

divided into two distinct co-operative, not antagonistic, classes. ... a small class, whose 

proper business is to teach the true principles of religion, law, medicine, science, art, and 

literature" (James 66). This small class, he calls the "professional" class. The second class 

is "a much larger class, who are engaged in some form of labor in agriculture, commerce, 

and the arts," the "industrial class" (66). Turner argues that the professional class had its 

educational institutions and that the industrial class deserves the same opportunity for 

individuals within it to receive "APPROPRIATE LIBERAL EDUCATION, suited to 

their wants and their destiny" (66). 

The identification of a specific class that the land grant was to benefit is central to 

all discourse surrounding the movement. At the 1852 Springfield Convention, a 

"memorial" written for the Illinois legislature addresses concerns that state funds would 

be directed to the universities already in existence because those institutions served the 

needs of the professional rather than the industrial class. The memorial urges the state to 

allocate funds "for the equal use of all classes of our citizens, and especially to meet the 

pressing necessities of the great industrial classes and interests of the State" (86). The 

statement argues for a national policy for "the appropriate endowment of Universities for 



the liberal education of the Industrial Classes in their several pursuits in each State in the 

Union" (87). In his personal notebooks, Senator Morrill's reflections on his reasons for 

pursuing the Land Grant Act included "industrial class" interest. He says, 

most of the existing collegiate institutions and their feeders were based upon the 

classic plan of teaching those only destined to pursue the so-called learned 

professions, leaving the farmers and mechanics and all those who must win their 

bread by labor, to the haphazard of being self-taught or not scientifically taught at 

all, and restricting the number of those who might be supposed to be qualified to 

fill places of higher consideration in private or public employment to the limited 

number of the graduates of literary institutions. (2) 

These arguments for the land grant initiative are echoed in public opinion, as expressed in 

newspapers of the time. 

The Central Illinois Times, for instance, supported the initiative because "It 

contains a wholesome principle of prosperity and advancement, which will, if fully 

carried out, tend to elevate and improve the condition of the honest hard working farmer. 

We have always held that the first object of government is to afford protection to the 

working classes, for in them lies the strength and the glory of the nation" (James 97). 

Governor Hunt of New York is quoted as supporting the initiative "which shall stand as a 

lasting memorial of our munificence, and contribute to the diffusion of intelligence 

among the producing classes, during all future time" (James 98). 

The discourse contains a clear concern for "class interest," and it might well be 

entertained that the land grant movement represented the actions of what Gramsci calls 



"organic intellectuals" from the industrial class in securing advantages for that class. 

"Organic intellectuals," Gramsci explains, are the members of a class able to recognize 

the needs of their class and able to formulate actions "to create the conditions most 

favourable to the expansion of their own class" (5-6).^ It is tempting here to see the land 

grant initiative as such an organic intellectual movement. In fact, Nevins suggests this 

when he describes the movement: "Throughout the North an irresistible support had been 

mobilized behind it: farm organizations, labor unions, newspapers..." (3). Earle D. Ross' 

history also suggests a class movement: "The Industrial Movement' was a term applied to 

a very general and, at the time, rather indefinite effort of reformers associated with a 

great variety of 'causes' to combine both general and vocational educational opportunity 

at all levels and for all classes of society" (97). Certainly, Turner and the authors of the 

several memorials to congress imply a class movement with statements such as: "What 

do the Industrial Classes Want?.... They want, and they ought to have, the same facilities 

for understanding the true philosophy - the science and the art of their several pursuits 

(their life-business)" (67). 

It is important, however, to heed Foucault's warning to look at the complex web 

of relations in any given discourse. Foucault argues that any examination of a domain of 

discourse must include questions about its formation: "First question: who is speaking? 

Who, among the totality of speaking individuals, is accorded the right to use this sort of 

language?" (50). When we look to who is speaking in this discourse, we can identify 

those speakers as the intellectuals of the professional class, working for the interests of 

that class. That is, it is those people dressed in the "prestige" of the dominant group -
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and not the members of the named "industrial" class - who are the speakers for this 

movement. 

A great deal of the discourse surrounding the "support" for the land grant 

movement is devoted to identifying its leaders, undoubtedly to create an "ethos" that 

would secure its acceptance within the dynamics of growing class distinctions. Gramsci 

argues that there is "'spontaneous' consent given by the great masses of the population to 

the general direction imposed on social life by the dominant fundamental group; this 

consent is 'historically' caused by the prestige (and consequent confidence) which the 

dominant group enjoys because of its position and function in the world of production" 

("The Intellectuals" 12). The public discourse around the land grant movement 

exemplifies the legitimizing function of evoking the "prestige" of the dominant class. In 

the histories of the Act, Senator Morrill is identified and lauded for "his earnest, wise and 

persistent advocacy of the policy" (James 8). Nevins credits (in addition to the ambiguous 

"farm organizations" and "labor unions") "newspapers, the pulpit, groups of educators, 

and a wide variety of reformers" (3). He goes on to be more specific: 

Passage of the bill owed much not only to the devoted labors of Justin S. Morrill 

in the political sphere, but also to the eloquence and energy of other public-

spirited men. One was Jonathan B. Turner of Illinois - a native of Massachusetts, 

a graduate of Yale, and a professor of belles-lettres, Latin, and Greek in Illinois 

College in Jacksonville, Illinois (the town where Stephen A. Douglas got his real 

start in life, which Lincoln knew well, and where William Jennings Bryan was 

later schooled).... With Morrill and Turner stood Horace Greeley.... [His] fervor 
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in speaking and writing gave him tremendous influence throughout the North and 

West.... Ezra Cornell, shrewd, hard-driving, but idealistic businessman of 

Ithaca.... Thomas Green Clemson, a Philadelphian who married the eldest 

daughter of John C. Calhoun. (5-6) 

In addition to these historical accounts, the primary documents themselves construct the 

same ethos of social prestige for passage of the Act. 

Accompanying the Memorial to the Illinois legislature is a letter from Alexander 

Stame, Secretary of State, which identifies "sample sentiments of the press, at home and 

abroad upon the.. .resolutions" (James 96). The supporters of the concept of the land 

grant identified include voices from the New York Tribune, The Central Illinois Times, 

Governor Hunt, the Honorable Marshall P. Wilder, and Reverend Mr. Hitchcock, 

"president of Amherst College" (James 96-99). The letter says, "This memorial [a similar 

initiative in Massachusetts] is signed by some of the most eminent scholars and civilians 

of Massachusetts.... Do these gentlemen know anything about scholarship, education, 

practical life and social want...?" (100). The letter identifies who represents the "farm 

organizations": Professor James B. Turner, whose professional class status has been 

amply identified (109). 

The land grant movement was concerned with issues of class, but it is evident that 

subordinate class interests are being constructed by the dominant class. The dominant 

class is both identifying the characteristics and needs of a subordinate class, as well as 

arguing for the mechanisms to meet those defined needs. Importantly, this articulation of 

"Industrial Class" interests effaces the diversity of the working class needs (or, more 



correctly, demands) of the period. The working-class resistance of this history integrally 

depended upon the activism of blacks, American Indians, ethnic minorities, and women. 

While class struggles at the time revolved around demands for fair labor practices, safe 

working conditions, equitable property and taxation rights, and even basic human rights, 

the dominant discourse reflected in the land grant movement redefined those demands as 

the need for the tools of increased productivity. Additionally, despite the rhetoric of a 

monolithic "Industrial Class," the first institutions of public higher education - through 

the network of other discursive and cultural mechanisms that Foucault argues must be 

taken into account - effectively only served a very specific segment of the laboring 

classes. Because of state laws, traditions, specific university admission policies, and 

deeply entrenched cultural "norms," women, blacks, and unpropertied whites were for all 

practical purposes excluded from higher education. 

This complicated history reveals several important considerations. First, the land 

grant college movement laid the foundation for the creation of public institutions of 

higher education specifically geared toward particular segments of the population. Thus, 

while appearing to meet the "needs" and demands of all these groups, as an institutional 

network, those groups were fragmented and their needs differentiated. The rhetoric of the 

land grant movement serves to efface class (as well as gender and race) difference, while 

systematically reinscribing those differences through its institutions. Second, the 

existence of expanded opportunities for education and the dominant framing of those 

institutions as the means by which the laboring classes might achieve "success" (in the 

sense of increased economic mobility - the promise of liberal capitalism), enabled the 
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dominant social interests to both name (thus redefine) and address the needs of the 

subordinate classes. In some senses, the very sites of struggle for those excluded from 

higher education - and all it promised - focused on access to those opportunities for each 

particular group. This can be understood as undermining the working class solidarity that 

Zinn and others argue was forming prior to the Civil War. The formation of American 

public higher education, then, can be understood as contributing to the redefining and the 

fragmenting of working class interests, and in this sense, the American public university 

exemplifies the function of hegemony as containment. 

Institutional Work in a New Light 

Analyzing the formation and function of cultural institutions in terms of this 

concept of hegemony - that is, simultaneously responding to resistance and actively 

creating structures to propagate dominant interests - enables us to consider the continued 

development of such institutions in a more critical fashion. The analysis of just one 

fundamental moment in the formation of public higher education demonstrates that such 

institutions arise and are shaped by contested and contradictory motivations. The leaders 

of the movement, as I have attempted to show, were impelled both by economic 

imperatives in their own interest and the need to address possible social resistance that 

developed out of the growing inequity of a capitalist system that requires inequity to 

expand. In responding to resistance in a particular way, reconstructing interests and 

solutions to problems, dominant institutions gain the support and consent of a larger 



public and function to effectively conceal the ways in which they are imbricated in the 

problems they claim to address. 

Because these institutions function in this way, the conditions that cause social 

inequity that brought the resistance to begin with do not substantially change. Therefore, 

moments of resistance continue, though perhaps fragmented by the responses of 

dominant structures. Those dominant structures and institutions must remain continually 

responsive to emerging pressures. In "State and Civil Society," Gramsci explains that the 

creation and alteration of dominant structures (state entities and parties, media, church 

and religious organizations, financial institutions) is wholly connected to responding to 

such crises when the "ruling class has lost its consensus, i.e. is no longer 'leading' but 

only 'dominant'" (275). He connects these institutional responses directly to education in 

"On Education": "The crisis of the curriculum and organisation of the schools, i.e. of the 

overall framework of a policy for forming modern intellectual cadres, is to a great extent 

an aspect and a ramification of the more comprehensive and general organic crisis" (26). 

The contemporary climate I described in opening this chapter point to such a crisis. 

Public higher education has historically played a significant role in responding to 

these crises by adapting to various social pressures in ways that contain and redefine 

resistance. The various legislative acts that have altered the discursive parameters of 

public higher education can be understood in much the same fashion as I have argued that 

the land grant act itself can be read.® For instance, the various acts have made public 

education responsive to expanded groups of people (such as women and blacks). As 

William DeGenaro has described, the turn of the century saw the development of a 
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second tier of institutions of higher education, the "Junior College," in order to provide 

yet another segment of the working class the means to enhance their productivity and 

competitiveness as free laborers. Legislative acts have served to re-invigorate economic 

incentive in relation to home ownership, and to redress conditions created by war (the 

G.I. Bill) at the same time as providing incentive for continued service and readiness for 

war. As Randy Martin further points out in his introduction to Chalk Lines, contemporary 

legislation regarding public higher education also functions to ameliorate individual 

consumer credit and tax relief in response to economic uncertainty and a precarious 

credit-based financial system. 

Within the institution of higher education itself, resistance - which both reflects 

and is rooted in larger social contexts - continually develops and is effectively contained 

in institutional rhetoric and policies. At moments of increased civil unrest surrounding 

national events such as war or civil rights movements, the ways in which resistance is 

addressed from within institutions of higher education (not simply individual institutions, 

but across them through professional bureaucratic entities) can be understood as re

constructing that resistance and creating contained spaces for that resistance. If we are in 

a similar historical moment to the conditions that created the land grant movement and 

the expansion of higher education, historical analysis suggests that higher education will 

tend to reflect its function of preserving and perpetuating the dominant socio-economic 

system. As we shape our scholarly work and academic programs to respond to social 

conditions, it is necessary to scrutinize the implications of our work, especially those 

activities that have direct impact on communities (service learning, literacy centers. 



community partnerships). Given that the historic and continuing function of higher 

education must be understood as hegemonic, and given that hegemony itself always 

reveals moments of contradiction and resistance, we are in a position to ask how 

rhetorical theory and discursive analyses might continue to offer the potential of not 

simply reinscribing dominant interests, but actively identifying and challenging the ways 

in which resistance is contained. 
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Notes 

1. The position that George W. Bush is an illegitimate president continues well after the 
results of the election; as Bush is attempting to launch a war, the argument that he was 
not legitimately elected has become a commonplace in the protest rhetoric. There is a 
whole organization, Citizens for a Legitimate Government, which describes itself as: "a 
pro-democracy activist group estabUshed to expose the Bush coup d'etat, and to oppose 
the Bush Occupation in all of its manifestations" (www.legitgov.org). 

2. For just a few examples and extended discussion on this point, see Crowley's 
Composition in the University, Ohmann's English in America and "English and the Cold 
War," and Berlin's "Rhetoric and Ideology in the Writing Class". 

3. A quick survey of the literature over the past century demonstrates this ongoing 
critique. Just over fifty years after the passing of the Land Grant Act estabUshing public 
colleges in every state, Thorstein Veblen wrote The Higher Learning in America: A 
Memorandum On the Conduct of Universities by Business Men. In 1974, Harry 
Braverman's Labor and Monopoly Capital: Degradation of Work in the Twentieth 
Century, linked the development of higher education with the importation of German 
models of industry and education, connecting corporate research parks and departments 
of science and engineering. Recently, there has been an increase in scholarship concerned 
with analyzing the relationship of higher education to what have now become globalized 
corporate structures. Full-length books on the subject include: Bill Readings' The 
University in Ruins, Cary Nelson and Stephen Watt's Academic Keywords: A Devil's 
Dictionary for Higher Education, Annette Kolodny's Failing the Future: A Dean Looks 
at Higher Education in the Twenty-First Century, Stanley Aronowitz's The Knowledge 
Factory, and Chalk Lines: The Politics of Work in the Managed University edited by 
Randy Martin; and a proliferation of articles in academic journals such as Antipode 
("Who Rules this Sausage Factory?"), College English ("Ivory Arches and Golden 
Towers: Why We're All Consumer Researchers Now"), ox J AC ("Politics, Pedagogy, and 
Profession of Composition: Confronting Commodification and Contingencies of Power," 
"Class Consciousness and the Junior College Movement: Creating a Docile Workforce"); 
and non-academic publications such as Mother Jones ("Digitial Diplomas"), The Atlantic 
("The University, Inc.,"), and The Harvard Magazine ("The Market-Model Univeristy: 
Humanities in the Age of Money") to name only a few. 

4. For an extensive treatment of the relationship between slavery, labor, and the Civil 
War, see Eric Foner's Free Soil, Free Labor, Free Men: The Ideology of the Republican 
Party Before the Civil War. Foner's treatment explicates the "ideology of free labor" and 
examines the complicated ways in which slavery, anti-slavery, and Republicanism 
functioned at this historical moment. His argument concerning "free labor" supports my 
previous analysis of liberal capitalism drawn from Hall and Gramsci. 

http://www.legitgov.org
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5. According to Ron Eyerman (from the introduction of Intellectuals, Universities, and 
the State in Western Modern Societies), "Gramsci distinguished between organic and 
traditional intellectuals. He saw the former as indigenous to a particular class and as the 
articulators of its specific, class-related interests" (4). Gramsci, in his discussion of the 
organic intellectual for a modern society, claims that, "In the modem world, technical 
education, closely bound to industrial labour even at the most primitive and unqualified 
level, must form the basis of the new type of intellectual" (9). Gramsci's own arguments 
about the organic intellectual in modern society provide some explanation for the 
appearance of subordinate class interests being spoken for. Eyerman says: "Gramsci 
claimed that the subordinate working class was not in a position to create its own 
'organic' intelligentsia. With Lenin and Kautsky, he believed that parts of the traditional 
intelligentsia, declasse, would join with the working-class movement to become, if not its 
leaders, at least the articulators of its class interests - that is, formulating its ideology" 
(4). 

6. That the originally established land grant colleges did indeed exclude much of the 
working class, blacks, and women is evidenced by the historical debates and the passage 
of subsequent acts to create additional colleges for women and blacks. The 1862 Act was, 
and continues to be, followed by legislation regarding this relationship. For example, 
women were allowed to enroll in public land grant universities with men on a state by 
state basis by the (always controversial) grace of a progressive administrator such as 
James Calder at Pennsylvania State in 1871. In other states, such as Mississippi in 1884, 
public women's colleges were formed in response to what became articulated as the need 
for women to be educated in the science and vocation of home economics. The "Second 
Land Grant Act" of 1890 explicitly addressed "equality" by mandating a second college 
in every state primarily for the education of blacks. In 1887, the Hatch Act mandated the 
creation of agricultural experiment stations for scientific research. In 1907 an amendment 
to the Morrill Act led increased funding to existing land grant institutions. The Smith-
Lever Act was passed in 1914, creating the mandate for land grant institutions to provide 
communities with the benefits of research and teaching through extension services. 
Additional legislation since the Morrill Act have created new mandates and additional 
appropriations. Some examples of this legislation include the Bankhead-Jones Act, 1935; 
the Servicemen's Readjustment Act (G.I. Bill of Rights), 1944; the Bankhead-Flannagan 
Act, 1945; the U.S. Information and Educational Exchange Act (the Smith-Mundt Act), 
1948; the National Defense Education Act (NDEA), 1958; the Higher Education Act, 
1965; and the National and Community Service Trust Act, 1993. 
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Chapter 2 
"Altruism Pays": Higher Education and Hegemony through Good Citizenship 

The dollar value of volunteer time is $16.54 
per hour for 2002. The value of volunteer 
time is based on the average hourly 
earnings of all nonagricultural workers as 
determined by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. INDEPENDENT SECTOR takes 
this figure and increases it by 12 percent to 
estimate for fringe benefits. 

Independent Sector, 2003 

America needs men and women who 
respond to the call of duty, who stand up for 
the weak, who speak up for their beliefs, 
who sacrifice for a greater good. Everyone 
can do something. 

USA Freedom Corps: The 
President's Call to Service, 2003 

In the previous chapter, I argued that we might understand a major function of 

institutionalized higher education as a hegemonic one - promoting dominant interests by 

creating mechanisms to provide necessary economic and cultural conditions as well as 

providing a means for response to and containment of resistance to the dominant system. 

While the hegemonic function of higher education has been analyzed in terms of research 

activities and teaching, the role of outreach and "service" activities in relation to 

hegemony have not received as much attention. This chapter, then, begins an analysis of 

university's community-based activities. I analyze the economic and cultural forces that 

ubiquitously inform the development of programs and "offerings" of a contemporary 

university. In this chapter, I follow the trajectory of higher education's role in asserting 

cultural hegemony through community-oriented activities. I argue that "service" in higher 



education might be understood as playing a similar role that "research" has traditionally 

played, establishing higher education as an essential component to the dominant social-

economic system. I explore the way in which community-based activities represent 

opportunities for universities to increase their ability to provide "services" to be 

consumed by various "markets." That is to say, I examine the hypothesis that as 

institutions of public higher education are created by and expected to sustain the logic of 

the current stage of capitalism, community-based activities are undertaken according to 

that logic, including marketing, expansion and monopolistic tendencies in services, and 

the extraction of surplus value from those activities. This trend in university services is 

by no means unique, but because it functions within the "public" and "nonprofit" sectors, 

it deserves specific analysis because it is somewhat different from (although ultimately 

entirely related to) the more often analyzed activities of university's in service to the 

private sector. 

The Research Mission in Crisis? 

Historically, the research functions of universities have most defined higher 

education's direct contributions to the socio-political system. As I have already argued, 

the formation of the land grant university system itself was based on the need for research 

and technological innovation to support industry, especially agriculture, in this country. 

The political economy of war (in the case of the land grant movement, the Civil War) has 

repeatedly provided a major impetus for significant state support of research activities in 

institutions of higher education. R. C. Lewontin argues that war itself is "a condition for 



the socialization of research and education" in "The Cold War and the Transformation of 

the Academy." Lewontin points out that 

Agricultural education and research have been a commitment of the state since the 

middle of the nineteenth century.. . . The Organic Act, which founded the 

Department of Agriculture and established its research function, and the Morrill 

Land Grant College Act, which established the State Colleges of Agriculture and 

Engineering and provided for experimental farms, were both passed in 1862, in 

the middle of the Civil War. The earliest research carried out by the Department 

of Agriculture emphasized the replacement of southern by northern crop 

production, especially the possibility of northern cotton production, sugar from 

maize and sorghum, and the cultivation of silkworms. (11) 

Similarly, World War II ushered in unprecedented partnerships between the state and 

institutions of higher education for research. According to Lewontin; 

Before World War II, state support of research in institutions of higher education 

was effectively confined to individual state funding of the land grant universities 

and the use by the state agricultural experiment stations, which were integrated 

into the state University system, of both federal and state funds for agricultural 

research. The total federal funding for research and development in 1940 was a 

mere $74 million, of which agriculture accounted for 40 percent. The rest, chiefly 

for military research, was carried out in government and industrial laboratories. 

(12-13) 
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War imperatives for nuclear capabilities, however, greatly increased the expenditures to 

support research within university settings. 

The research functions of higher education were not and are not limited to state 

supported direct funding. In fact, because all institutions of higher education are 

dependent on private sector funding to varying degrees, many of the research missions of 

institutions of higher education are driven by private research support through corporate 

sponsorship and direct investment. However, state support of university activities 

historically has had great impact for higher education's role and legitimacy in the socio

political context. It is the moments of increased state support of such activities that higher 

education has seen the most expansion, such as with the land grant movement and the 

post World War II period. 

Zelda F. Gamson, like R. C. Lewontin, identifies the time following WWII, 

lasting through the 1970's as the "expansionary" period for the academy: 

When Christopher Jencks and David Riesman published The Academic 

Revolution in 1968, the research university was at its height. The victory of the 

"academic revolution," as they called it, had been a genteel and well funded affair 

underwritten by enormous amounts of federal support for higher education: 

government support in 1950 was 3 percent of what it was in 1980. (104) 

Gamson points out that as the baby boom generation was expanding enrollment in higher 

education, faculty were "recruited nationally according to their scholarly research" in 

response to the federal patronage of the academy (104). Power and prestige for 

institutions, then, translated into an institution's ability to attract researchers and funds for 



research. The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, perhaps the most 

influential organization in terms of analyzing, describing, and in many ways prescribing 

the nature of higher education, published its first typology of American higher education 

institutions - "The Carnegie Classifications of Institutions of Higher Education" - in 

1973. One of the major criteria for classifying types of institutions is research activities, 

and - up to the millennial edition of the classification - research activity was identified 

predominately by federal funding for research. While the Carnegie foundation itself never 

intended the classification to be a ranking system, it clearly has functioned as such, as 

evidenced by this statement by the President of the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teaching in the foreword to the millennial edition of the classification: 

One of the greatest strengths of the higher education system in the United States is 

its diversity of institutions. One pernicious effect of the Carnegie Classification 

from the perspective of the Foundation is the tendency for many institutions to 

emulate the model of a large research university. It is our hope that the multiple 

lenses of the 2005 classification system will encourage institutions to fulfill their 

distinct missions, (par 11) 

Gamson identifies this "emulation" as the creation of a dominant research culture for 

higher education: "Many colleges and universities during the 1960s and 1970s allowed 

themselves to be pulled toward what appeared to be the only worthwhile model to 

emulate: the research culture" (105). 

Gamson identifies the characteristics of the research culture as threefold: "First, it 

is based on national rather than local allegiances. Second, it values research over teaching 



and service. Third, it prizes pure over applied research activities" (105). These 

characteristics, backed by material funding and cultural power, originated in a political 

economy that valued knowledge construction and technology innovation as a means to 

facilitating both military and economic dominance on the international level. At the same 

time, these characteristics perpetuated a cultural norm which had significant implications 

in determining what was valued within institutions, whether they were research 

institutions or "lower ranked" teaching institutions. Thus the research culture helped 

perpetuate and make more rigid the hierarchical nature of institutions within higher 

education. The hierarchy in educational institutions translates culturally into the further 

social ossification of classes. For example, it is not simply a matter of common 

mythology that a graduate from Harvard is more likely to reap the benefits of a higher 

income bracket and more culturally prestigious occupational identification than a 

graduate of a vocational program from a community college. 

Because of the hierarchical structure - or "stratification" (Gamson) - of higher 

education by discursive parameters such as the legislative acts for public institutions, the 

Carnegie Foundation's and other classification/ranking systems, and state supported 

activities, the system of higher education is a significant cultural force and highly 

effective at asserting hegemony. The hierarchical structure of the system of higher 

education enables it to appear to be responsive to everyone's needs while it 

systematically maintains distinctions based on class, race, and gender. The "research 

culture" and the valuing of research functions in higher education had further enabled 



higher education to work primarily in the economic and military interests of the dominant 

socio-economic system, redefining the general population's needs within those interests. 

However successful the dominant system of liberal capitalism has been at 

asserting this form of hegemony, however, that hegemony has not gone unchallenged. As 

I outlined in the first chapter, hegemony works to conceal and contain contradictions, and 

effaces the structural problems that are created by the system it furthers. Despite the 

democratic claims for education as creating access to and conditions for equality, and 

despite the faith placed in science and technology for alleviating social woes (from the 

burdens of labor to the ravages of hunger and disease), social inequity persists and is in 

fact increasing: hunger, poverty, and disease remain with us, and the majority of people 

in this country (along with the rest of the "globalized" world) work longer hours for less 

pay and less long-term security than ever; there are more than two million people in 

prisons and state expenditures on prison significantly outpaces any growth in spending on 

higher education.^ The once (and certainly to a large degree, still) celebrated "research 

culture" of higher education comes frequently under fire for being detached from these 

social realities. 

The trope of the "ivory tower" removed from the real social conditions that 

surround universities resonates precisely because of those features of the research culture 

that Gamson outlines. The allegiance to national concerns rather than local needs and the 

valuing of "pure" rather than applied research makes the work conducted within 

universities seem irrelevant at best to local communities. The emphasis on research at the 

expense of teaching while the tuition paid by students has steadily increased has led the 



paying public to demand more accountability of higher education. As many people face 

real declines in stable employment, increased costs of living not reflected in real wages, 

and growing economic insecurity, institutions of higher education appear in the cultural 

imagination to be profligate, unaccountable entities. And as Gamson points out, "[t]his 

concern has found its way into public policy and the media. Higher education has 

increasingly been treated as just another entitlement burden on taxpayers; decreasing 

support for higher education can be used to offset state deficits and as a trade-off with 

claims from other constituencies" (108). Gamson suggests that the "tide is turning" (107) 

and that the "research culture is losing its currency" (109). 

That the government spending and support that enabled the culture in the first 

place has significantly declined suggests that the research culture is indeed changing, 

although not necessarily disappearing. The research culture may be losing its cultural 

"currency" in some ways, but indications are that the research culture is increasingly 

using different currency. The Carnegie Foundation's own criteria for classifying 

institutions reflects this change. The millennial edition of the classification no longer uses 

federal funding to differentiate among doctorate granting institutions. The Foundation 

explains that federal funding is no longer a reliable indicator of research activities and 

does not reflect the complexity of research activities among various institutions and 

funders. While this change does not suggest that the research culture has disappeared, it 

does indicate a couple of important trends. First, along with the Foundation's remarks 

that one of the major reasons for the change in criteria includes mitigating the use of the 

classification as a competitive ranking system, the change suggests that the research 
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culture may become less of the primary model for emulation for other institutions. 

Second, the change reflects that more support for such activities is coming to institutions 

from non-governmental sources (such as the private sector, foundations, and professional 

associations), and is being funneled into specialized areas of the university (those closest 

to direct market activity). And, finally, the change suggests that the support from 

governmental sources to higher education may be being directed in areas other than direct 

research activities. 

Gamson closes her essay by posing the question of what will replace the research 

mission which has dominated the function of higher education in this century: "What will 

replace the research culture in the majority of college and universities is still unclear..." 

(109). What is clear is that higher education has sought to address some of the 

ramifications of the loss of the research culture's legitimacy through corporatized 

solutions. In a variety of ways, higher education has replaced state support with corporate 

partnerships and has itself begun emulating the corporate model. This trend is especially 

prevalent in disciplines that are most directly relevant to the market, such as in the 

sciences, technological fields, medicine, and business schools. Sheila Slaughter and Larry 

L. Leslie identify these changes as a move to "academic capitalism." Looking at the 

science and technology areas of higher education. Slaughter and Leslie make the 

argument that: 

National policy makers in advanced industrialized countries are moving 

discretionary research and training moneys into programs focused on the 

production aspects of higher education, programs that complement areas of 



innovation in multinational corporations, such as high technology manufacturing, 

development of intellectual property, and producer services .... (14) 

They argue that research funds, now brought in primarily through market sources, still 

function as a "critical resource" for which universities and their faculties compete: 

"Resource dependence theory suggests that faculty will turn to academic capitalism to 

maintain research (and other) resources and to maximize prestige" (17). However, this 

analysis fails to account for the complex cultural function of higher education. Higher 

education's trend toward "corporatization" does not adequately solve the crisis of cultural 

hegemony for the system of higher education. In order for higher education to fulfill its 

function as a means of asserting hegemony - both in the sense of contributing to the 

conditions of capitalism as well as containing the contradictions of that system through 

the articulation of needs and the solutions to those needs for the members of that system -

its institutions cannot function merely as corporate entities. Higher education's 

ideological imperative requires it to be responsive to a larger cultural context; higher 

education does not have the luxury of limiting itself solely to the activity of generating 

profit. In this complex picture, the role of the humanities and other disciplines that tend to 

be somewhat more removed from direct market service, then, becomes a significant 

cultural one. 

When Gamson reflects on the future for colleges and universities, she indicates 

that some institutions are "turning back to community as a way of enhancing their appeal 

to students and of recapturing faculty commitment" (110). In fact, the rapid growth of 

community-based initiatives in higher education over the past decade suggests that the 
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turn to community may well be one of the dominant ways higher education reconfigures 

itself in the coming century. And while such activities do indeed enhance the 

marketability of higher education and do increase faculty commitment in some important 

ways, "turning back to the community" is, importantly, a means for higher education to 

reassert itself as the hegemonic force it historically has been. Through an emphasis on 

and increased activities in the community, higher education regains its visibility and 

credibility, hence its cultural authority, and makes itself ubiquitous in defining the 

problems, the solutions, and the values by which a community defines itself. We might 

understand this turn to the community as developing an identity for higher education as 

"citizen". This "citizenship" culture, I argue, is rapidly taking its seat next to the 

"research culture" as a dominant mode in higher education. Take for example, the 

"Report of the Committee for the 21st Century: A Vision for the University" from Johns 

Hopkins University which says: "In keeping with a tradition of innovation, Johns 

Hopkins will redefine the model it established for research universities" (par 2). Part of 

this redefining agenda, according to the report, includes community relationships: "Johns 

Hopkins will demonstrate good institutional citizenship through constructive 

relationships with surrounding communities" (par 6). While the discourse of 

relationships with communities has always been part of the descriptions of institutions of 

higher education, the increasing dominance of "citizenship" - and its implications -

should be understood within the context of material practices and conditions. In what 

follows, I offer an analysis of some trends that include higher education initiatives in 

teaching and research, the development of centers and programs with community 
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partnership aspects, and state support for these initiatives in order to demonstrate the 

significance of these trends in terms of hegemony as I outlined in the first chapter. 

The Next "New" Thing: The Expansion of University Outreach 

Much of the literature examining current trends in higher education focuses on 

those university and college activities that are "business-like." A good deal of attention is 

paid to corporate relationships and "academic capitalism" permeating throughout 

university and college systems across the country. Student activism, evidenced by 

organizations such as Students Against Sweatshops, has seen increased protest 

surrounding the business practices - including both consumption and labor - of the 

corporatized characteristics of higher education. Trends in distance learning and the 

offering of "digital diplomas" (Noble) receive much (needed) analysis and attention.^ But, 

while these trends are certainly on the rise and the critiques of those trends are essential 

as we examine the impact of them, perhaps not enough attention has been paid to the 

exponential growth of community-based programs, centers, partnerships, and teaching 

initiatives in higher education over the past decade. When these trends are discussed, the 

discussion tends to focus on "best practices," or the promotion of such activities. That is 

to say, the increase in university and college activities in the area of community 

partnerships does not get adequately folded into the critiques of higher education as a 

meaningful (I will argue essential) aspect of these other trends. 

What type of expansion has higher education seen in relation to community-

oriented activities in the past decade? For the purposes of discussing this trend, I identify 
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several different, but entirely related initiatives within higher education: service learning; 

university-community partnerships; centers for the study of community issues; campus 

programs and offices for volunteerism; and campus programs, courses, and other 

initiatives around community leadership and citizenship. There is a proliferation of these 

types of programs and activities in higher education. It is not difficult to identify some 

combination of these programs at any given college or university; in fact, it is now 

difficult to identify an institution that does not only offer such programs, but does not 

also include the development of those programs in its mission statement. Community 

outreach is not necessarily "new" to higher education. Public universities have included 

extension and outreach as a mandated part of their missions since their inception. What is 

new, however, is the degree to which such activities have expanded and have become 

supported by larger infrastructures. 

For example, "service learning," became a popular pedagogical strategy in the 

early 1990s.^ Service-learning is the practice of integrating volunteer community service 

into course work in order to incorporate experiential education and "foster an ethic of 

service" for students. The term "service-learning" was not readily recognized in 

education ten years ago, and although it remains a term that is generally followed by a 

definition when it is used, there are hundreds of service-learning programs in colleges 

and universities today. The American Association of Higher Education has an entire 

project devoted to the promotion and understanding of service-learning, which includes 

publication of a series on service-learning in higher education (AAHE Series on Service-

Learning in the Disciplines), an extensive listing of local, national, and international 
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conferences that have blossomed around service-learning, and links to the growing 

number of funders and organizations that have been created to sustain the growth of 

service learning in higher education. 

Service learning started with individual instructors incorporating the method as a 

pedagogical strategy. Now, however, many colleges and universities have offices devoted 

to service learning. One of the earliest of these centers is the Haas Center for Public 

Service at Stanford University, founded in 1994. As of March, 2002, "Robin's Guide to: 

College and University Service-Learning Programs," (at the Communications for a 

Sustainable Future website) lists a total of 368 programs in service learning, which now 

include graduate programs. While the list is not definitive, it is extensive and 

demonstrative of the expansion of service-learning in higher education. The programs 

range in size and focus, but include examples such as: Augsburg College's (Minneapolis, 

MN) Center for Service, Work and Learning; CUNY's Brooklyn College Community 

Partnerships for Research and Learning; California State University, Fresno's Students 

for Community Service; Florida International University's Honors Civic Engagement 

Project; and Louisiana State University's LSU PLUS (Program of Learning ThrU 

Service). However, what is more indicative about the expansion of programs such as 

service learning is not simply the number of them, but the existence of larger structures to 

promote and expand service-learning and university-community programs. 

In addition to the AAHE's service learning project, other structures that have 

developed to support service learning include: The International Partnership for Service-

Learning (founded in 1982); Campus Outreach Opportunity League (COOL, founded in 



1984); Communications for a Sustainable Future (CSF, founded 1993); The Invisible 

College (founded in 1993, now Educators for Community Engagement, ECE); 

Community-Campus Partnerships for Health (CCPH, founded in 1996); and Learning in 

Deed (founded in 1998 by the Kellogg Foundation). Two of the most influential and now 

largest organizations supporting service learning are Campus Compact, founded in 1985 

by the Presidents of Brown, Georgetown, and Stanford universities, and the Corporation 

for National and Community Service, founded in 1993 by then President of the United 

States, Bill Clinton. 

Campus Compact is an organization that serves as a coalition of universities and 

colleges to support service learning and other community partnerships in higher 

education. Institutions become affiliated with Campus Compact when their presidents 

join and become members. Since 1985, it has grown to a membership of over 750 

colleges and universities, who are, in the words of Campus Compact's mission, 

"committed to the civic purposes of higher education" ("Our Mission"). Campus 

Compact's activities in support of higher education's "civic role" include sponsoring 

awards and recognition programs, connecting institutions to funding for service learning 

and related activities, providing direct technical assistance and consultants as well as 

articles and resources for practitioners and program administrators, publishing materials 

on community partnerships, hosting national and regional conferences, and lobbying and 

other political action to support service learning. In fact, through marketing, direct 

lobbying, and collaborating with foundations such as Kellogg and the Lilly Endowment, 

and the organizations listed above. Campus Compact seeks to "promote community 
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service through national policy" (National Policy par 1). Campus Compact does not 

simply facilitate the practice of service learning in higher education, but describes itself 

as the "voice" of higher education in the area of civic engagement: "As a board member 

and current head of the National and Community Service Coalition, the only nonprofit 

organization that represents all streams of service. Campus Compact serves as the voice 

of higher education in the national service arena among legislators, policy makers and the 

public" (par 1). Campus Compact lists its lobbying accomplishments, including: "In 2000 

we organized a national policy dialogue on Capitol Hill for legislators, their staffs, and 

national service organizations, focused on the benefits of service (academic, personal, 

community, corporate)." (par 4). 

The lobbying that Campus Compact has participated in has resulted in national 

programs such as America Reads, America Counts, and GEAR UP (Gaining Early 

Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs). Such initiatives offer both 

money and technical assistance for the implementation of programs developed by 

government offices (in consultation with organizations such as Campus Compact) to 

boost literacy levels and provide low-income students opportunities to attend college 

through competitive grant programs. For example, one program under GEAR UP, I Have 

a Dream, "provides an entire grade of low-income students with intensive mentoring, 

academic support, and a promise of public and private aid for college tuition" (Campus 

Compact, GEAR UP par 8). The GEAR UP budget for 1999 was $120 million; in 2000, 

President Clinton requested $325 million for GEAR UP programs. According to the 

Department of Education's GEAR UP's listing of Fiscal Year 2001 Awards, in 2001 
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university's received funding in the millions of dollars for GEAR UP projects. 

Southeastern Oklahoma State University, for example, itself received $1,314,221 and the 

University of Texas Pan American received $5,581,121 for partnership grants to faciUtate 

school to college relationships for students through scholarships, college readiness 

programs, and "statewide awareness" campaigns (c.f. Oklahoma Higher Education, 

"What is GEAR UP?"). Such programs enable colleges and universities to fund service 

learning by providing the monies to create partnerships where university and college 

students engage in service learning by tutoring or otherwise working with youth from the 

target populations. 

Similar to Campus Compact, the Corporation for National and Community 

Service has been instrumental in facilitating the expansion of community-based 

initiatives in higher education through its Learn and Serve program. The Corporation for 

National and Community Service is a federally funded organization. It is not a nonprofit 

organization, like Campus Compact, but rather an office created by and accountable to 

the federal government. In addition to the national office in Washington D.C., CNCS has 

regional and governor-appointed state commissions in every state. The CNCS provides 

literature, films, promotional and best practice materials on service-learning for 

individuals, schools, institutions of higher education, and community organizations. 

Additionally, they provide resources through direct funding as well as the funding of 

fellows and VISTA (Volunteers in Service to America) and AmeriCorps members. The 

requested 2003 Federal Budget allocation to CNCS is $1,035 billion (an increase of over 

40% from 2002). While much of this money goes to programs such as the VISTA 



81 

volunteer corps, Senior Corps (promoting volunteer work among senior citizens), and 

AmeriCorps, these funds also support service learning in higher education directly and 

indirectly. 

The budget allocation includes proposed support for 1.5 million students, 

including college and university students, to participate in service learning. Learn and 

Serve provides direct grants in higher education. Learn and Serve outlines the "Higher 

Education Grant Provisions" as follows: 

Learn and Serve America: Higher Education primarily is intended to support 

campus based service-learning programs that directly and demonstrably benefit 

both the community served and the students who serve. In awarding this grant, the 

Corporation aims to achieve three main objectives: 

a. To enhance students' academic learning, their sense of social responsibility, and 

their civic skills through service-learning; 

b. To increase the number, quality, and sustainability of opportunities for students 

to serve by strengthening infrastructure and building capacity within and across 

the nation's institutions of higher education; and 

c. To engage students in meeting the unmet educational, public safety, human, 

and environmental needs of communities. (5) 

CNCS project grantees for higher education include vocational institutes, community 

colleges, state universities, and private universities, as well as consortia or organizations 

that support higher education systems (such as the American Association of College for 

Teacher Education or the American Association of Community Colleges). In addition to 
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this direct funding, CNCS also provides "education awards" - allowances that can be 

applied directly to tuition or to repay student loans - for service as either VISTA or 

AmeriCorps volunteers. From 1994-2000, 121,985 education awards were earned and 

the value of these awards was $443,291,133 (Corporation A-2). 

CNCS and the Department of Education are not the only sources of federal 

funding for service-learning and community-partnership initiatives. The US Department 

of Housing and Urban Development's (HUD) Office of Policy Development and 

Research sponsors several funding initiatives for higher education in the realm of 

community development, including a grant program specifically for the development of 

partnership centers. The Community Outreach Partnership Centers Program's purpose is 

described by HUD as: 

Few institutions can contribute more to rebuilding America's communities than its 

colleges and universities. They not only create and transmit knowledge, they are 

also economic engines, applied technology centers, major employers, investors, 

real estate developers, and populated with creative and energetic people. COPC is 

a 5-year demonstration program designed to help universities harness these 

resources in the service of nearby communities. (COPC par 2) 

With its total allocation of $7.5 million per year, these grants provide individual projects 

up to $400,000 to establish centers that fulfill this purpose through activities such as job 

training, mentoring, and other initiatives: "COPC applicants must provide outreach, 

technical assistance services, and information exchange activities that comprise 75 

percent of total project costs" (par 5). Interestingly enough, the criteria for these grants 
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specifically demote research; "Research activities designed to address specific problems 

in the project area cannot exceed 25 percent of total project costs" (par 5). Since 1994, 

"the program has awarded 59 grants to colleges, universities, and consortia" (par 8). As 

with the Learn and Serve grantees, COPC grantees represent a range of higher education 

institutions, from community colleges to private universities. Examples of the activities 

undertaken by the different institutions from the list of COPC FY2001 grantees include: 

providing elementary school children with academic enrichment and social development 

activities to improve academic performance and deter children from experimenting with 

drugs (California State Polytechnic Institute, Pomona); facilitating the establishment of a 

Community Development Corporation to address ongoing housing, redevelopment, and 

social service delivery needs (Gadsden State Community College, Alabama); working 

with teachers and students to improve students' academic performance through a cluster 

of educational and college preparedness programs (University of California, Irvine); 

organizing student volunteers to work on housing rehabilitation of six homes and the 

weatherization of three, all occupied by low-income senior citizens (University of 

Colorado, Denver); conducting seminars for first-time homebuyers, including helping 

people spot predatory lending practices (Housatonic Community College, Bridgeport 

Connecticut); increasing residents' employ ability and housing quality by training 

residents in renovation skills (University of Kentucky, Lexington); holding a youth 

entrepreneurship day camp to help high schools students understand how to develop 

small businesses (Eastern Michigan University, Ypsilanti); developing programs to 

encourage homeownership, including a Community Banking System to address 
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neighborhood beautification and youth and adult education (University of Nebraska-

Lincoln). 

Although there has been a decrease in federal funding for higher education 

directly in the traditional support of the military-industrial complex, the amount of 

funding for "citizenship" projects has clearly increased. This increased funding appears to 

have expanded the presence of universities and colleges in local communities. It is 

important to remember however, that funding itself is the material practice of putting 

ideological visions into action. 

The Ideology of Service 
The Corporation for National Community Service, as I indicated earlier, was 

founded under a Democratic president. Bill Clinton. Clinton's AmeriCorps program of 

the CNCS was actually a domestic version of the Peace Corps, created by the president 

Clinton modeled himself after, John F. Kennedy."^ Because community-oriented 

initiatives and renewed "civic missions" of institutions (not just of higher education) 

seem to have expanded and to have been supported so significantly during the 1990s, it 

may appear that this cultural turn was the mark of a liberal-progressive administration. In 

2000,1 was a National Service Fellow with CNCS (then, just CNS) and I remember the 

palpable anxiety around the impending elections and subsequent shift in administration. 

In fact, it was intimated to me on several occasions that my project - which was geared 

toward building activist coalitions for social justice - was funded even though it might 

risk unfavorable scrutiny because there was a concern that they might not have the 

opportunity to fund a project that incorporated such an activist agenda again.^ As CNCS 
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moved into fiscal year 2001, there was genuine concern that funding for community 

service activities would be greatly reduced, or perhaps eliminated. 

However, the funding was not cut: as I pointed out earlier, the 2003 budget 

request represents a 40% increase in funding from the allocation the year before. In 2002, 

President Bush, in fact, became nearly a patron saint of community service when he 

began promoting service and volunteerism as a domestic policy connected to his global 

"war on terrorism" through the creation of his "USA FreedomCorps". Contrary to the 

concern about the viability of CNCS under the administration of a conservative president. 

Bush's picture graces the website for the organization (see image below), and his 

speeches are used to promote the goals of further expanding community service in every 

institution. 
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The trend for this recent expansion of community service precedes both Clinton 

or Bush, Jr. For example, prior to Clinton's administration, George Bush, Sr. founded the 

Points of Light Foundation during his term in office. In 1990, congress passed the 

National and Community Service Act to support service learning in schools. Prior to that, 

American history is punctuated with state supported national service programs. In the 

1930s-40s, the Civilian Conservation Corps was created by Roosevelt, enlisting 

volunteers to "help restore the nation's parks, revitalize the economy, and support their 

families and themselves" (Corp D-1); in 1961, President John F. Kennedy established the 

Peace Corps; in 1964 Lyndon B. Johnson created VISTA. It has been the sustained 

support and growth of "national service" since George Bush, Sr.'s administration, 

however, that has most impacted an increase in volunteerism. Citing a growth in 

volunteerism documented by the Independent Sector (a major coalition within the 

nonprofit sector that promotes and researches nonprofit activities), the CNCS Board of 

Directors state, "This growth in service coincided with the increase in visibility and 

involvement of the Federal government's support of National Service" (Corp 8). In one 

of his many "Calls to Service" since establishing the Freedom Corps, President George 

W. Bush says: "The USA Freedom Corps is my effort to foster a culture of service, 

citizenship, and responsibility. It will strengthen and expand opportunities to protect our 

homeland, to support our communities, and to extend American compassion around the 

world" ("More" par 3). 

Why is it that the culture of service has been embraced by both political parties in 

recent years - and, in fact, fairly consistently through recent history? Is it simply that it is 
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human nature to respond compassionately to human need? Leaving that question aside to 

look at the way in which human need is responded to - the promotion of individual 

volunteerism and institutionally-based intervention through volunteerism - what is 

revealed are discursive practices that serve a liberal-capital hegemony ideologically and 

economically. By equating "citizenship" with volunteerism, by turning the responsibility 

for social good over to individuals' willingness to "serve" others and serve others without 

economic compensation, by framing poverty and other conditions brought about by 

capitalism as "misfortunes" for which individuals are responsible, and by delimiting the 

role of the government or private enterprise in this area as making volunteerism and 

social service attractive and possible for every individual, this "ideology of good 

citizenship" both creates positive conditions for capitalism as well as contains or redirects 

resistance to it. 

George Bernard Shaw's play Major Barbara provides an illustration of the 

hegemonic tendencies of volunteerism and the programs based on the ethic of service. 

Major Barbara is a play that lays bare the relationship of political economies, war, 

poverty, and class inscriptions. Shaw's own preface to the play is itself a scathing critique 

of socio-economic structures and the apparatuses that support and perpetuate them. The 

focus of the play is a once-poor, illegitimate character, Undershaft who has made his 

riches in the business of arming a country for war; his good-hearted, well-intentioned 

daughter, Barbara who has committed herself to the Salvation Army, the "army of the 

poor"; and her betrothed, Cusins, who shares Barbara's ideals but not her faith. For Shaw, 

Major Barbara and the Salvation Army are representative of religious/social 



organizations that attempt to mitigate and mediate the effects of poverty. But, for Shaw, 

those organizations are very clearly in service to the system that creates the poverty it 

would claim to ameliorate. Shaw allows Undershaft to be the spokesperson for the 

function of social service organizations to the machinery of capitalist logic. In an 

exchange with the still idealistic Cusins, Undershaft blatantly states this relationship: 

Undershaft. You shall see. All religious organizations exist by selling themselves 

to the rich. 

Cusins. Not the [Salvation] Army. That is the Church of the poor. 

Undershaft. All the more reason for buying it. 

Cusins. I dont think you quite know what the Army does for the poor. 

Undershaft. Oh yes I do. It draws their teeth: that is enough for me as a man of 

business. 

Cusins. Nonsense! It makes them sober-

Undershaft. I prefer sober workmen. The profits are larger. 

Cusins. -honest-

Undershaft. Honest workmen are most economical. 

Cusins. -attached to their homes-

Undershaft. So much the better: they will put up with anything sooner than 

change their shop. 

Cusins. -happy-

Undershaft. An invaluable safeguard against revolution. 

Cusins. -unselfish-
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Undershaft. Indifferent to their own interests, which suits me exactly. 

Cusins. -with their thoughts on heavenly things-

Undershaft. [rising] And not on Trade Unionism nor Socialism. Excellent. (98) 

Undershaft's profession and his riches come from selling arms for war. It is not difficult 

to draw some parallels from the play in terms of the "Freedom Corps" that has been 

established to make volunteer service the social equivalent of military service. Shaw's 

critique reminds us that the logic of capitalism is ubiquitous. Major Barbara has the best 

of intentions: she is moved to help those in need; she has faith that the work she does 

with the Salvation Army is good work and an appropriate response to desperate social 

conditions. Shaw warns us that such practices tend to draw our attention away from and, 

indeed, directly serve an economic system that requires exploitation for profit. 

Major Barbara Goes to College 

As I indicated earlier, the culture of volunteerism and social service has 

increasingly been enacted within higher education, and we can expect further expansion 

of such activities given that the 2000 recommendations by the Board of Directors for 

CNCS to congress included service learning and higher education initiatives in nearly 

every area of national service. As higher education expands these initiatives, the rhetoric 

for doing so draws on both furthering the traditional research functions as well as 

cultivating the "good citizenship" of students that reflects the ideological tenets I outlined 

above. For example, Ira Harkavy from the University of Pennsylvania presented at the 

Connecting Community Building and Education Reform: Effective School, Community, 
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University Partnerships joint forum with the U.S. Department of Education and U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development in 1998. At this conference, he argued 

for campus-community partnerships and the civic role of higher education by relating that 

mission to historic research and land grant initiatives. He argues for higher education, 

specifically universities, to pursue community partnerships in order to be themselves 

good citizens. He says: 

Simply put, the need for universities to function as leadership institutions is 

greater than ever before. The interrelated complexity of today's problems requires 

a broad, comprehensive view that transcends institutional particularism and 

avoids, as much as possible, confusing institutional with societal interest. 

Research universities, in principle, are the only modem institutions both designed 

to encompass the broad range of human experience and devoted to the use of 

reason to help deal with the enormous complexity of our society and world. In 

principle, they also approximate a universal institution - an institution whose 

mission is the general mission of societal improvement and democratic 

development, and whose resources, if appropriately organized, can help achieve 

that mission, (par 55) 

He goes on to say, again emphasizing the "simplicity" of the concept: 

Higher educational institutions, quite simply, have both the interest and ability to 

make a profound difference. Universities have compelling reasons - including 

enlightened self-interest - to help to improve America's communities. They are 

among the only institutions rooted in the American city. They cannot move - the 
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community's fate is their fate. Moreover, working to solve the problems of their 

university's locality provides students and faculty members with an outstanding 

opportunity for effective learning, service, and the advancement of knowledge. 

Universities also have enormous resources - human, economic, and other kinds -

which can be used creatively to overcome economic and community 

disintegration, (par 56) 

But, Harkavy's argument ultimately invokes the far more pervasive reasons for higher 

education to become involved in community partnerships. He says, "To put it another 

way, 'altruism pays' - doing good may be the best way for universities to do well" (par 

60). Harkavy links community partnerships to the major way for higher education to 

continue receiving federal and private foundation funds. Additionally, Harkavy stresses 

the fact that "simply put, higher eds cannot move (as other more mobile institutions have 

increasingly done to escape the poverty, crime, and physical deterioration at their gates)" 

(par 58), distinguishing the culture of higher education from mobile capital. Harkavy 

utilizes some form of the word "simple" eleven times throughout this speech, effectively 

naturalizing this function of higher education and effacing the complicated ideological 

and economic implications of campus-community relationships. Harkavy himself is the 

current Associate Vice President and Director of The Center for Community Partnerships 

(CCP) at the University of Pennsylvania. To offer a sense of just how these partnerships 

function in terms of cultural hegemony, the remainder of this chapter analyzes the 

representations and activities of higher education programs such as the CCP, focusing on 

major areas that these programs tend to group themselves under: school and youth 



development, community development, and planning. In these analyses, I hope to 

demonstrate the ways that such programs function hegemonically to name and redefine 

social issues in the interests of maintaining a dominant economic system. 

Partnerships in Focus 
Of the many community-based initiatives in higher education, almost all of them 

have at least some component devoted to youth development or working with school 

reform. A good number of higher education programs focus almost entirely in that area. 

The funding initiatives I identified earlier, such as GEAR UP, tend to encourage such a 

focus. These programs in higher education include policy analysis institutes such as New 

York University's Institute for Education and Social Policy, where the university-based 

center provides "direct technical assistance and training on school improvement" and 

provides "information and technical support" in interpreting policy (NYU "Community 

Involvement"). More frequently, programs and partnerships involve college students 

tutoring and mentoring youth in college readiness programs. The Center for Community 

Partnerships at University of Pennsylvania's West-Philadelphia Improvement Corps 

(WEPIC) is an example of a partnership program that focuses on many areas, from 

community development and renewal to the promotion of health careers. But a significant 

component of the program includes work with youth development and school reform. 

In fact, the CCP itself identifies one of the main emphases of WEPIC as the 

"effort to develop university-assisted community schools" (Summary par 1). The 

significant list of activities undertaken with their main partner school. University City 

High School, includes the placement of student teachers from the graduate program in 

Education and grad-student interns from Fine Arts, Arts and Sciences, and the Nursing 
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School. Programs developed within this initiative include: a Community Development 

Work Study Program linking university grad students with high school students to 

participate in community planning activities; Girl Talk, a program for young women to 

work with college student mentors in creative expression; Environmental 

Action/Marathon Charter, a program designed by a graduate student in which students 

run a recreational after-school program at an elementary school; and a program directed 

by a university faculty director of teacher education and a high school science teacher to 

have high school students teach science in elementary schools. Courses at the university 

that are integrated into this initiative include an Education course aptly titled, 

"Volunteerism and Community Schools." 

The WEPIC initiative has the university deeply entrenched in delivering services 

to the community, from providing furniture, computer access, newspaper publication, day 

care, and actual instruction in topics ranging from aerobics to science education. The 

long-term goal of WEPIC is articulated on its website as: "WEPIC seeks to create 

comprehensive, higher education-assisted community schools that are the social, service 

delivery, and educational hubs for the entire community. Ultimately, WEPIC intends to 

help develop schools that are open 24 hours a day and function as the core building of the 

community" (WEPIC par 2). Funded by federal monies through the CNCS, HUD, and the 

Department of Education, as well as by private foundations such as Kellogg and 

Goldsmith, and through direct corporate giving, the CCP has become the model for such 

community partnerships. Ira Harkavey has become a widely cited expert on campus-
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community partnerships, and is cited in workforce development, service-learning, 

community-development, and revitalizing democracy literature.® 

In fact, the CCP has become the model for campus-community partnerships 

demonstrated by the significant funding for replication of the program. According to the 

CPC's WEPIC website: 

Significant interest in WEPIC's work has been expressed by institutions of higher 

education across the country. Following a two-year planning period supported by 

the DeWitt Wallace-Readeris [sic] Digest Fund that created the WEPIC 

Replication Project, the Fund awarded a three-year, $1 million grant to adapt the 

WEPIC program at the University of Kentucky-Lexington, the University of 

Alabama at Birmingham, and Miami University (the work focused on 

Cincinnati). The grant was also dedicated to strengthening the national network 

of institutions interested in this work. Second level funding for $932,000 was 

approved in November 1997. In August 1997, the Corporation for National 

Service (CNS) also awarded a grant of $500,000 to further develop this work 

nationally. The funded sites have been: Clark Atlanta University, University of 

New Mexico-Albuquerque, Community College of Aurora, University of Denver, 

Bates College, University of Rhode Island, and the University of Dayton. With a 

new $1.5 million CNS grant in September 2000, the number of currently funded 

sites is being expanded to nineteen. Since January 2000, Penn has also developed 

a training and technical assistance program on the higher education-assisted 

community school model in collaboration with the National Center for 
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Community Education through a five-year, $583,000 grant from the Charles 

Stewart Mott Foundation, (par 6) 

Clearly, consensus among funders (private and state) is that the WEPIC model of fully 

integrating institutions of higher education with community social services is a cost-

effective and desirable approach. 

Interestingly enough, assessment of the WEPIC model has been limited. 

According to Joy G. Dryfoos in "Evaluation of Community Schools: Findings to Date," 

"No overall evaluation has been conducted of the WEPIC program but reports from 

individual schools give evidence of progress" (par 11). Most assessment of the program 

is in relation to the number of courses involved in the project, the number of students 

served, and the types of activities being conducted. Other assessment statistics of the 

program reflect (arguably negligible) impacts on K-12 students' achievements in reading 

proficiency, increases in student attendance, drops in the number of student suspensions, 

and increase in parent involvement in student activities. For example, the WEPIC model 

is credited with increasing student achievement at Turner Middle School: "average daily 

attendance improved from 86% to 89%, the promotion rate went up from 78% to 81%, 

parent involvement (percent of parents attending events) increased from 53% to 75%, and 

the number of students suspended decreased dramatically, from 302-102" (Dryfoos par 

12). 

The WEPIC program was initiated based on "rapid and visible deterioration in the 

surrounding neighborhood" (Ostrander 33). The measurements for success appear to 

suggest that the reasons for such deterioration was a lack of volunteer efforts and poor 



student performance in local schools. Initiatives such as the WEPIC program frame and 

measure the solutions to social problems in much the same way as the land grant 

movement framed solutions to social inequity - providing individuals access to specific 

types of institutional educational opportunities in order to develop specific skills and 

character that are defined by the dominant economic system (literacy proficiency, work 

skills, attendance). In addition to these individual skills, programs such as WEPIC 

promote an "ethic of service" - that is, volunteer work - as an individual's civic 

responsibility, and in turn provide substantial volunteer work to support a community that 

otherwise would go without such services. Although the amount of funding that has been 

channeled into such programs as WEPIC is significant, it is obviously a great deal less 

money than it would cost the state or the private sector to provide the services necessary 

to deliver the same relief to a community that suffers the effects of the instability and 

required exploitation of the capitalist economic system. Additionally, programs such as 

WEPIC enable the sponsoring university (in the case of WEPIC, the University of 

Pennsylvania) to justify the meager support it does receive from state funds by making 

itself directly responsive to a local community - both in terms of compensating for 

deficiencies in community school programming and the like, and by further providing 

appropriately skilled workers to the local private sector. 

While a significant number of campus-community partnerships, like WEPIC, 

focus on youth and school development areas, other programs focus on environment and 

sustainable development programs. For example. The University of Louisville's 

Sustainable Urban Neighborhoods (SUN) program, like WEPIC, focuses on a specific 
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neighborhood (in this case, West Louisville), but the activities tend to center directly 

around economic development and private home ownership. SUN has concentrations in 

"Community Development," "Environmental Justice," "Economic Development," and 

"Home Ownership." The Community Development project mobilizes students at the 

University in partnership with local developers to redesign and rebuild neighborhoods. 

For example, SUN describes one such project on Muhammed Ali Street: 

Named after Louisville native and 'The Greatest' Boxer in history, this street has 

traditional larger scale homes built along its frontage. This particular section of 

the street is controlled by the non-profit LCDC. The SUN design team has 

assisted this developer in acquiring the proper agency approvals, composing a 

master development strategy and assisted them with financing the project. The 

team has also designed the homes to be constructed in this area and those which 

have been built since 1993. Two new homes are currently being constructed at the 

two lots on the North East corner of Muhammad Ali Blvd. These will be the first 

homes constructed in this neighborhood to sell for more than $100,000. 

(Muhammed) 

The fact that this program boasts that it has been instrumental through the volunteer 

efforts of university students in the apparent gentrification of this particular street appears 

to contradict its stated mission of "developing and preserving affordable, attractive, and 

accessible housing" and to support "affordable home ownership programs" (About SUN). 

This contradiction is not superficial, but rather again reveals the hegemonic 

characteristics of campus-community partnerships. 
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The ideological contradictions in campus-community partnerships stem from 

hegemonic institutional imperatives - imperatives I have argued are imbricated in the 

dominant logic of a socio-economic system that depends on class structure and the 

rhetoric of individual access to mobility within that system. These contradictions are 

often evidenced in the ways that service learning activities are written about. For 

example, Ellen Cushman's article "The Rhetorician as an Agent of Social Change," 

considers community-based activities for research and teaching in relation to the civic 

responsibility of the university. The article reveals Cushman's deep concern for education 

to be connected to social activism and for universities to be working for the benefit of 

surrounding communities. She makes potent observations about the troubling distance 

between the university and "the community" and the disenfranchisement of that 

community. She argues that the value of individual contributions at localized levels that 

most often come from service learning activities cannot be underestimated or rejected as 

powerful aspects of social change. Like Harkavey, Cushman suggests that those of us in 

the university have a uniquely powerful position from which to work as individuals to 

enact social change. The value of such activism for the university, she argues, is that it is 

based on "reciprocity," that is "the give-and-take" or "exchange" between the person 

serving and those served (16). Reciprocity with the community means that as one enters 

the community to "empower" the members of that community, they are, in turn 

"empowered" by those same members . Her definition of empowerment is threefold: "(a) 

to enable someone to achieve a goal by providing resources for them; (b) to facilitate 

actions - particularly those associated with language and literacy; (c) to lend our power 
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or status to forward people's achievement" (14). In order to demonstrate this 

empowerment activism at work, she draws on her own experiences as a tutor in a 

primarily black neighborhood. 

The examples of empowerment for the community that Cushman provides are 

based on Cushman's position in the university and her literacy that allow her to "lend 

status" to enable community members to obtain status of their own. She helps one 

woman practice speaking to managers of potential apartments and goes with the woman 

to view the apartments because, as the woman says, '"having you with me will make me 

seem respectable, you being from RPI and air"(16). In another example, she helped 

women apply for college for the first time by giving them access to university computing 

facilities, taking them to libraries, bookstores, and even her own apartment, providing 

"these people who want time away from the neighborhood to achieve their literate goals" 

(15). Cushman herself was empowered, she explains, because the people in the 

neighborhood allowed her to "represent them" in her writing, facilitating her progress in 

achieving her advanced degree. She was also empowered within the community by her 

work with them; she says, "They've legitimized my presence in their neighborhood, in 

masque, and in some institutions simply by associating with me. Through reciprocity, 

they've enabled me to come closer to achieving my goal everyday" (17). 

One of the major lines of argument in Cushman's essay is that status determines 

our ability to facilitate community service. Cushman emphasizes "access routes," and 

utilizing "our positions in the academy," and the notion that we empower others when we 

"lend our status for their achievement." She claims that access into the community and 
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use of university positions allow us "to show our identification" with communities, 

giving both the opportunity to "together assess and redraw lines of power structures 

between them" (19). Our responsibility in the university, she claims, is "to garner the 

status and resources that we then return to the community" (19). This emphasis on status 

and using university position to "empower" the community also is a main line in Aaron 

Schutz and Anne Ruggles Gere's article, "Service Learning and English Studies". 

Schutz and Gere attempt to look at ways we can utilize service learning to foster 

public activism in students. Schutz and Gere attempt to redefine service learning 

activities from those that encourage very "private" encounters, such as tutoring, to 

activities that "explicitly reach out to new communities .... to ensure the development of 

public practices that do not become exclusionary" (145). Schutz and Gere argue that 

service activities need to be reframed to address more "'public' issues such as social 

forms of oppression and normalization" (134). They would like to avoid the limitations 

that Bruce Herzberg's "Community Service and Critical Teaching" critique of his class 

tutoring project addressed - the tendency for students to isolate social problems in terms 

of the individual: "these social forces can easily be constructed as individual problems 

and may even be located in some imagined 'autonomous' self of the tutee (as 

deficiencies, as 'bad' decisions) instead of more complex relation to the society at large" 

(qtd. in Schutz and Gere 135). The benefit of revising service learning activities away 

from situations where students see themselves as "helping" out the people they serve with 

individual problems, Schutz and Gere claim, is the creation of "relational" interactions, 

"with increased equality" between the students and those served. They explain, "The 
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approach we have discussed does not represent an unrealistic attempt to eliminate all 

inequality, but instead seeks to create practices that might both foreground inequality and 

take advantage of 'difference'" (144). They encourage activities that will create "outreach 

efforts that attempt to include those from different communities as relative equals (even if 

they can never entirely succeed)" (145). Such projects will allow students to relinquish 

some of their unequal powers (being students from the university and entering 

disenfranchised communities) and allow them "moments where they are the learners 

instead of the experts" (145). Schutz and Gere, then would like to see the difference in 

power and status destabilized by the experience, shifted temporarily in the public 

exchange of a service relationship. 

Cushman, and Schutz and Gere, however, begin with the assumed privilege of the 

university. The students gaining entree into a community have status and privilege 

garnered by their positions in the institution from which they come. The students, it is 

perceived, have resources and literacies which they can share with communities in order 

to "empower" those communities to achieve similar privileges. The goal of service here, 

ultimately is for students to volunteer their time, their labor, and their status to engender 

other individuals in communities with that same status. At the same time, students 

receive the deliverable, the unexpected benefit, of what communities have to offer them; 

while in those communities, their gifts are reciprocated by the "different" gifts the 

communities have to offer. Most often, those community gifts are "lessons" which 

facilitate the students' own educational goals. According to this rhetoric, everyone wins. 
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Communities and students appear to both get what they need to achieve goals beyond the 

actual service activity. 

While other parts of the university are engaged in market-serving and market-like 

behavior, gaining the "prestige" that such activities offer, the rhetoric and material 

practices of community-oriented programs such as these function to reinscribe 

institutional prestige within the local community. In effect, the community activities 

undertaken enable the privatized/corporatized research activities of the university by 

rhetorically reinforcing the authority of institutions of higher education within the 

community, and by offering accountability to the community through defining and 

meeting needs in terms of economic development. In this way, higher education is able to 

serve and profit from the private sector while continuing to serve as a powerful 

hegemonic force. Even while disciplines and areas of institutions of higher education that 

are not directly market-related are materially devalued and marginalized, they perform 

the essential ideological services to maintain higher education as a cultural hegemonic 

force. 

Good Intentions and the Necessity of Critique 

It is important to note that within the given logic of this system service learning 

and community-based activities are successful. What they are successful at achieving, 

however, is the reinscription of the cultural hegemony of higher education and the 

economic system higher education is imbricated in. These initiatives, whether they are 

full-scale partnership programs such as WEPIC or SUN, or smaller projects between 
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courses and students working in specific community sites, tend to reflect the hegemonic 

goals of defining community-need in terms of individual access to opportunity and 

inscribing the solutions to community problems as "service." Through these 

relationships, institutions of higher education gain visibility and cultural authority by 

being responsive to communities' needs, and that authority contributes to the gained 

acceptance of the definition of and solutions to community needs. Thus, while claiming 

to create "relative" equality, such work tends to actually reinforce a class system that is, 

ultimately, necessary for liberal capitalism. 

These implications are not merely ideological, but carry material implications for 

everyone both by not sufficiently addressing social inequity, but in fact perpetuating the 

conditions that require it. What I hope to have demonstrated from the preceding analysis 

is that community-based activities, and especially "service" and volunteerism tied to 

those activities, have provided a significant opportunity for higher education to respond 

to the changes in social conditions in this historical moment. Re-reflecting higher 

education's roots in the land grant movement, the current expansion of community-based 

initiatives has enabled higher education to perform its function of reasserting hegemony 

in support of a dominant system. Just as in the early articulations of institutionalized 

public higher education, institutions' direct relationship to local communities is 

intricately tied to service to industry and the perpetuation of economic interests. That 

relationship is ensured by the discursive powers that inform and dictate the activities of 

institutions through funding, national and state policies, and rhetorical positioning (media 

coverage, political speeches, and other key representations). 



In these chapters, I have pointed out the hegemonic functions and implications of 

community-based activities in higher education not to summarily reject them nor to 

suggest that this is a monolithic system devoid of agency and possibility. I believe that 

the motivations that underpin most community-based activities are sincerely committed 

to impacting social inequity and genuinely addressing the material needs of communities. 

However, without a critical conception of the larger forces at work on and in the 

institutions from which these activities are maintained, and without a carefully defined 

concept of critical pedagogy, we run the risk of perpetuating and actually exacerbating 

the conditions we seek to transform. In the next chapter, I turn to the necessary work of 

envisioning alternatives and constructing responses to these conditions through 

articulated pedagogical theories and practices. 
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Notes 

1. See for example, MotherJones.com's special report. Debt to Society, a detailed online 
project examining the expansion of prisons in this country. In "How We got to Two 
Million: How Did the Land of the Free Become the World's Leading Jailer?", Vince 
Beiser says: "Housing each prisoner costs taxpayers around $20,000 per year - money 
that often comes at the expense of other social programs. Between 1980 and 1996, prison 
spending shot up in every state, while spending on higher education declined in 19 states. 
In May, Colorado lawmakers diverted $59 million earmarked for improving colleges and 
universities into paying for prison expansion" (par 19). 

2. Distance learning and other forms of technology integration in higher education 
continue to be hotly debated both within academic journals and in the popular press. 
David F. Noble's "Digital Diploma Mills: The Automation of Higher Education," raises 
serious issues about the "automation" of education through digital technologies as a 
corporate model that devalues the educational process, deskills the labor of teaching, and 
creates highly problematic mechanisms for generating profit through exploitation and 
standardization. In The Social Life of Information, John Seely Brown (director of the 
Xerox Palo Alto Research Center) and Paul Duguid (UC Berkeley) provide a balanced 
critique of distance learning as damaging to higher education because of the way such 
initiatives ignore and undermine the social context in which technology develops as well 
as the social functions of higher education. The Chronicle of Higher Education has an 
online repository of over twelve years of controversy, opinion, and news on distance 
education trends in their "Issues in Depth" section. 

3. Service-learning actually has a much longer history. For example, the Cooperative 
Education Movement - a sort of internship program to balance study in science and 
engineering with socially relevant work - was founded at the University of Cincinnati in 
1906. "Folk" schools, such as the Highlander Folk School utilized service linked to 
educational experience as early as 1915. The philosophy and educational agendas 
developed by John Dewey in the early twentieth-century clearly proved to be the 
foundation for both experiential and citizenship education projects. According to the 
National Service Learning Clearinghouse's Service-Learning History, in 1966-67, the 
phrase "Service-learning" was "used to describe a TVA-funded project in East Tennessee 
with Oak Ridge Associated Universities, linking students and faculty with tributary area 
development organizations." In the 1980's, national programs were launched to support 
the development of service learning programs. It was the passage of the National 
Community Service Act of 1990, however, that generated the visibility and sustained 
development of service learning that is the focus of my work here. 

4. Clinton consistently linked his work with AmeriCorps to JFK throughout his 
presidency. See, for example, "Remarks by President Clinton at the John F. Kennedy 
Library Dinner." 
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5.The organizations I collaborated with for the project included apparently controversial 
groups which represented gay, lesbian, bi-sexual, and transgendered populations and 
other activist organizations from labor, immigrant rights, and prisoner rights groups. 

6. Ira Harkavy's prominence and recognition in the field of service learning and higher 
education/community partnerships was most recently evidenced by his being awarded the 
2002 Ehrlich Faculty Award for Service Learning by Campus Compact. The University 
of Pennsylvania's press release notes that "Harkavy is the first person to be selected by a 
unanimous vote of the selection committee since the award was established in 1995" (par 
5). In 1997, Harkavy testified before the House of Representatives' committee on 
Housing and Community Opportunity to advocate for support of higher education 
partnerships with communities. Since his tenure at the University of Pennsylvania's CCP, 
Harkavy has consistently been a highlighted speaker in forums, conferences, and policy 
meetings across the country. 
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Chapter 3 
Critical Pedagogy and Community-Based Learning 

In previous chapters, I have argued and demonstrated that the assumptions 

underpinning higher education's community-based activities are that there are problems 

in society that require attention and that education is a viable site in which to turn 

students' attention and energy toward solving those issues. Service-learning and other 

community-based programs, then, are concerned with the role of education in social 

relations and sociopolitical structures. Community-based programs are based on, we 

might say, a pedagogy of hope in that those who practice community-based learning 

believe that such activities will make a difference, that the issues communities face are 

not "natural" or simply "the way things are." 

My father dear, I am a prisoner 
Don't be ashamed to tell my crime 
The crime of love and brotherhood 
And only silence is shame 

With me I have my love, my innocence, 
The workers, and the poor 
For all of this I'm safe and strong 
And hope is mine 
Rebellion, revolution don't need dollars 
They need this instead 
Imagination, suffering, light and love 
And care for every human being 
You never steal, you never kill 
You are a part of hope and life 
The revolution goes from man to man 
And heart to heart 
And I sense when I look at the stars 
That we are children of life 
Death is small 

Joan Baez, Ballad ofSacco and 
Vanzetti Part 2 



In my introduction and in chapter one, I identified the social conditions we 

currently face that demand that change is necessary. Further, along with Paula Allman 

and other Marxist theorists, I argued that the etiology of the "social problems" we face 

can be identified as the dominance of capitalism (American liberal capitalism in its 

rapidly globalizing project). With those theorists, I claim that "solving" the problems we 

face requires a radical transformation of that socio-economic system. In those first 

chapters, I argued that the institution of higher education has historically been and 

continues to be a major contributing factor to perpetuating the socio-economic system. I 

demonstrated the ways in which the "progressive" activities of higher education actually 

function to create positive conditions for capitalism while containing resistance to that 

system. However, the preceding critiques of higher education were not meant to claim in 

any cynical fashion that there is not potential for contributing to social change from such 

an institutional site. Like Allman and Peter McLaren, and like Paulo Freire, I wish to 

articulate some possible approaches to the contradictions and potentials available in the 

relationship between institutionalized education and critical responses to social issues. 

This chapter addresses the role of critical pedagogy in contributing to counter-hegemonic 

potentials. I summarize the Freirian concepts of praxis, history, and dialogue as 

dialectical approaches to institutionalized education specifically in terms of community-

based learning activities. I make the important distinction between such a critical 

pedagogy and what I understand Peter McLaren defining as "revolutionary" pedagogy. 

And, in the next chapter, I conclude by providing a specific practical approach to 
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enacting practices for community-based partnerships I believe achieve a critical 

framework for engaging in a larger project of social transformation. 

Why Community-Based Learning? 

The common message of community-based learning as it is currently 

implemented is that education is a privilege, makes an individual "better" than others and 

able to help or speak for the poor, the uneducated, the disadvantaged. The message 

continues that if you are lucky enough to be privileged in this fashion, your responsibility 

is to help others who are not, to give them the opportunity to have some of the 

opportunities, or more accurately, access to the opportunities you have had. The focus of 

community-based learning is individualized commitment to helping others, direct 

volunteerism as band-aid measures, and most importantly protecting the discursive power 

of institutional knowledge. In short, community-based learning often simply contributes 

to the ideology of service that enables those in power to feel better about being in power 

and provides enough relief to the materially exploited to keep them exploited. 

At this point, critical theorists might draw the conclusion that community-based 

learning is another form of an "opiate of the people" and, therefore, simply reject and 

resist it, and turn their attention to other work of bringing about the conditions of 

revolution. However, I would like to warn against this too-easy criticism and rejection. 

As I suggested in the first chapter, the goals of critical theory are, ultimately, to achieve a 

collectively articulated vision of an alternative to oppressive systems. In approaching the 

work we do as educators from institutional sites such as higher education, it is essential 
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that we are able to identify what principles are necessary for enacting practices that will 

enable us to work toward achieving that social transformation. In the next section, I look 

at three concepts (praxis, history, and dialogue) that create a methodology for 

community-based education. Here, however, I would like to identify some principles that 

make re-appropriating community-based learning a necessary aspect of critical pedagogy. 

Gramsci's theory of hegemony, which I explicated in the first chapter, provides a 

complex explanation of the ways systems of power effectively win the consent of human 

subjects by creating material conditions, ideological constructs, and systems of belief that 

effectively obviate critical participation and active decision-making. That humans have 

relatively easy recourse to depending on such belief systems to "regulate" their lives, 

however, does not mean it cannot be otherwise. Critical theorists, by pointing to the 

contradictory nature of systems and the ways in which those institutionalized discursive 

practices work to conceal or contain those contradictions, reveal the potential for possible 

transformations through actively finding alternative, oppositional ways of engaging social 

relations. Critical theory, then, utilizes a methodology of analysis to explain how systems 

work and to read out the implications of those systems, such as exploitation, inhumane 

living conditions, environmental degradation, and the like. In that way, critical theory 

provides incentive for social transformation. Moreover, critical theory seeks to provide a 

framework for such transformation to be enacted by asserting the values by which change 

can be initiated. That is to say that critical theory does not seek to provide the solutions to 

the problems of the dominant system, because such predetermined solutions would 

merely reproduce problematic power structures (as they historically have). Myles Horton, 
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who worked tirelessly his whole life engaging in and working with others as they 

engaged in critical theory, concludes his autobiography with a reflection on this aspect of 

social change: 

When I speak about a social goal, the goal for society, and for myself, I don't say, 

"This is exactly what it's going to be like." I don't have a blueprint in mind. I'm 

thinking more of a vision, I'm thinking of direction and I'm thinking of steps. I'm 

thinking more in terms of signs pointing in the right direction than I am of the 

shape of future society, because I don't know what that shape is going to be—I 

don't know of anybody who has predicted correctly. (226) 

According to Horton, and according to other critical theorists and educators from Marx, 

Gramsci, Freire, and Paula Allman, a genuinely radical way to achieve social justice must 

come from human beings themselves participating and actively shaping a different world. 

Such participation, according to critical theory, will only occur if there are specific 

principles guiding social relations and the discursive practices of education for 

transformation. 

Critical theory is based first and foremost on the principle of commitment: 

commitment to justice and humanity; commitment to the rigorous critique of current and 

historical social relations; commitment to the effort necessary to bring about more 

equitable social relations; commitment to defining justice and equity in collaboration 

with other human beings. Marx's impassioned, lifelong critique of capitalism was 

motivated, not by academic curiosity, but rather by a deep commitment to humanity. 

Marx was not interested in merely describing the world as it was, but envisioning a world 
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as it could be, and as it ought to be, in order for all human beings not simply to have the 

rhetorical opportunity to "succeed" as defined by capitalism as accumulating material 

excess, or even to simply meet basic material needs. Marx envisioned a world where 

human beings met their basic material needs and were able to be fulfilled individuals in 

collective spirit with other human beings. Marx was committed to that vision and 

therefore approached his work with passion. Marx was unbending in his work, defining it 

as "the ruthless criticism of the existing order, ruthless in that it will shrink neither from 

its own discoveries, nor from conflict with the powers that be" ("Letter to Arnold Ruge"). 

The importance of commitment, of continued engaged critique, remains an 

integral part of critical theory. In Marxism and Literature, Raymond Williams says of 

political/ideological commitment in writing (and criticism) that, "[cjommitment, if it 

means anything, is surely conscious, active and open: a choice of position" (200). In 

Pedagogy of the Oppressed, Paulo Freire states the goals of critical engagement (or 

"witness") as: 

consistency between words and actions; boldness which urges the witnesses to 

confront existence as a permanent risk; radicalization (not sectarianism) leading 

both the witnesses and the ones receiving that witness to increasing action; 

courage to love (which far from being accommodation to an unjust world, is 

rather the transformation of that world in behalf of the increasing liberation of 

humankind); and faith in the people . . .. (157) 

Peter Merod, in The Political Responsibility of the Critic, identifies critical theory as 

"intellectual passion," and argues: "intellectual passion is not a style. It is a form of 
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warfare (in Nietzche's sense), free of gloom, that converts aggression to self-conscious 

energy" (3). Terry Eagleton points out, in the introduction to his work On Ideology, that 

"it is because people do not cease to desire, struggle and imagine, even in the most 

apparently unpropitious of conditions, that the practice of political emancipation is a 

genuine possibility" (xiv); and he defines critique as "that form of discourse which seeks 

to inhabit the experience of the subject from inside, in order to elicit those 'valid' features 

of that experience which point beyond the subject's present condition" (xiv). In Critical 

Education Against Global Capitalism, Paula Allman details critical pedagogy as 

requiring: "Commitment to learning to 'read the world' critically and to transforming the 

conventional, hegemonic or dominant and pervasive educational relations, based on at 

least an initial level of understanding of why the transformations are necessary" (178). 

Allman also identifies "vigilance" and "passion" as essential elements of critical 

education. 

Even more fundamental to critical theory, is that such commitment and passion is 

oriented toward human emancipation and collective will. Freire writes that critical 

education 

affirms women and men as beings who transcend themselves, who move forward 

and look ahead, for whom immobility represents a fatal threat, for whom looking 

at the past must only be a means of understanding more clearly what and who 

they are so that they can more wisely build the future. . . . Accordingly, the point 

of departure must always be with men and women in the "here and now," which 
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constitutes the situation within which they are submerged, from which they 

emerge, and in which they intervene. {Pedagogy of the Oppressed 65-66) 

What Freire, and all critical theorists invested in human emancipation from oppressive 

systems of social power, argues is that critical education must start with the assumption 

that the direction of transformation must be determined by humans in a collective, 

respective, collaborative effort. That is, those who have been legitimized with 

institutional credibility from the dominant system cannot determine the path of social 

transformation for some abstract sense of the people. Allman argues, "If democracy is to 

become a way of living . . . rather than just an abstract or formal designation for a form of 

government, then it must become a process that we incorporate in every aspect of our 

social existence and also internalize within ourselves so that it becomes an integral part of 

our identity or ethical and moral makeup" (181). Myles Horton echoes this principle 

when he writes; "I think it's important to understand that the quality of the process you 

use to get to a place determines the ends, so when you want to build a democratic society, 

you have to act democratically in every way" (227). While the term is not unproblematic, 

it is clear that by "democratic," both Allman and Horton mean genuine collective 

participation in shaping social relations to continue to enable engaged participation and 

human fulfillment. 

These elements of critical theory and critical pedagogy—commitment to 

transforming social relations and collective participation in that transformation—make 

community-based education a necessary aspect of a critical project. Not engaging a 

broader community element in the course of "critical" education presents the danger of 
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simply perpetuating a contained and abstract notion of education itself. Tying education 

to the goal of social transformation necessitates a total engagement with social relations 

not only as they are determined within educational institutional constructs, but also into 

the broader social totality in which those constructs are embedded and imbricated. 

Critics of community-based learning, including myself, are obligated to point out 

the limitations of such things as service-learning and community partnerships that reify 

problematical social hierarchies and enable exploitative social and labor practices to 

continue unchecked and unexamined. The commitment of critical theory obligates us to 

point out the detrimental implications of definitions of such things as citizenship or 

service as over-individualized concepts that leave oppressive socio-economic systems in 

tact. It is not a matter of mean-spirited criticism to argue that the forced agenda of social 

contracts facilitated by the infrastructures I described in the previous chapter remove 

social responsibility from state and corporate structures and create undemocratic means 

of social control. Such critiques are essential to intervening in such social processes. 

However, to consequently reject community-based learning is to ignore the more 

fundamental element of a critical education project—engaging humans in the goals of 

their own emancipation from such oppressive systems. 

Whether institutionalized education includes community-based activities or not, 

the hegemonic structure of institutions always/already tend to frustrate the goals of 

critical pedagogy. However, if through critique we recognize the ways in which those 

goals are frustrated, we also are perhaps able to identify ways in which those goals might 

be on some level realized from institutionalized sites. If we understand our own agency 
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within institutional constructs and actively appropriate and redefine those constructs, 

while heeding the dynamics of power and discursive practices, community-based 

learning is perhaps one of the more powerful sites from which to enact a critical project. 

As an example of how and why we might want to utilize Marxist or critical social 

theories to appropriate community-based learning for a radical agenda, I look to third-

world liberation theology. Without meaning to place a religious agenda on the table, I 

believe the case of liberation theology perhaps teaches us a great deal about the re-

appropriation of the tools of oppression. Christianity has historically served the interests 

of capitalism in an extraordinarily effective fashion. The ideological work done in the 

name of God, from colonization to the pacification of the most desperately exploited 

peoples in the world, makes Christianity, in many senses, an essential tool of capitalism. 

What warrants our attention here, however, is that religion is such an effective apparatus 

because it also functions to bring humans together and provides direction and coherence, 

because it in some ways mends the alienating atomization and fragmentation wrought by 

economic exploitation. Liberation theologians—those who combine a deep sense of 

religious faith with Marxist theory—recognize the discursive power of religion as having 

the potential to work for social justice rather than for oppression. 

Utilizing a Marxist framework for analysis, liberation theologians are able to 

expose the ideological work of religion and at the same time call for a re-interpretation 

that leads to class consciousness and ideals of social justice. Juan Luis Segundo, in "The 

Hermeneutic Circle," explains: 
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When we view religion under the lens of ideological suspicion, it shows up as two 

things: (1) as a specific interpretation of Scripture imposed by the ruling classes in 

order to maintain their exploitation—though this intention may never be made 

explicit; and (2) as an opportunity for the proletariat to convert religion into their 

own weapon in the class struggle through a new ... interpretation of the 

Scriptures. (73) 

This type of reinterpretation is what enables the "Declaration of the 80"—the declaration 

of a group of priests in Santiago Chile as Christians for Socialism—that powerfully re-

appropriates religion in service to a socialist ideal: "As Christians, we do not see any 

incompatibility between Christianity and socialism.... The fact is that socialism offers 

new hope that persons can be more complete. .. ; that is, more conformed to Jesus Christ, 

who came to liberate us from any and every sort of bondage" (13). This reinterpretation 

enables Leonardo Boff to reclaim the figure of Jesus as a revolutionary: "The message of 

Jesus is of a radical and total liberation of the human condition from all its alienating 

elements" (109). While remaining highly critical of the history of Christianity and the 

role religion has played in the oppression of people, liberation theology exercises the 

power of that critique in order to discursively articulate and motivate a radically 

transformative social vision. 

Again, I do not wish to evangelize here, but I am inspired by the power of this re-

appropriation and the difference liberation theology has made in the struggles of the 

people in Latin America.' It seems to me that perhaps the most effective way to address 

the current situation in community-based learning is precisely to re-appropriate it for all 
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of its critical potential—potential I understand as challenging the discursive boundaries 

and intellectual containment within the academy, potential to interrogate the privilege of 

education and create class consciousness, potential to force students and academics out of 

comfortable positions of privilege and into the recognition of their own complicity in 

systems of oppression. Marxist critique, to my mind, is the only route to that re-

appropriation and realization of that potential. 

In order for community-based learning to be more than the mass creation of an 

army of volunteers alleviating the surface level pain caused by economic systems, or 

enabling the structures of exploitation, an integral part of those activities must be critique. 

It is irresponsible, from a critical pedagogy perspective, to send students out into 

communities to further reify the conditions of exploitation under the blanket of an 

unarticulated ideology. It is unacceptable to silently reinforce totalizing hierarchies by 

allowing students to believe that their role in community service is to share privilege, as 

if the logic of everyone having the apparent opportunity to have access is the same as 

guaranteeing everyone access. However, it is no more effective to reject the necessity of 

students moving outside of academic walls and working within communities to gain an 

understanding of what their education and the system they are gaining entree into creates 

and necessitates. 

Rhetoric of Hope Reclaimed: Freirian Principles of Critical Pedagogy 

As I have shown in previous chapters, especially chapter two, the dominant 

rhetoric promoting community-based activities is of hope and change. The theorist most 
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often associated with a pedagogy of hope is, of course, Paulo Freire, and theories of 

community-based learning have drawn explicitly on him when articulating goals of 

service-learning or other community partnerships. Carol W. Kinsley ("Community 

Service Learning as Pedagogy") states that, "The CSL development process evolved by 

combining the theories of Freire, Tyler, and Taba" (par 13). Stephanie Kurtzman 

("Collapsing the Ivory Tower; Service-Learning in Higher Education") identifies the 

theories of Freire in terms of collaboration, and she says, "Although Freire's ... 

liberationist pedagogy appears only sporadically in service-learning literature, it lends 

itself well to the formulation of service-learning philosophies" (par 14). Freire's 

pedagogy and theory do lend themselves well to understanding service learning and 

community-based partnerships theoretically. But, it is important that we understand what 

Freire's theories are in more detail in order to fully appreciate their implications for 

community-based learning. 

Freire's pedagogy must be understood as "critical pedagogy." Critical pedagogy 

is an approach to teaching and learning that strives to create and achieve: 

the self-empowering pedagogical conditions within which both teachers and 

students can better make sense of the world and their interactions therein—to 

engage and thus interact as participants (shapers) of history, rather than simply 

objects (passive recipients) to be acted upon, manipulated, and controlled. 

Emphasizing the need for political awareness, critical work is enormously 

important for developing a theoretical framework that historically and socially 

situates the deeply embedded roots of racism, discrimination, violence, and 
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disempowerment in this country. Instead of perpetuating the assumption that such 

realities are inevitable, the theories presented in critical pedagogy invite the reader 

to further explore the relationship between the larger historic, economic, and 

social constructs and their inextricable connection to ideology and power. 

(Leistyna and Woodrum 6f 

Freire considers these issues to be paramount in all educational endeavors. He frequently 

reasserts his concern for contextualizing his theories in terms of social processes and 

critique to uncover and address systems and structures that created unjust conditions. 

Freire argues that education, knowing, and action are all embedded in social processes 

and should never be understood as individual or isolated processes: "I engage in dialogue 

because I recognize the social and not merely the individualistic character of the process 

of knowing" ("A Dialogue" 202). 

Freire writes consistently of the role of the educator as being one informed by 

hope: "One of the most important tasks of critical educational practice is to make possible 

the conditions in which the learners ... engage in the experience of assuming themselves 

as social, historical, thinking, communicating, transformative, creative persons; dreamers 

of possible Utopias, capable of being angry because of the capacity to love" {Pedagogy of 

Freedom 45). But this "hopefulness" is intimately connected to the function of and 

necessity of critique for Freire, and he is critical of educational projects that do not 

include that element of critique. He asserts that, "The kind of education that does not 

recognize the right to express appropriate anger against injustice, against disloyalty, 
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against the negation of love, against exploitation, and against violence fails to see the 

educational role implicit in the expression of these feelings" (45). Elsewhere, he says. 

If we are cultural beings with the capacity to learn and to opt, to discover 

knowledge, then we create because we discover, since, for human beings, to 

discover is to create. If all of this is true, the education of human beings should 

never be restricted to a true intellectual training that limits itself to merely 

exposing students to what [Gerald] Graff calls a pedagogy of conflict—as if all 

existed on an equal basis—without creating conditions that will enable students to 

understand the nature of the ideologies that created the conflicts in the first place. 

("A Dialogue" 214) 

In other words, for Freire (and other critical pedagogy theorists), it is not enough to teach 

students to care and to seek change; critical pedagogy seeks to enable them to see the 

systems that produce the need for change and to enable them to participate in finding 

ways of changing those systems, to work toward a more just world of their making as a 

social process. Achieving this practice, Freire believes, requires praxis, history, and 

dialogue. 

Praxis 
Praxis (in its most simplified terms) is the enactment of theory in practice. The 

concept of praxis is tied intricately to the notion of "critique" in that it suggests rigorous 

analysis (of systems, relations, manifestations of those relations) according to a 

philosophical (or, more simply, an articulated) framework and a direct, concrete 

application of that theoretical knowledge in a process. Praxis is more than coming up 

with an abstract hypothesis or theory and performing an experiment to test the validity of 
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the theory. Praxis is hinged to the study of human, social issues and is a recursive process 

in which analysis and application constantly inform each other toward the goal of 

achieving substantive change. Praxis, as a Marxist concept, is not simply a theory of 

doing, but a theory of knowing and being as well. Paula Allman explains, 

Marx's theory of consciousness—praxis—based as it is on an entirely different 

[from idealism] and revolutionary form of materialism, produces a relational, 

historically specific and therefore contingent and conditional theory of 

knowledge. This means that the knowledge that is produced at a particular 

historical conjuncture will be influenced by the material conditions that prevail at 

its time of production. (168) 

Praxis, then, is a dialectical concept. Dialectic, an essential part of critique, is the constant 

adjusting of ideological assumptions, the challenging of both theoretical and practical 

orientations based on the material and historical realities of humans impacted by the 

social systems they live in. Marxist dialectic demands that all perspectives be responsive 

to change. Marxist dialectic suggests that all apparent constants are illusory constructs, 

and what is most valuable is the flux and moments of change inherent in all social 

systems. According to this theory, critique is never complete; we critique current 

historical material conditions and the discourses that construct and reproduce them with 

the goal of transforming those conditions; once we impact those discourses or cause 

change, we have a whole new set of historical material conditions that requires critique 

yet again. The goal is not some static moment or dogmatic conclusion to a "problem," but 

a constant, rigorous engagement with our material world in social relations.^ 



The concept of praxis is clearly suited for experiential education (such as 

community-based learning) as it integrates abstract learning with concrete experience and 

application. However, within the rubric of praxis, the experience and application must be 

informed by a critical theory that examines systemic issues, larger contexts, and 

implications, and which remains tied to the recursive notion of a dialectical process. That 

is, no response is the final response, no action the sufficient action—all responses and 

actions inform theory and create new situations, new needs, new responses. Community-

based learning activities may be understood as praxis in as much as they tie a concrete 

experience to concepts in the classroom. However, they can only be understood 

genuinely as praxis (in the critical sense) if those concrete experiences are tied to 

analyses of contexts and systemic causes for the individual experiences and if those 

experiences are tied back to broadening the theoretical understanding of power and 

change. Such a critical framework takes place only within historicized approaches. 

History 
Critical education depends on historical contextualizing. That is, the goal of 

critical pedagogies and, I would argue, community-based learning or partnerships, is 

change. But change requires a sense of history, "that people place themselves in history, 

the assumption being that we are never independent of the social and historical forces that 

surround us" (Leistyna, et al. 199). In critical theory, examining the history of something 

includes looking at the complex material practices, such as modes of production, and the 

complex social forces and discursive structures surrounding those practices in order to 

discover the dialectical relationships of social relations to those conditions. Freire himself 

argues (repeatedly) that "[a]s historical beings, our actions are not merely historical, but 
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also are historically conditioned" ("A Dialogue" 221). This notion of history extends 

most clearly to the objects of study that we undertake as educators and students. To take 

the example of service-learning curricula, the issues that students engage with in this type 

of study are embedded within a history; the students' (and the instructor's) responses to 

those issues are embedded within and shaped by a history; the causes of and the attempts 

to address or solve those issues are also embedded within a history; and the experiences 

or products of the students' engagement with those issues impact and create new 

histories. Those historical contexts are essential to a broader understanding of the issues 

and of the responses to the issues, not simply for the immediate experience of the student, 

but for those who follow. In order for the service-learning activity to be critical, this 

notion of history—our ability to conceive of history as well as to intervene in history 

through that broader understanding—must inform the praxis of the activities. Such a 

relationship allows us to understand our agency at the same time as it reveals the larger 

systems that frame problems we seek to change. Additionally, this notion of praxis and 

history contributes to and is created by a collective project to understand and affect the 

world. Such a collective project is the product of dialogue. 

Dialogue 
Perhaps most central to Freire's theories is the notion of dialogue. Dialogue (in 

Freireian terms) is not to be understood as a simplistic exchange or a structured 

framework where the conversation is controlled to reach a predetermined end. It is also 

not to be understood as "conversation," or limited to the immediate parties engaging in 

verbal exchange. Dialogue is a situated, open-ended exchange directed at an object of 

knowledge in which contexts and perspectives are recursively presented and shaped. A 
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major concern for Freire was that his notion of "dialogue" was often reduced to a 

"methodology" or "technique." In a dialogue with Donaldo Macedo (Freire often wrote 

in dialogue with others in a sort of demonstration of his own theoretical understanding of 

dialectical dialogue—see for example his dialogues with Myles Horton, M. Escobar & G. 

Guevara Niebla, Peter Mclaren, Ira Shor, and J. Fraser), Freire says: 

In order to begin to understand the meaning of a dialogical practice, we have to 

put aside the simplistic understanding of dialogue as a mere technique. Dialogue 

does not represent a somewhat false path that I attempt to elaborate on and realize 

in the sense of involving the ingenuity of the other. On the contrary, dialogue 

characterizes an epistemological relationship. Thus, in this sense, dialogue is a 

way of knowing and should never be viewed as a mere tactic to involve students 

in a particular task. We have to make this point very clear. I engage in dialogue 

not necessarily because I like the other person. I engage in dialogue because I 

recognize the social and not merely the individualistic character of the process of 

knowing. ("A Dialogue" 202) 

For Freire, genuine dialogue is always the definition of genuine education and is always 

the appropriate approach to defining and engaging knowledge. 

Dialogue recognizes the agency and worth of individuals. In relation to 

community-based learning, however, this principle of dialogue has relevance beyond the 

relationship of the instructor to the student; it is in fact central to the relationship between 

educators and the communities and organizations working on community issues. That is, 

this understanding of dialogue has everything to do with an understanding of 



collaboration necessary to form and guide partnerships with the community. In situations 

where collaborations with the community are not undertaken through dialogue with the 

community, not simply introductions and brief exchanges, but dialogue in a Freirean 

sense, the danger is that the relationship becomes what Freire characterizes above as a 

"mere tactic," where the community is enlisted as a follower down an already determined 

path. The "other"—in this case the community partner—tends to be presented with a 

script, or is treated as having a separate script rather than being engaged in a genuine 

dialogue as a way of knowing. What dialogue in the critical sense would mean in these 

situations is that all participants in the object of knowledge would participate in a 

significant way in the dialogue about the object, co-constructing analyses and responses 

and connecting experiences toward the goals of the collaboration. What becomes clear in 

the analysis of these concepts—praxis, history, dialogue—is that they provide a 

framework by which to articulate an approach to community-based learning and other 

partnerships across institutions, such as what I outline in the final chapter. 

Knowing Our Limits: Critical Versus "Revolutionary" Pedagogy 

The process of dialectic is as important in articulating a critical project as it is in 

enacting one. Having asserted the potential of critical pedagogy and the principles by 

which that potential might be achieved, I would like to dialectically return to identifying 

the limitations of this work before discussing a concrete application of critical pedagogy 

in community-based learning. The bulk of my critique of higher education in this work 

has been to identify the ways in which it functions as a dominant institution that contains 
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resistance to power structures. I have argued that institutions are discursively constructed 

to include levels of accountability and rhetorical frameworks that tend to reproduce 

ideological conditions essential for maintaining (rather than challenging) the dominant 

socio-economic system. In the previous chapters, I argued that when social need or social 

action is defined by and within dominant institutions, those definitions and needs tend to 

be redefined through discursive constraints. This tendency of institutional work has 

significant implications for enacting a critical project. 

Much critical theory has been concerned with the effectiveness of capitalism at 

appropriating oppositional concepts and practices. Theodor Adorno and Max 

Horkheimer, for example, looked extensively at "the culture industry" and the ways in 

which capitalism appropriates cultural symbols in order to serve, not only a direct market 

logic, but to neutralize individual style into an ideological conformity. Examples of 

further theorizing of this culture-market relationship can be found in the work of 

Baudrillard ("The Ideological Genesis of Need"), Thorsten Veblen ("Conspicuous 

Consumption"), bell hooks ("Eating the Other: Desire and Resistance"). Another 

compelling collection of critique of the tendency of capitalism to appropriate symbols of 

resistance is The Baffler's Commodify Your Dissent, which contains essays that detail the 

ways in which oppositional activities and symbols are given market value that not only 

divorce them from their original meaning, but effectively contradict that meaning as they 

gain more exchange value than symbolic value through market transactions. 

What's in a word? 
What these critical theories have made most clear is that if we are to engage in 

challenging the dominant system, it is essential to vigilantly recognize the ubiquitous 
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logic of capitalism. Peter McLaren spends a great deal of time in his book Che Guevara, 

Paulo Freire, and the Pedagogy of Revolution lamenting the cultural appropriation of the 

image of Che, the revolutionary: 

Che, who discerned an encroaching totalitarianism through the Americas that was 

fueled by U.S. imperialism, and who put capitalism on trial before the court of 

history, has become reduced to a type of freelance revolutionary—as his image 

becomes an accoutrement of the respectable middle class, as his beret appears on 

the head of a talking Chihuahua in a Taco Bell commercial, and as his military-

style shirts now constitute the inventory of upscale chain stores. (10) 

McLaren is aware of the fact that Guevara's revolutionary message has become, to say 

the least compromised, if not neutralized as his face appears on the t-shirts purchased at 

exorbitant prices from Urban Outfitters by young women who, when asked, would not be 

able to tell you who Che Guevara really was. In fact, McLaren's book itself is an attempt 

to re-appropriate the icon by putting the history back on the image of Che's face which 

graces the cover of the book. McLaren's project is critical and necessary. However, 

because McLaren is staking a position for a critical educational, pedagogical project, it is 

important to scrutinize and critique what I see to be significant implications of his own 

appropriation of Guevara and his definition of "revolutionary" pedagogy enacted from 

within institutional frameworks. 

McLaren himself critiques the ways that "critical pedagogy" has become 

compromised in American institutional practice throughout his book. His critiques are not 

modest, nor themselves compromised: 
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Sententiously self-described as the most progressive of the pedagogical 

approaches, and considered by many progressive educators to posses an almost 

ur-nature that is fantastically central to the practice of liberatory education, critical 

pedagogy has become in recent years so completely psychologized, so liberally 

humanized, so technologized, and so conceptually postmodernized, that its current 

relationship to broader liberation struggles seems severely attenuated, if not 

fatally terminated. Believing that it carried the potential to revolutionize our 

schools and create an insurgent revolutionary consciousness among our youth, 

conservatives have managed to transform critical pedagogy into a cynosure of 

political approbation and "America First" invective. (97) 

McLaren's impatience with the ways that the meaning as well as practices of "critical 

pedagogy" appear to have become distorted—I would argue contained through the 

inevitable discursive constructs of dominant institutional practices and 

accountabilities—lead him to call for a re-appropriation of critical pedagogy as 

"revolutionary pedagogy." 

McLaren is not the first or only critical theorist to levy this critique, nor to try to 

reclaim by renaming critical pedagogy. Terms such as "radical pedagogy," 

"transformational pedagogy" and the like have appeared as critical educators attempt to 

articulate educational projects that critique dominant structures and attempt to engage 

students in the process of identifying ways to envision, if not enact, a radical social 

agenda. As Freire pointed out at the heart of his pedagogy, and as the example of 

liberation theology also demonstrates, the act of naming and the real struggle with 
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discursive constructs is an essential element of critical theory itself. Contestation over the 

definitions of conceptual words plays a role in how the practice of the concepts 

themselves are or are not enacted. Those who are committed to dialectical practice spend 

an extraordinary amount of time carefully defining terms and identifying how their use of 

certain terms may be different than the ways dominant cultural rhetoric employ them. 

Such critique and attention to positioning is essential to the goals of critical theory. 

However, McLaren's move toward claiming a "revolutionary" pedagogy, and 

doing so by yoking Che Guevara's and Paulo Freire's pedagogies and importing that 

product into suggested institutional practices is problematical. McLaren defines 

"revolutionary" pedagogy as extending the goals of "critical" pedadogy; 

Critical pedagogy constitutes a dialectical and dialogical process that instantiates 

a reciprocal exchange between teachers and students—an exchange that engages 

in the task of reframing, refunctioning, and reposing the question of 

understanding itself, bringing into dialectical relief the structural and relational 

dimensions of knowledge and hydra-headed power/knowledge dimensions. 

Revolutionary pedagogy goes further still. It puts power/knowledge relations on a 

collision course with their own internal contradictions; such a power and often 

unbearable collision gives birth not to an epistemological resolution at a higher 

level but rather to a provisional glimpse of a new society freed from the bondage 

of the past. ... (185) 

He goes on to suggest that he draws this understanding of "revolutionary" pedagogy from 

the points at which Guevara's and Freire's work intersect: "In their best moments, the 



pedagogies of Freire and Che exemplify the characteristics of revolutionary pedagogy" 

(187). However, he must qualify the similarities between the two: "it is not surprising to 

find that Freire's project is more systemic, more coherent, more dialogical, and more self-

reflexive than that of Che" (187). Guevara's pedagogy, McLaren points out, was 

"grounded in the lived experiences of the oppressed becoming transformed into the 'new 

man' through acquiring a revolutionary consciousness while at the same time 'live the 

life' (what we might colloquially refer to as 'walking the walk') of the revolutionary" 

(187). 

What McLaren fails to acknowledge here is that Freire's pedagogy was more 

"systematic," that is, more disciplined and in many ways more modest, because it was a 

pedagogy that, after the publication and popularization of Pedagogy of the Oppressed, he 

recognized was being utilized within institutional constructs. Freire, and his most loyal 

colleagues, such as Donald Macedo,'' recognized the degree to which a "revolutionary" 

pedagogy was subject to containment and appropriation within the constraints of 

institutional power. The location of Guevara's work, on the other hand, was in direct, 

radical opposition to dominant institutions. Guevara, as McLaren's account of him makes 

clear, worked not from within institutions, not while drawing a paycheck, not by 

convening a sixteen-week course and assigning grades, not by submitting formal 

proposals for funding from a university budget, not by offering standardized 

measurements of "effectiveness" of his educational undertakings. Guevara carried a gun 

and was smuggled through towns and into fields where he could teach the much more 

risky elements of revolutionary practice. Critical, yes. Dialogical, yes. Based on the 
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concepts of praxis, history, and dialogue, yes. But substantively different from the 

impoverished definition of "revolutionary pedagogy" McLaren seeks to claim. 

As McLaren's own anguishing over the definition of critical pedagogy 

demonstrates, the way we use the terminology of critical theory is crucial to doing critical 

work. McLaren's own use of the term "revolutionary" here to denote educational 

practices within the confines of structures that are specifically constructed and delimited 

to effectively neutralize opposition and resistance performs, I would argue, the 

hegemonic work of containing and redefining the possibilities of revolutionary work. 

This is a failure of self-critique I see in McLaren's effort to stake a hyper-critical 

position, with the implications described by Guy Debord in The Society of Spectacle: 

Whereas the logic of false consciousness cannot accede to any genuine self-

knowledge, the quest for the critical truth of the spectacle must also be a true 

critique. This quest calls for commitment to a practical struggle alongside the 

spectacle's irreconcilable enemies, as well as a readiness to withhold commitment 

where those enemies are not active. By eagerly embracing the machinations of 

reformism or making common cause with pseudo-revolutionary dregs, those 

driven by the abstract wish for immediate efficacity obey only the laws of the 

dominant forms of thought, and adopt the exclusive view of actuality. In this way 

delusion is able to reemerge within the camp of its erstwhile opponents. The fact 

is that a critique capable of surpassing the spectacle must know how to bide its 

time. (154) 
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McLaren's error is that in his right-minded enthusiasm for social transformation, he has 

not acknowledged the complexities of the social structures he would see transformed, and 

has thus not adequately theorized the ways he plays directly into dominant ideology in 

this rhetorical maneuver. 

The ideology of Progress 
What we should take away from the contradictions in McLaren's own critical 

argument is that we must be mindful of the actual nature of our work. Institutional 

pedagogy can be critical, and it certainly can contribute to the shaping of "revolutionary" 

ideals and incentives. But I believe it only has that potential if we actively resist what 

Paula Allman identifies as the "ideology of progress" that tends to structure the ways we 

approach such work. As important as being mindful of how we discursively approach our 

educational projects, is being mindful of the larger ideological structures that define and 

delimit those projects. The ideology of progress also contributes to the containment of the 

potential of critical pedagogy in higher education. 

Allman explains that, "The ideology of progress is used to assure us that 

capitalism is a positive force" (225). Allman identifies the notion of "progress" as a 

fundamental component of capitalism, the foundation of a belief system that naturalizes 

the workings of capitalist accumulation and activities as a "good" in and of itself. Linking 

this ideological value of "progress" to material production, Allman explains that 

capitalism depends on the constant realization of more surplus value, therefore, 

capitalism requires its subjects to buy into (pun intended) the notion that "more" is better 

and that the consolidation of production practices which streamline costs and time 

processes are the positive effects of "progress." 



The rhetoric of "progress" is pervasive in nearly every aspect of our social 

relations, and institutionalized higher education is no exception. I pointed out in earlier 

chapters how endemic the notion of "progress" was to the development of higher 

education to begin with and in the development of community-based partnerships 

currently. Progress and institutionalization are, in fact, largely conflated concepts. 

Institutionalization, such as certification, laws, official practices, ceremonies, and the like 

are often the measurements of "progress" in our society. Those institutionalizing 

discursive practices contribute to the reproduction of the ideology of progress that is so 

necessary to capitalist social relations. For example, a college student makes "progress 

toward degree completion," and as such, progress becomes marked and measured on an 

individualized basis. Additionally, the number of students making "progress" toward 

degrees, the number of degrees offered and awarded are held up as markers of 

institutional, and by extension, societal progress. 

The implications of the ideology of progress that is measured by the institutional 

recognition/legitimization of activities are that critical educational projects undertaken 

from institutions of higher education tend to expand in the "more and bigger is better" 

ideological fashion dictated by the dominant ideology. However, in the case of critical 

theories of social transformation, bigger programs that bring more and more pressures for 

institutional accountabilities are not necessarily better; in fact, such situations may work 

against the counter-hegemonic goals of critical theories. 

What McLaren's juxtaposition of Che Guevara and Paulo Freire indicates for me 

is the opportunity to understand the ways in which critical and radical activities occur in 
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various sites. From that understanding, then, it is possible to view our institutional work 

as necessary and simultaneously necessarily limited. Another illustrative juxtaposition of 

critical pedagogues might be Freire and Myles Horton. Horton, with a group of other 

individuals, helped found the Highlander Folk School in 1932. Horton was college 

educated, though he never valorized his college training—his college career warrants a 

mere four pages of his autobiography and of that training, he says: "I probably profited 

by going to a small college where I didn't have many good teachers. The college had a 

fairly good library, so I learned to educate myself (13). Horton educated himself and 

was educated by people in the communities where he lived—working people struggling 

against (and with) systems of oppression including class exploitation, racism, and 

sexism—and that education was in critical theory. Horton worked from a Marxist 

framework, a Marxist praxis. But the school he helped found and the visions of critical 

education that he enacted were localized rather than institutionalized, intentionally small, 

and based on accountabilities that actively rejected dominant ideological notions of 

"progress" and certification. 

Horton wrote of his vision for what was to become the Highlander Folk School: 

I would like to see a school where young men and women will have close contact 

with teachers, will learn how to take their place intelligently in a changing world. 

In a few months, free from credits and examinations, utilizing only such methods 

as individual requirements called for ... it is hoped that by a stimulating 

presentation of material and study of actual situations, the students will be able to 

make decisions for themselves and act on the basis of enlightened judgment. (56) 
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The school was shaped fairly true to Horton's vision, and the Highlander Folk School 

became a major influence in local, national, and international labor issues, the civil rights 

movement, and in educating radical activists for over sixty years. The dangers of the 

work that Horton and his colleagues undertook are evidenced by the fact that Horton's 

life was literally threatened on several occasions, such as the time when a group of men 

came to his hotel room to kill him because of the instrumental organizing and educational 

role he was playing in a volatile strike (Horton 123-125). Horton believed that to educate 

for radical action meant being willing to accept such danger: "That's what liberation is, 

being willing to die for what you believe in. I practice it myself, and I advocate it for 

other people" (187). The school itself was constantly threatened and was actually closed 

"by court order" in 1960 because of its radical agenda and its believed ties to 

Communism (FBI). The FBI file for the Highlander Folk School is voluminous, over 

1100 pages—bigger than the file for the KKK (a revealing indication of what constitutes 

a real threat to national values). 

Similar to Che Guevara, Horton chose a radical path, although his was still not 

necessarily revolutionary as we might understand Guevara's to have been. Guevara and 

Horton, I believe, teach us a valuable lesson about the goals of our critical work from 

within institutions, but more importantly the ways in which that work fits into a larger 

context and the ways in which it is and should be understood as limited. Horton writes, 

"A few years ago the singer and activist 'Utah' Phillips gave me a little pin that says, 

'One Battle, Many Fronts.' The one battle is to rebuild this country, but there are many 

fronts for dealing with revolutionary change" (176). One such front must be from within 
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dominant institutions such as higher education, but it is essential to recognize that that 

site is but one front. If, in our enthusiasm to enact critical education, we attempt to make 

it the only front, we devalue the work that occurs on other "fronts." Moreover, because of 

the cultural authority that dominant institutions tend to carry in the social imagination and 

material practices, we run the risk of redefining the goals of "radical" theory by 

mainstreaming the terms and activities for social transformation within, rather than 

against, the logic of dominant ideology. 

I do not claim to have solved the contradictions inherent in critical work, but I 

have made it a priority to approach the questions and possibilities I have raised here. 

Because critical theory is a theory of dialectic and rigorous (self-)critique, I remain 

ambivalent about any critical education project. Ambivalence—marked by a sincere 

optimism and commitment to praxis coupled with an equally sincere suspicion about the 

ways my practices become contained—is a form of dialectical thinking. Such 

ambivalence forces critical educators to recursively address every aspect of their work, 

revisiting the assumptions they work from, whether in terms of classroom practices, 

positions on professional questions, or collaborations with other sites in the community. 

The issues that critical theory raises are not abstractions or simply academic agonizing. 

There is much to be done in the battle to rebuild our society, and we do not have the 

luxury of opting out of "doing," because it is in the doing that the basis for dialectical 

processes begin. In the next chapter, I take the principles of critical pedagogy and the 

related concerns about critical work enacted within dominant institutions that I have 



raised here and identify a practical method for engaging in community-based 

collaborations. 
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Notes 

1. The role of the church and liberation theology in the revolution of Nicaragua, for 
example, is well documented. For extensive treatment of the role of liberation theology in 
Latin American struggles and victories, see Phillip Berryman, "El Salvador: From 
Evangelization to Insurrection," in Religion and Political Conflict in Latin America, ed. 
Daniel H. Levine (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1986); Scott 
Mainwaring, "Brazil: The Catholic Church and the Popular Movement in Nova Iguacu, 
1974-1985" The Politics of Liberation Theology, ed. Daniel H. Levine (Chapel Hill: 
University of North Carolina Press, 1986); and John R. Pottenger, The Political Theory of 
Liberation Theology (New york: State University of New York Press, 1989). 

2. There is an extensive body of scholarship devoted to critical pedagogy. Three 
especially useful sources include Moacir Gadotti's Pedagogy of Praxis: A Dialectical 
Philosophy of Education (Albany: State University of NewYork Press, 1996), 
Henry Giroux and Peter McLaren's Critical Pedagogy, the State, and Cultural Struggle: 
Teacher Empowerment and School Reform (Albany: State University of New York Press, 
1989), and Roger Simon's Teaching Against the Grain: Texts for a Pedagogy of 
Possibility (New York: Bergin & Garvey, 1992). 

3. For an especially useful explication of Marxist dialectic, see Chapter 4 ("The 
Dialectics of Discourse") in David Harvey's Justice, Nature, & the Geography of 
Difference (Maiden, Mass.: Blackwell, 1996). 

4. See, for example, Donald Macedo's preface to Pedagogy of Freedom, in which he 
details the ways that the institutional politics of Harvard's Graduate School of Education 
thwarted his (and students of the program's) efforts to engage and enact Freire's theories. 
See also "A Dialogue" (cited throughout this current chapter), in which Freire and 
Macedo discuss the "mechanization" of his theories. Carlos Torres, interviewing Henry 
Giroux, sums up Freire's own concern with the ways his pedagogy was utilized: "There 
is one thing that Paulo has said over and over again, which is, 'You don't have to follow 
me. You have to re-invent me'" {Education, Power, and Personal Biography: 
Introduction to Dialogues with Critical Educators [New York: Routledge, 1998]). 
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Chapter 4 
Praxis: A Methodology for Implementing Community-Based Activities in Higher 

Education 

Liberatory Education: 

Education which is liberatory encourages 
learners to challenge and change the world, 
not merely uncritically adapt themselves to 
it. The content and purpose of liberatory 
education is the collective responsibility of 
learners, teachers, and the community alike 
who, through dialogue, seek political, as 
well as economic and personal 
empowerment. Programs of liberatory 
education support and compliment larger 
social struggles for liberation. 

Tom Heaney, Glossary, Issues in 
Freirean Pedagogy 

In September of 2001,1 initiated a pilot service-learning program in Tucson, 

Arizona to develop a model for implementing service learning and other campus-

community partnerships based on the principles of critical pedagogy. I perceived the need 

for such a methodology based on the research, theorizing, and critiques I have argued 

here in the previous chapters. What my analyses revealed is that campus-community 

relationships are highly problematical, but have the most critical potential when 

undertaken collaboratively, when institutional resources are leveraged to address or solve 

problems on the level of systemic causes, and when individuals from educational 

institutions work in coalition with other organizations in the community in a sustained, 

mutually accountable fashion. The pilot program I initiated attempted to create an 

approach to community-based learning activities that is consistent with those efforts to 

create more substantial and potentially transformative relationships between educational 
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institutions and other aspects of the community through student placement, and worked 

from the critical theory framework outlined in the previous chapter. 

Current practices in community-based learning often have instructors placing 

students in community organizations to perform volunteer service in conjunction with 

course assignments and reflection. Instructors may look to service-learning coordinators 

for placement suggestions, curricular ideas, resources, or even advice on creating 

meaningful community-based learning components. Instructors also may work directly 

with community organizations to create placement opportunities related to coursework. 

However, for the most part, these projects tend to be constructed in relative isolation. 

Further, community-based activities—and assessment of those activities—tend to be 

primarily concerned with individual student educational outcomes and with creating an 

"ethic of service" in individual students. The benefits to community are often secondary 

concerns, and often the relationship with the community organization is maintained 

almost exclusively by students over the duration of a semester (or two). Additionally, 

while the community-based activity may result in a "product" useful for the 

community—such as a newsletter, article, or brochure—often there are no mutual 

evaluation strategies worked out between the organization and the instructor, and there is 

not necessarily a historical record created of progress on the organization's issue, which 

causes the possibility for efforts to be simply duplicated in future semesters. Another 

limitation in current practices is that when community-based activities are undertaken in 

relative isolation, there is a tendency to focus on single issues, which may delimit the 
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opportunity for students, instructors, and community organizers to understand issues 

within larger systemic contexts. 

In order to theorize alternatives to community-based learning activities to address 

these possible limitations, I have turned to the critical pedagogy I outlined above, 

specifically the concepts of praxis, history, and dialogue. These concepts construct an 

understanding of the world and human agency in terms of hope. Praxis, history, and 

dialogue assume that social relations are complex, that they are humanly constructed and 

humanly alterable products. These critical concepts are highly suited to a community-

based learning model that emphasizes activism toward radical social transformation 

because such a model is based on the assumptions that change in social conditions is 

possible through the participation of students, instructors, and other members of the 

community. An analysis of activist oriented community-based learning from this 

theoretical framework leads us to understand the goals of such partnerships as: tying 

research and education to concrete community issues by making curricula and 

educational activities responsive to community issues and community need; examining 

the characteristics of citizenship or community membership through critical principles of 

history and dialogue: interrogating the systemic and historical contexts of issues and 

responses to issues; employing academic knowledge in applications to community 

problem-solving through the concept of praxis and critical dialogue; carefully expanding 

educational institutions' (and the individual representatives of those institutions) 

participation in community, especially in terms of fostering coalitions and creating 

responsive resources for and with that community; and identifying the ways in which 
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institutional work contains transformational opportunities and thus delimiting the scope 

of those activities accordingly. These principles for community-based learning maintain 

an emphasis on educational opportunities, but create the context for mutual accountability 

and collaboration with the community in a more critical fashion. 

Those theoretical principles, then, might be restated here in a slightly different 

way: the function of all education is not simply instrumental or individual, but is a social 

process with the potential of placing its participants in roles of agency for social change. 

For that potential to be achieved, a critical, historical, and dialogic approach is required, 

most especially when education is conducted from within formalized, dominant 

institutions such as higher education. How does this theoretical framework translate into 

how we might approach articulating some principles for enacting community-based 

learning and partnerships? To recognize the formal, institutionalized educational 

imperatives of community-based learning, and to recognize the various needs that might 

be addressed in these activities (those of the student, the educational institution, the 

"community"), I would posit the following: 

• Community-based learning can be valuable in teaching students to be 

agents of or participants in social change by working to bring them to 

consciousness of the social, historical, and material systems that produce 

specific conditions for people. 

• Community-based learning can enhance educational content in the context 

of education's relationship to creating such agents of change through 
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demonstrating the integral connections between the content of education 

and the social relations of community. 

• Community-based learning can mobilize and provide expanded access to 

resources for communities seeking to address issues, both directly and in 

terms of more comprehensive, broad change. 

• Community-based learning can create collaborations, and dialogue, within 

a broader context than isolated or individual classroom experiences. 

If community-based learning and partnerships can do all these things, what are the ways 

of achieving that potential? 

What I would like to suggest here is that in order for community-based learning or 

any partnerships that involve the community to be successful at achieving the above 

potentials, some traditional approaches to education need to be complicated and everyone 

involved has to be willing to acknowledge that the most significant source of expertise on 

the community-based element of the work has to be the community (that is, those who 

are working directly on an issue from a position outside of the classroom) rather than the 

educational institution. Additionally, in order for the partnerships to have broader, 

sustained, collaborative impact, the community should be involved in the process of the 

partnership in a different capacity than educators (those who work within a formal 

institution) might be used to. However, this is a delicate balance. This claim is not to 

suggest that instructors are not experts on instruction, nor that they should in any way 

abandon that role. It is also not to suggest that community organizers have all the time in 

the world to attend meetings and work intensively on shaping curricula or course content. 
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With those qualifications in mind, however, there are ways to approach constructing 

community-based learning partnerships that have the potential of contributing to an 

agenda of social transformation (rather than the reproduction of hegemonic 

relationships), are not necessarily onerous drains on anyone's energy or time, and that 

create opportunities for relationships that extend beyond the discursive parameters of 

traditional institution-community relationships (such as I have described in chapter two). 

What "The Community" Ojfers 
Nonprofit organizations, community associations, and grassroots community 

organizing groups work intensively and extensively with the issues they respond to on a 

daily basis. The people who work in these organizations are intimately aware of the 

history of particular issues and the strategies by which to address those issues. 

Additionally, they have (increasingly so) experience with creating or working in coalition 

with other organizations to secure support for and make more comprehensive responses 

to the challenges the communities they serve faces. Often, their volunteers are 

extensively trained in the appropriate skills and knowledge for understanding the people 

they serve and the context of the issues being addressed. Those who work in these 

capacities in the community have considerable expertise in their areas. 

Educators are aware of this expertise. In fact, that is why community-based 

learning is a viable educational tool. However, this expertise tends to get isolated and 

separated from the courses or programs in which community-based learning is utilized 

for several reasons. First, educators often do not recognize the ways in which that 

expertise might inform curricular development and course content. Educators may 

assume that community expertise to be expertise disconnected from the classroom rather 
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than directly relevant to it. Second, students often mistake the classroom instructor for the 

expert rather than the community organization. That is, students often respond to the 

theory/practice split by assuming the instructor has the theoretical expertise while the 

community organizers are more or less practitioners. The results of this dichotomy are 

that the community organizations with whom the student is serving have a limited 

understanding of the educational goals of the students' service. Additionally, students 

will often naively present their research findings, proposals, or projects to the 

organization as if the students are (after a semester of research and writing) the experts on 

the issues organizations face. These projects may be high quality academic work, and 

they may be products or information that the organization can use, but often those 

products reproduce efforts or materials that already exist, or provide the organization 

with information they already have. The instructor often is unaware of this reception of 

the students' work. 

Despite the expertise of community organizers, however, the fact also remains 

that both instructors and those working in nonprofit institutions are always subjected to 

the hegemonic imperatives of those institutions. I have attempted to analyze those factors 

in terms of institutionalized higher education throughout this work. But, as Shaw's play. 

Major Barbara, clearly indicates, the nonprofit sector functions in similar ways to 

institutionalized higher education. The activities within the nonprofit sector often 

redefine community need within the dominant systemic logic and thus contain resistance 

to that logic.' Expertise, then, is an institutionally defined expertise requiring critical 
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theories to complicate and resist the logic that conceals the need for radical 

transformation. 

A way to address these situations, however, is to address the notion of "expertise" 

and collaboration in these relationships differently, and to actively integrate essential 

elements of critical theory into those collaborations. As educators designing courses 

around community-based issues, we might start with the following assumptions: 

community organizers provide valuable input into educational curricula components, 

especially regarding community issues; instructors and researchers could design more 

effective issue-based course content in consultation with the community; instructors, 

students, and community organizers can actively engage with theoretical approaches to 

this work; and meaningful relationships—beyond a semester of student service—can 

develop if instructors and researchers work directly with community organizers and 

incorporate a broader theoretical framework in that work. 

What I would like to do here is lay out a process that works from these 

assumptions and, ideally, adds a layer of coalition collaboration and organic resource 

development. The steps to creating the types of project partnerships that value the goals 

of critical pedagogy and assumptions about community knowledge described above are 

relatively simple: initiate diverse contacts and connections, and begin implementing the 

process; workshop together to create curricula and projects, including articulated goals 

for each party and theoretical frameworks for larger contexts; recursively report back on 

the partnership progress; collaboratively assess and critique the projects in terms of the 

articulated goals; create a resource out of the collaboration. These steps may appear 



either obvious or onerous (depending on your perspective), but if we examine them a bit 

closer, we will see that they are not necessarily obvious, and can be conducted in a 

fashion that makes them less than onerous. 

Making Contact and Sharing Critical Theory 

The first step to connecting course activities to community issues is to get to 

know the community. The way to know what is going on in a community includes being 

in dialogue with the members of that community. Educators, of course, are 

always/already members of "the community" in which they live and work. However, 

there is much written on the institutional isolation of educators and of the separation of 

educational institutions (especially universities) from their communities.^ Teaching itself 

can be an isolating experience, and one of the benefits of community-based instructional 

activities is the opportunity it presents to address that isolation and those institutional 

barriers. 

Establishing contacts and relationships between community organizers and 

instructors (or researchers) is an ongoing and recursive process. However, the initial 

contacts between these groups should occur at least one full semester, if not a full year, 

before specific projects themselves begin. There are several approaches to identifying 

community issues and making related contacts for those issues. The first approach might 

be identifying the issue through its connection to course content or educators' interests 

and then establishing contacts based on those intersections. The second approach might 

bring educators into conversation with a group of community organizers to determine 
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issues that connect with the course content. A faciUtator of these partnerships (the 

coordinator) needs to determine and be prepared for both of these alternatives. 

Assuming there is such a coordinator for a community-based learning program, 

the most productive approach to this step is for the coordinator to speak with the 

instructors who are interested in (or to suggest to instructors why they might be interested 

in) incorporating community-based activities into their course content. Simultaneously, 

the coordinator should be contacting various organizations to determine the 

organizations' focus, and the organizations' needs. Additionally, while meeting with 

community organization leaders, the coordinator can discuss ways those organizations 

might find connections with instructors useful. The coordinator should be able to provide 

specific examples of course activities or partnerships, but should also allow the 

community organization contacts some creative flexibility to be able to envision what 

would be useful for them. The coordinator, as s/he sees those connections present 

themselves, might share those possibilities with both the instructors and community 

organizers in order to enable them to imagine the possibilities and build on them. If an 

instructor is working on this type of activity without the support of a coordinator, the 

instructor can use heuristic "inventory" questions to discuss possibilities with contacts 

from the community. Another option for the instructor is to approach other instructors 

and create a "working group" to establish contacts and begin a dialogue with each other 

and community organizers about possible contacts. On the other hand, if a community 

organizer is the one initiating the contacts (and this is certainly a possibility that I would 

encourage for community organizations and groups), s/he might also use inventory 



sheets, brainstorming the community organizations' interests and needs, presenting those 

to the instructor or other contacts in the educational institution, and utilizing an instructor 

inventory to determine ways to connect to each others' needs. In another approach, 

students interested in doing a project with community members might use similar 

worksheets to coordinate their own placements. 

This process of contact-making serves several essential functions for creating the 

foundation for a strong community-based learning program or activity. First, the 

conversations that occur during these "interviews" are heuristic for everyone involved. 

Instructors are encouraged to see the possible connections between course content and 

community issues. While instructors may have instinctually assumed those connections, 

the act of articulating these relationships makes those possibilities more concrete for the 

instructor. Likewise, community organizers have the opportunity to articulate the work 

they do in a context that they perhaps do not generally consider. The heuristic asks the 

organizers to consider what kind of educational activities they could envision supporting 

their work. This enables community organizers to see potential connections, as well as to 

generate creative concepts for educators to consider. If students are utilizing the 

heuristics, these conversations enable the student to gain a fuller picture of the 

organization, and to co-construct the connections between their coursework and 

community placement with the organization. 

Second, these conversations build a frame for the rest of the process by revealing 

larger themes, establishing connections across issues and disciplines, and suggesting 

possible specific resources that might be effective in supporting continued partnerships 
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between the educational institution and community organizations. Such connections are 

essential to enacting a critical approach to addressing social need, and provide the nexus 

by which theoretical material might be introduced to guide the goals of the individual 

projects. The facilitator has the opportunity to analyze these elements and determine the 

ways to incorporate a critical focus for the collaborations. The conversations enable the 

facilitator (if there is one) to make some judgments about how much support certain types 

of partnerships might require, based on expertise, level of possible participation, number 

of possible connections, and other factors. The facilitator can make choices based on the 

amount of support available to such a program, the desired goal of the program, and the 

contacts most likely to be active in a program in order to delimit the focus of the current 

opportunity in the most productive fashion. At the same time, the facilitator can identify 

not only the potentials but also the inevitable limitations to the ensuing collaborations, 

paying careful attention to issues of power and containment that arise from the very 

nature of this work. 

Finally, the information generated from the contact phase can create a resource 

list itself for future projects or programs, even if the contacts are not followed up on in 

the immediate program. That is, if whomever collects the information from the 

worksheets transfers that into a contact sheet with descriptions and summary of the 

information collected, there will be available a resource list of possible future projects 

and partnerships. It is likely that not all of the possible participants identified will share 

the same goals for or even definitions of social change or critical theory. While that 

certainly does not discount the possibilities for working with those organizations or 
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instructors, it may be determined that those contacts might be better suited to different 

types of collaborations or involved in later projects, perhaps projects outside of 

institutional constraints that involve conversations about critical theory and defining 

social justice. At any rate, all contacts are valuable and necessary to the larger goal of 

creating meaningful dialogues about these issues. 

In the next step of the process, this contact sheet is distributed to all of the 

participants in order to provide exactly that type of resource for the group involved in the 

rest of the process. Again, this opportunity allows each participant to make their own 

connections and to follow-up on areas of possible partnership. Finally, gathering this 

information enables the coordinator (or individuals) to proceed through the rest of the 

process. To complete this step, after participation and program focus has been 

determined, a series of "workshops" or meetings should be scheduled to facilitate the rest 

of the steps. The workshop content should not be overly determined ahead of time, as the 

individual workshop sessions and the projects undertaken in the process will determine 

much of what happens in those sessions. However, there should be sessions scheduled 

and facilitated that provide the participants with support materials to encourage 

theoretical and practical success of the individual projects, and the sessions should 

correspond with the steps and goals of the process. The program, then, is the series of 

sessions where the contacts and potential partners design individual relationships and 

projects, work as a larger group to identify and address common issues, especially in 

terms of assessment and expectations, and create a shared resource to connect the work 

that occurs in the individual projects. 



The coordinator of these activities will want to consider the needs of the 

participants on a practical level—time availability, location of the sessions, how much 

facilitation needs to occur in the workshops. However, it is important to consider those 

needs as diverse and to address some commonly overlooked assumptions in negotiating 

campus-community partnerships. For example, where the sessions take place is extremely 

significant for community involvement. If the sessions take place on campus, the 

community may be reluctant to attend, may have difficulty parking or finding what are 

for the educational institution's members very familiar places. Is it possible that a 

message of "authority" or "ownership" is being sent if the meetings take place on 

campus? Are there alternative venues that might be beneficial to explore? If a critical 

social theory is to guide this process, those critical questions must be asked and discussed 

at every step of the collaboration. I recommend that the coordinator ask these questions 

of the participants and get participant feedback in making these types of logistical 

decisions. 

Working together to create curricula and projects, including articulated goals for 

each party 

Whatever the focus of the program process is determined to be, the first session 

ideally will be devoted to introductions, providing resources, and encouraging 

participants to come up with possible collaborative projects. If at all possible, creating a 

resource notebook for each participant is a useful strategy for disseminating materials and 

giving the participants tangible resources and a place to collect their ideas and materials 



generated during the process. For the first session, the materials that might be offered in 

the notebook could include a well-selected and relevant article as well as a bibliography 

or list of resources on community-based learning.^ The article should be chosen based on 

the focus of and participants in the program. That is, at this point an accessible piece of 

critical theory that relates to such collaboration would be ideal. If a resource page and/or 

pertinent article can be provided for each session, the notebook itself becomes a 

developing resource for the participants as well as for others. 

Before the first meeting, the coordinator might want to distribute the list of 

participants and summary descriptions of their interest in the program. At the first 

session, each participant should be given time to describe their work, why they are 

interested in making connections with others, and what types of ideas they have regarding 

possible partnerships. The participants might be provided with a "contact worksheet" that 

encourages them to take notes and contact information during the introductions and 

ensuing conversations. The facilitator should lead a discussion on the critical-theory 

aspect of the process, making the guiding framework and theory a prominent aspect of 

the initial introductions, thus enabling everyone to be engaged in the process of critique 

as well as actively co-constructing definitions of social justice at this point and 

throughout the process. 

This element of the process, like the previous step, should initiate a praxis of 

dialogue. Again, the assumptions of the process are that dialogue about community issues 

and work will lead to a shared understanding of history and response to issues. 

Participants should be encouraged to provide contextual and historical information 
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around issues and explicitly talk about goals and concerns. Participants should also be 

encouraged to make available as many resources or sources of further information about 

issues for each other. This initial session is perhaps the most productive session that will 

occur. At this point, participants are enthusiastic and meeting new people with similar 

concerns and interests. A surprising number of connections, formal and informal, can be 

generated in this session, and a surprising level of sharing of resources also occurs at this 

stage in the process. 

After everyone has introduced themselves and begun thinking about and 

discussing potential partnerships, they can brainstorm those ideas further. Providing 

another heuristic worksheet for participants is helpful. The purpose of that worksheet is to 

have both instructors (or students if they are initiating this work on their own) and 

community organizations further consider ways to work together, to articulate ideas, and 

to be prepared to work with each other to finalize and initiate those projects. The 

worksheet might also ask the participants to consider goals they have in these projects. 

Having both the educational goals and community goals articulated before finalizing 

projects will enable the projects to be designed with both interests taken into account. 

Additionally, the facilitator may incorporate larger, systemic questions and 

transformational goals into the materials in order to encourage participants to engage the 

process with a critical lens. The worksheet may also offer a basis for the second 

workshop session. 

In my own working group utilizing this methodology, the second session was 

devoted to giving participants the time and space, as well as the facilitation help if it was 
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other or utilized me as the coordinator to contact each other prior to the workshop, and 

came to the second session prepared to make concrete project plans. Additionally, the 

second session was designed around "issues" that come up while we do this sort of work, 

such as those I have detailed in chapter three. Because this methodology specifically 

attempts to address those issues, primarily through collaborative dialogue and 

theoretically informed practice, those issues are appropriate topics of a workshop session. 

The participants are able to talk through expectations and concerns, negotiate 

assumptions, and come up with collaborative ways to address those implications. I 

provided a worksheet that specifically asked participants to engage with those issues in 

terms of their own projects. What is useful and, I would argue, necessary about this part 

of the process is that it helps all participants—from educators to community members to 

students—understand the possible implications of this work and enables, again, clearer 

goals and expectations to be collaboratively established for community-based learning 

activities. For example, the worksheet I provided asked instructors (or alternatively, 

students) to consider if they would be completing a "product" for the community 

organization and follows that question up with related questions regarding the community 

organization's expectations and issues in evaluating those products. Embedded in those 

questions are alternative ways to structure a community-based learning project if the 

issues for certain types of projects appear to create counter-productive implications. 

Throughout the collaborative process between an instructor/researcher and 

community organizer(s) of designing a community-based learning activity, what will 
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become clear is that community-based learning can be a highly flexible concept and 

community-based projects can be defined in varying ways depending on the needs of the 

instructors, students, and community organizers. For example, in one partnership in the 

project I coordinated, the community organization and the instructor determined a 

slightly reversed community-based learning focus. The community organization—a trade 

union coalition group—had determined that an extremely important part of their mission 

was public outreach and education. The organization understood students as representing 

part of the "public" that they wanted to reach and educate. The instructor understood the 

work and information available from the organization as providing a highly effective 

component for the materials he was teaching, which included a history of labor in the 

region. That partnership project worked out a collaboration where the representative from 

the community organization presented to the class while they were involved in related 

research from various sources on the issue they were studying. The instructor then had 

the students compile their research and perception of the organization's mission, needs, 

and activities in an analytical essay. The instructor was able to provide those materials to 

the community organizer as a "feedback mechanism." This project was valuable for the 

organization for several reasons. First, the organizer had a sense of how the issue he 

worked on was framed in a classroom and was given access to diverse resources related 

to the issue. Second, the organizer had some input into the development of that 

curriculum and was able to offer the instructor additional resources. Third, the organizer 

had the opportunity to bring his organization's work and outreach to a group of students, 

providing education (part of the organization's mission) and possibly recruitment of 
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volunteers. Finally, the organizer got direct analytical feedback on the issue and his own 

organization from that "public's" perception. The instructor gained the opportunity to 

think about his curriculum with a group of other instructors and community members 

directly impacted by the issues he was teaching, was able to add a useful component of a 

guest presentation in his classroom, and was able to connect course-related issues to 

concrete situations beyond the course with the presence of the community organizer and 

the materials he provided. 

Other partnerships were more service-oriented. In partnership with a community 

organizer who was working on a protest and education campaign for an ongoing 

community issue—toxic emissions in a marginalized, segregated community by a 

federally subsidized corporation that manufactures with the highly poisonous material, 

beryllium—, several instructors collaborated to create a curriculum that had students 

working with that organization to create actual "products" (newsletters, letters, flyers, 

multimedia presentations) to address the issue for the organization to utilize in its 

campaign. In this instance again, the organization member came and presented the issue 

to the class, the class conducted individual direct research and met with the organizer 

outside of class, and the projects were evaluated by the instructors based on the criteria 

developed in relation to the organizations' needs. 

Another alternative model from the program was that of an individual student (a 

graduate student in this instance) identifying an ideal partner-organization for her 

research project. The graduate student was working on a critical theory of criminalization 

and the privatization of prisons (the prison-industrial complex) and the organization she 
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was introduced to had a prisons concerns committee, actively working in collaboration 

with other groups in the community on protesting the increased funding and building of 

private prisons in Arizona. She designed a partnership with a member of that organization 

in which she was given access to concrete experience with the particular issue she was 

researching, and in turn was able to provide access to and applications of her research for 

the goals of the organization. Additionally, the graduate student was able to connect the 

organization with various resources from the university that enabled the organization to 

hold an event greatly enhanced by those resources. 

What the process emphasized was the need for the instructor or student and 

"community" to collaborate, but to leave that collaboration and the individual projects 

flexible enough to meet the specific needs of the parties involved. All of the participants 

had come to a shared understanding of what "community-based learning" meant and 

what their individual goals in the process were, and had come to a shared definition of 

and commitment to a critical social justice agenda. From those shared understandings, the 

participants were better able to collaboratively determine mutually beneficial approaches 

to incorporating community-based activities into students' activities. 

While all of this in itself is a successful articulation of a service-learning program, 

the method and program should not stop at this point. Because this process is meant not 

only to initiate community-based relationships from higher education, but also to 

critically question and address the general implications of those relationships, the process 

must do much more than these initial steps. In addition to creating opportunities for 

placement and partnership, this methodology seeks to provide ways to incorporate critical 
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assessment and mutual accountability into the process, to generate larger coalition 

building and support for larger (non-institutionalized) movements, and to create shared 

resources that extend beyond individual course or student experience. The next steps in 

the methodology are essential to following through on these three components of the 

process. 

Critical Dialogues, Critical Connections 

One of the guiding assumptions behind this methodology is that communities do 

not face issues in isolation and that achieving a broader sense of connections between 

specific issues and actions taken on those issues enables us to view larger structures and 

more comprehensive responses to them. Again, the methodology here works on the 

theory that such praxis requires both history and dialogue to allow members of a 

community to analyze and act on the issues it faces. In the first steps of this process, a 

diverse group of community members (from inside and outside of the educational 

institution) were brought together to share their work and find immediate ways to work 

together. As those partnerships occur, the work itself creates a new history and new 

opportunities to see connections and develop further potential partnerships. This third 

step of the process, then, brings the individual partners back into conversation with each 

other to share the projects they have initiated or would like to initiate, their goals in doing 

so, progress or discoveries on their issues, and unexpected experiences in doing this 

work. The other participants in the program are then offered the opportunity to provide 

feedback, generate additional ideas based on the conversations, and make connections 
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between their work and everyone else's work. This aspect of sharing work and providing 

feedback to each other furnishes the basis for long-term relationships to develop, and 

creates a way for projects to constantly undergo the dialectical process. 

Another focus of this third step is to have the participants in the workshop series 

begin thinking about a common resource that might be generated out of the program, 

beyond their individual projects, that builds a foundation for those long-term 

relationships and collectively connects the work that is taking place in the local 

community. I discuss possibilities for such a resource or resources in the final step of the 

process, but it is important that it is a goal of the whole process to generate ideas and 

materials to make that resource possible. 

The activities undertaken in this step should provide participants the opportunity 

to engage in a dialectical process. Sessions in the workshop series should facilitate such 

activities; again, it is useful to provide articles or theoretical bibliographies that support 

this work and contribute to the participant notebook (which in fact may turn out to be the 

"resource" generated by the process). This step in the process, however, is perhaps one of 

the most difficult steps. Getting a group of people from diverse institutional contexts 

together initially is far less difficult than getting them to sustain a collective meeting once 

their individual projects are established. There is a tendency for people working in 

institutions to turn their attention back to individual work and to understand their 

accountability almost exclusively in terms of those institutions. Academics, for example, 

have to juggle committee work, other components of their instruction, their own (often 

differently related) research, conferences, and keeping up with research in their fields. 
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Community organizers have the incredible task of juggling the day-to-day service 

activities, volunteer and funding limitations, crises, information gathering, and sustaining 

relationships with other stakeholders. Students find themselves in the midst of juggling 

disparate coursework, exams, extra-curricular activities, travel arrangements to see their 

families... . While these factors all appear to be simply matters of constraints on time, 

they are also part and parcel of larger institutional constraints. 

Our identifications with and accountabilities to various institutions have a great 

deal to do with how we do our work. In the academic world, especially, there is a great 

deal of emphasis placed on working individually; those who have done academic work 

well for any length of time often come to rely on their own abilities to construct the 

"bigger picture" for themselves, frequently in isolation. The venues for sharing that 

work—at least those that are institutionally valued—are publications and conference 

presentations, or student outcomes. Academics are accustomed to envisioning and 

enacting projects on their own, with very little direct support. Academics may read the 

suggestion that they need to attend a workshop in order to do this work as naively 

implying that they are not able to follow-through on projects on their own. In addition, 

collaborative work is not generally rewarded in the same way within the institutions that 

they identify with, a fact that tends to decrease the incentive to devote time to extending 

collaborations. A result of these factors may be that the instructor/researcher may have 

actually even dropped out of touch with her/his immediate community contact as well as 

the larger group, and even though the project is being initiated within the educational 

institution, the community organizer may not be totally aware of that. The community 



organizer then is left with the feeling that her/his collaboration did not materialize and 

her/his presence in further program activities is not all that necessary. 

These factors make it all the more essential that "reporting" back and continued 

dialogue with the larger group does occur. If, in fact, projects have stalled, this 

regrouping may give everyone involved the added incentive or provide a collective 

problem-solving approach that can give projects what they need for follow through. Or, if 

one or more of the collaborators is unable to continue in a specific project, bringing 

everyone back to the table may enable other partnerships to develop instead. If the project 

is going forward but there has been some break-down in communication between the 

partners, these session activities will provide the mechanism for the partners to remain 

apprised of each other's progress and position. Therefore, the coordinator of the larger 

program, or however that responsibility is determined (perhaps, for example, the group 

will determine that a revolving coordinator for each step or session is the most equitable 

way to facilitate this process), should make significant effort to get the original group 

back together and in dialogue. 

Another approach to this effort, one that is slightly less effective and creates a 

great deal more work for an individual than the actual bringing together of everyone 

involved, would be for the coordinator to distribute and collect worksheets in order to get 

updates from all the participants, and to write up and distribute those updates as a 

collective resource to everyone involved. If this step in the process can be enacted 

effectively, it creates a layer of accountability and collaboration that is extremely 

productive toward sustaining effective community-based learning activities as well as for 
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allowing a shared and collaborative approach for larger community issues. This step 

should also be understood as a recursive element that is not necessarily separate from the 

other steps, but occurs throughout the process, enabling the process of assessment, the 

fourth step, and resource building, the fifth step, to proceed. 

Critical Assessment (or "the ruthless criticism of the existing order") 

Assessment is a significant issue for both educators and community organizations. 

In a project where the collaboration is between groups that are accountable to different 

stakeholders and that have significantly disparate missions, issues in assessment are 

compounded. Measuring outcomes for individual projects from the perspective of an 

educator may mean focusing on student outcomes related to course goals. Measurements 

from a community organization's perspective may need to include outcomes in terms of 

delivery of service and direct impact on the community. But a third level of 

accountability is added in this program methodology, which might be understood in 

terms of creating expanded partnerships, enhancing coalition resources, and providing 

infrastructures for developing collaborations that move in and out of institutional 

boundaries to achieve counter-hegemonic agendas for social transformation. 

Distinguishing between these levels of assessment and finding ways to support 

each level, as well as finding ways for each level to inform the others, are difficult tasks. 

This step in the process requires program participants to work together, analyze and 

choose instruments and approaches that are applicable to their projects, and work to 

develop a specific tool that assesses the program according to the specific focus of that 



program in general, as well as to actively critique those tools in terms of the hegemonic 

work that assessment tools tend to do. 

Both educators and community organizers should be encouraged to conduct 

assessment of their particular projects. The extent to which each chooses to engage in 

evaluative activities will, of course, depend on their time and if they see those evaluation 

activities as necessary and productive. It will also depend on whether they need 

documentation of their work in this situation to account for their time or commitment of 

resources. For example, a tenured faculty person may or may not be inclined to run an 

assessment/evaluation of her/his service-learning activity because s/he perhaps does not 

see an individual course project as having a huge amount of weight in the way work is 

measured in the academy. A non-tenured faculty person, however, may wish to conduct a 

fair amount of assessment, and may want to tie that assessment to elements of her/his 

research to develop a record for teaching and research activities in the tenure review 

process. Similarly, an organization that views this particular activity as subsumed under 

general outreach or as a volunteer recruitment activity may not be concerned with 

generating a significant amount of assessment on the activity. Another organization may 

need documented assessment quantifying or qualitatively describing how these activities 

supported and justified their mission. 

Regardless of the individuals' incentive to conduct assessment in this type of 

program, having participants conduct some specific assessment activities, especially if 

this can be done in collaboration with their project partners, will provide them the 

opportunity to revisit their goals and their partner's goals and to see the project direction 
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in perhaps alternative ways. If the program here seeks to create long-term relationships 

between instructors, researchers, and organizations, this process will contribute to 

sustaining those relationships by creating further dialogue and a level of mutual 

accountability. Sharing those assessments with the other individual members in the 

process (step three again) will be helpful for others to see the strengths of certain projects, 

and gain insight on how to avoid limitations that might be revealed in the assessments. 

Additionally, the sharing of assessment provides yet another opportunity for the larger 

group of participants to offer significant feedback and support for individual projects. For 

example, if the assessment reveals an unexpected limitation in a specific project, the 

larger group might help the instructor, student, and/or organization identify strategies to 

overcome that limitation in the future. 

In my own project, I provided resources for project and program assessment 

including instruments that have been developed by experts in service learning. I also 

provided some evaluation sheets for the sessions and for the individual projects that 

asked questions to link evaluation to the goals of this methodology.'' I would like to make 

some suggestions about utilizing the instruments here and to suggest an element for the 

program itself that will assist participants with the assessment process. In terms of 

implementing the various assessment/evaluation instruments that do exist, in order to 

make those tools more responsive to the type of activities that this process attempts to 

foster, I would recommend that the instructor/researcher/student and community 

organizers involved in particular projects meet to examine the tools and enhance them in 

ways that emphasize or include the goals that they developed in partnership. This might 
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mean adding questions for the sake of the community organizer's mission and goals, or it 

might mean rephrasing questions to take into account the focus of the particular project in 

relation to course goals. For example, Project STAR's "Evaluation Assistance" 

(http://www.projectstar.org/ star/AmeriCorps/ea_home.htm) offers an evaluation 

worksheet that enables users to create a plan for assessment that is specific to the goals of 

their projects. If that worksheet is filled out collaboratively between the educational and 

community organizational partners, the instrument developed can presumably get to a 

more comprehensive set of mutually determined goals. But these limited suggestions for 

working with and modifying assessment instruments should not serve to dismiss the 

complexity of assessment issues. As the "Service-Learning and Evaluation" article on the 

National Service-Learning Clearinghouse site indicates. 

There are literally volumes of work on almost every conceivable aspect of 

evaluation. The bad news: There is too much information available for anybody to 

make much sense of it in just a few pages. There are entire doctoral programs on 

the study of evaluation, so it is unrealistic for anyone to believe that a person can 

become really knowledgeable about evaluation through a workshop or a single 

source of information" (par 2). 

The resources available on assessment should, at the very least, indicate a bit of how 

much information there is out there, as well as the complexity of that information. 

A benefit of approaching community-based learning partnerships supported in a 

programmatic fashion as described in this methodology is that you do have the 

opportunity to incorporate assessment projects directly into the collaborative group and 
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process itself. One possibility might be to invite an assessment specialist (either from one 

of the community organizations or from an academic institution) or an advanced graduate 

student working on assessment to be a participant in the project and to conduct 

assessment activities, or even run an assessment workshop with the sessions. One or 

more of the individual community-based learning projects can tie into other projects and 

provide assessment for both the instructional and community impact of specific projects, 

reporting out valuable "third-voice" feedback on the projects as they are shaped, 

conducted, and shared in the program process. This approach honors the process of 

dialogue, creating shared history, and collaboration on co-determining and assessing the 

goals of community-based learning activities. Additionally, this approach may provide 

the program itself a constant source of participation from programs in educational 

evaluation or sociology research methods and other sites where students work with 

assessment projects. 

However, this aspect of the assessment phase must be problematized for this 

process to be a critical one. A critique of service learning is that it tends to focus on 

individual student experience, and assessment of the effectiveness of service-learning is 

made almost exclusively in terms of impact on the individual student's attitudes or 

competencies. On the one hand, this is a necessary component of measuring service 

learning and in some ways determining the focus of service-learning activities. Since 

educational institutions' and instructors' first priority is meeting an educational mission 

and creating environments with primarily educational functions, it certainly seems 

appropriate that curricular activities emphasize the connection to an outcome of learning. 



That is clearly the priority in most instructors' approach to service learning, to most 

administrators' support of service learning, and in many researchers' assessment of the 

success of service-learning. In major assessment projects such as "How Service Learning 

Affects Students" (Astin, et al.), or Combining Service and Learning in Higher 

Education: Evaluation of the Learn and Serve America, Higher Education Program 

(Gray, et al.), the focus of these assessments is on student or curricular outcomes. While, 

again, I do not wish to dismiss the importance of this focus, the issue is not so much 

about what is in these assessments, but what is missing. If framed and assessed as if the 

exclusive goal of these activities is enhanced curriculum, community need becomes 

secondary, or a fringe benefit, or perhaps is not addressed at all. As I and others have 

argued (cf. John Eby), community-based learning that does not include a thorough and 

complexified understanding of community need may in fact exacerbate social issues. 

When service-learning is constructed around the goal of enhancing educational 

experience as its primary, if not singular, function, and when service-learning activities 

and programs are assessed and then further shaped around this primary goal, the results 

tend to frame communities as a highly innovative textbook or as a means to an end. An 

example of this kind of construction and implication occurs frequently when instructors 

become frustrated with service learning because their students end up "doing filing or 

other trivial activities" in the placement organizations, rather than the organizations 

"providing meaningful learning activities." This concern is not uncommon among faculty 

experimenting with service learning, especially those who have created a list of possible 

placements and have sent students out to volunteer. What this type of comment reveals is 
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the implicit focus of service learning on individual student learning experiences, and an 

assumption that communities exist in this context to augment learning. 

Most importantly, the assessment activities also present a valuable moment to 

integrate critical theory into the process. As assessment tools are selected and 

implemented by instructors and community organizations, the group must also analyze 

the function of those assessment tools as discursively delimiting and defining the 

"effectiveness" of the work being done. Because institutional measurements for 

"success" are consistently aligned with dominant values, programs/projects tend to be 

shaped to meet those dominant values rather than the alternative values I am suggesting 

are necessary for creating counter-hegemonic potentials. For example, the service-

learning assessment tools I mention above tend to emphasize individual student 

achievement and skills acquisition and the development of an "ethic of service." Such 

measurements are valued by the dominant socio-economic system, as I discussed in both 

chapters one and two, and tend to redefine social need as access to or discipline in the 

dominant system rather than transformation of that system. If this process seeks to create 

alternative possibilities, "assessment" itself needs to be complicated in as critical a 

fashion possible. If the projects are assessed solely in terms of this dominant logic, they 

will, in fact, be successful at reproducing the hegemonic values and structures that I have 

argued must be resisted. Therefore, this aspect of the process provides the necessary 

opportunity to challenge those values and to critically reflect on what are the implications 

of the work being undertaken here. 
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Assessment activities, then, can be structured to support the larger project's goal 

of creating a history, engaging in informed praxis, and facilitating critical dialogue. In 

addition to the institutional measures of assessment, then, this process adds a critique of 

those measures. Moreover, the process should incorporate another level of assessment 

that entertains alternative values and evaluates the degree to which or the ways in which 

these activities contribute to a larger goal of social transformation. For example, 

collectively, the group may ask what impact has any of the projects had on radically 

redefining solutions to social problems? What opportunities for collective action has the 

project enabled or contributed to? In what ways has the process channeled resources into 

liminal spaces that may not be recognized by institutional measurements, and because of 

that, may in fact be more effective for the goal of social transformation than 

"legitimized" validation? At what points in the process have these projects become 

problematic in the ways I have defined earlier—as containing or redefining social needs? 

However assessment is handled in the process, the results of the assessment 

should be subject to active reflection and should contribute to the continual process of 

making the program responsive to the needs of education and the community issues 

addressed. Participants should consider and discuss ways to disseminate evaluations 

where strategies prove effective in terms of meeting educational goals and which impact 

community-based issues. The evaluations themselves may in fact contribute to the 

"resource" created by participants in this program. 
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Building dialecticaily 

The fifth step of the larger collaborative process is the creation of a resource or 

other type of "product" from the program collaboration itself. The individual project 

partnerships will ideally produce their own specific student projects or research 

programs, and those projects may be completed in a semester, or may continue for 

extended lengths of time. However, the program collaboration between those individuals 

can produce a collective product that works to achieve other goals of this methodology. 

This resource can serve several functions: it can serve as a shared history and tangible 

indicator of the collective work done in this process; it can serve as a tool beyond the 

workshop meetings for educators, students, community organizations, and/or the 

community itself; it can serve as a form of collective action taken on community issues 

identified throughout the process. Ideally, the process of collaborating on community-

based activities in a specific community with a specific group of actors will itself reveal 

the most effective product or resource that might be created. As the group meets and 

supports each other, there should be an ongoing discussion about what type of resource 

would support that work. In order to determine a product that would be most useful and 

feasible for the group, the participants will need to consider the local context, goals for 

such a resource, the participants' ability or desire to contribute to creating the product, as 

well as the means of disseminating or maintaining the resource itself. 

In the pilot program I ran for this methodology, the group determined that a 

resource that suited the program goals would be a website that identified community 

issues and the groups that worked on them. The web resource (which was designed to 
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also be available in printed form) was initiated early in the process and continues to 

develop. From the initial contacts, I (working as the coordinator for the project) 

developed pages that identified activist organizations and issues, contacts, and brief 

histories and goals for each issue or organization. As the larger group worked together 

and instructors designed courses and identified supporting research materials, I developed 

each page with their input, including links to other web resources, short bibliographies 

for the issue, articles that tracked the local history of the issues, lists of suggested 

instructional materials, and links to syllabi from similar courses as well as the current 

course offerings. For example, one of the participants from the community was the co-

director of a local alternative media group that works on documenting local activism in 

video. An instructor from the pilot program worked with this contact to develop projects 

with students working with the media organization to create promotional and 

informational materials about the organization, analyzing its history, accomplishments, 

and the need for such an organization in the community. However, other ideas for 

working with this group came up throughout the sessions and the resource page for that 

group outlines other possible connections of coursework with the goals of the 

organization. There are links to sample syllabi for courses that analyze media and 

community activism, lists of texts that would focus a course project in connection with 

the specific organization, links to similar organizations across the country, and 

descriptions of the organization's current projects with ideas for ways to collaborate. 

As these pages developed and the larger group worked together on their separate 

projects, what became clear was that the issues that each partnership was addressing were 
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connected and could be understood in a larger context. Several of the participants in the 

project saw the potential for the informational resource developing to have an added layer 

of analysis between the issues and to serve as a growing critical-analytical tool for the 

issues. One of the members of the project was interested in moving those materials to a 

home in an academic program that has funding to work on community-based activities 

where the materials will be designed to organically grow through the contributions of 

community organizers and academics alike, creating "articles" connecting the various 

issues and utilizing hypertext links to illustrate those connections. The materials will 

include specific histories and potentials for action on the issues in connection, the ways in 

which different groups can support each other's work as they address their own major 

issue concerns, and will be tied into a listserv created to keep community members and 

academics with common interests in contact with one another. This resource product, 

then, worked with and plugged into other attempts to create collaborations and became a 

venue for the sustainability of the program and this methodology itself. 

Another possible resource product that a program might consider could be the 

creation of a community-campus activities newsletter that details what partnerships are 

happening and what their impacts are. This might be a one-time publication highlighting 

the accomplishments of the students in the project and promoting the work that the 

instructors, researchers, and community organizers did over the course of the program. 

Or it might serve as the impetus to organize additional collaborative ventures, to bring 

other instructors or community organizers working in collaboration into the larger 

collaborations outlined in this method. In these types of activities, there is the benefit of 
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students from the various projects being able to contribute to the developing materials. In 

this case, students could provide examples of their projects, contribute short articles, or 

design public notices for the organizations they serve with. 

Perhaps the group might decide that the most fitting result of their work together 

on community-based issues would be a community meeting, rally, or educational event 

where the projects and findings are shared with public officials, residents, other 

community organizations, and decision-makers in the community. Such a meeting again 

could draw students who were serving with organizations to present their findings and 

analyses. The participants from the program could collaborate to create a list of 

recommendations to local officials or calls to action regarding a specific issue or a set of 

issues. This activity may increase community support for action on issues, help educate 

those in the community about specific issues, and may provide the incentive to create 

"action plans" for these issues. This type of activity may also provide "voice" to the 

necessary aspect of critique developed by the participants in their projects. 

Another "product" that could come out of the group process might be a 

collaboratively written editorial or media project that educates or analyzes the 

connections between issues or the work that is done on specific issues. Such a product 

would spotlight the collaborations between educators and community leaders and provide 

access to thoughtfully articulated positions and information for the community. Another 

option here might include coordinating group participation with organized community 

events or planning collaborative activities in a national event such as an organized protest 

or "teach-in." The benefit of these types of events is that they provide a structure that the 
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group can keep in mind to direct the focus of the "product" and they enable this 

collaborative work to tie into even larger structures. 

Whatever "product" or resource the group determines is appropriate will ideally 

incorporate the values of the whole collaborative process—praxis, history, and dialogue. 

It is a good idea to determine ways to collaborate on the work that will not place the 

burden of the project on a single person. It is also a good idea to use the same principles 

of mutual benefit and mutual accountability between the participants that have been 

underscored throughout this process in creating the collaborative product. That is, the 

product should be envisioned in such a way as to cross institutional boundaries and to 

represent the interests of both educators and community organizers. The product might be 

understood as promoting this type of work and highlighting the contributions of all 

participants, as well as of bringing additional community members (other organizations, 

students, community leaders) into the shared process. By following through in this 

fashion, the entire process grows within and beyond itself, and contributes to creating 

more meaningful partnerships between educators utilizing community-based activities 

and the communities where that work is done. 

Some critical notes on the process 

The danger of laying out a "methodology" for this type of work and of suggesting 

"steps" in a process is that of reducing the process to a mere method or technique, or of 

implying a level of rigidity that discourages certain local efforts. I would like to make 

some observations on the process itself to emphasize the fact that I am suggesting critical 
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principles rather than a formal procedure and that the overriding principle of such 

activities is to avoid the institutionalized containment of transformational activity. 

Scale 
Throughout the steps, I have indicated that ideally this method brings together a 

group of educators, researchers, and community organizers who can identify individual 

partnerships with each other and then come back and share that work with the larger 

group. The size of that group should completely depend on the resources available to 

support the large group process, the specific focus of the project, and the ability for scale 

to be negotiated. If the site for this program includes a center devoted to community-

based learning and a full-time coordinator for service-learning activities, the collaborative 

group could be fairly large and the coordinator might find having these individuals 

working together to greatly enhance her/his ability to facilitate multiple activities at once. 

It is important to be aware that such an arrangement, however, has an increased 

likelihood of being driven by institutional imperatives rather than counter-hegemonic or 

transformational goals. What this type of structured support facilitates in terms of size 

and comprehensiveness must be weighed against the likelihood of conflicting goals and 

discursive parameters. 

However, if the individuals interested in doing this type of project are not 

supported by a coordinator or office and are working on a more specifically focused 

activity (for example, on a specific community issue that two or three individuals are 

interested in tackling in their research or course activities), the group might only include 

a few instructors and a few organizations. The sessions might be far more informal and 

each participant may lead a separate part of the process. Another alternative scale might 



be a single instructor or researcher and a single community organization trying to work 

together in the most productive fashion possible. In this case, the "workshop sessions" I 

have outlined here might simply be working meetings between the instructor and 

organization and the "resource" they create might be a plan to do further collaboration 

projects in following semesters, or strategies to promote their activities in a larger 

community. 

Time 
The method I have outlined here appears to be and is a fairly intensive process. As 

I indicated above with scale, much of that intensity will be determined by the number of 

participants, the diversity of those participants, the focus and goals of the project, and 

how the process is supported (whether it has a coordinator or not). Nonetheless, despite 

the fact that the process appears to require a significant commitment from the 

participants, in actuality, the time commitment should be put into perspective. Instructors 

will be working out course plans and syllabi, and will be workshopping those plans with 

community partners. Many instructors I have worked with have found it valuable to set 

aside this time to think through their courses with others rather than rushing to do the 

syllabi as they teach or the night before classes begin. Additionally, instructors benefit 

from sharing resources rather than doing the researching and reviewing of materials on 

their own. 

The workshop sessions themselves can be structured as monthly meetings of a 

couple of hours each. If the sessions are planned in a fairly flexible fashion, and the 

schedule is provided enough in advance with a fairly clear description of what will occur 

in the sessions, participants can mark their calendars, attend only the sessions or parts of 
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sessions that are most essential for them, or submit written materials to the coordinator or 

Other partners to be presented for them at the sessions. Sessions can be audio- or video

taped for those who are not able to attend to view at their convenience, and/or minutes 

can be made available to participants. The program might utilize a listserv, webpage, or 

occasional newsletter to keep people informed and in touch. What the sessions may 

appear to cost in terms of time for attendance, they can compensate for in terms of 

support and collaborative activities for educators and community organizations alike. The 

sessions and other supporting communication networks can provide instructors, 

researchers, and community organizers access to time-saving resources and support 

networks. It is important that the process is organized in such a fashion as to take these 

factors into consideration and to be responsive to the needs and limitations of the 

participants. 

Recursivity 
It is important to note that despite the fact the "steps" I have outlined here occur 

in a specific order and appear as distinct from each other, they are not bound by that order 

and should not be understood as disparate moments in the process. The process is, in fact, 

most beneficial to a greater number of participants if it is not strictly linear and does not 

have a formal "end." While the series of workshop sessions or meetings might take place 

over the course of a semester, many of the projects will not begin or be "wrapped up" 

within that time. The process itself is to launch and continuously facilitate individual 

partnerships and ongoing relationships. The more flexibility incorporated in that process, 

the more useful the process will be in supporting those individual partnerships. 



For example, imagine that a program is initiated with five or six instructors, a 

graduate student researcher, and eight organizations. The workshop sessions are 

scheduled to start in September and run through May with monthly meetings. This type 

of schedule, it is important to note, is based on institutional time dictated by the 

parameters of academic calendars. That time delineation ought to be critiqued, examined, 

and perhaps challenged in this process. Over the course of those months, perhaps two or 

three of the instructors will have planned a course project (with the community partners) 

and actually have implemented that course in the spring semester. At the end of the 

sessions, they will be wrapping up those specific courses and preparing to either start a 

new project or to revise the projects they worked on in this process. The other instructors 

may be planning a year in advance for their courses and may not actually have initiated 

the projects in the time of the workshop. Other instructors or organizations may simply 

have not been able to participate in the initial sessions, but would be interested in 

becoming involved or at least informed of activities as they develop. The graduate 

researcher may be working on a two year dissertation project with her/his community 

partner. With the variations possible in the needs of the individual participants, if a 

program is going to be structured with such a variety of projects, the sessions and 

collaborative group activities might account for these through flexibility in the "steps." 

Perhaps an evaluation/assessment component can be offered at several of the workshops, 

as just a component of the meeting's agenda. The "resource" step of the process may in 

fact shape some partnership projects themselves or be part of a future project for an 



181 

instructor to include in a course component, and should therefore not necessarily be 

considered a "final" product to be completed with the end of the sessions. 

Again, the steps should be understood more as principles than as a lock-step 

methodology. The specific context and goals of those involved in the process should be 

the top priority in shaping the way the process is actually enacted. Any process that is 

based on praxis, history, and dialogue must be continually responsive to the actors in the 

process. Above all else this method seeks to enact the principles of collaboratively 

shaping mutually beneficial partnerships that explore responses to social issues through 

education and the agency of the participants working together. 

Resisting the Institutionalizing Urge 
The impetus for implementing this type of community-based activist learning 

process is, as I have said, a pedagogy of hope—hope for contributing to the conditions of 

creating the potential for agency in the radical transformation of social conditions through 

intervention at the systemic level. Such a pedagogy requires rigorous and consistent 

critical analysis and meta-theorizing as well as concrete practical activities. There is no 

question that such critical activities can and should take place from within institutional 

contexts. However, as I have reiterated throughout this and the previous chapters, 

institutional work does have significant limitations and, if not continually interrogated, 

has the potential to create counter-productive implications. The goal of such community-

based projects must be carefully scrutinized and understood within the theories of 

hegemony I have explicated here. The focus of our work, if it is to be genuinely critical, 

must heed the insights of Freire: 
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To think of history as possibility is to recognize that if education cannot do 

everything, it can achieve some things. Its strength, as I usually say, resides in its 

weakness. One of our challenges as educators is to discover what historically is 

possible in the sense of contributing toward the transformation of the world, 

giving rise to a world that is rounder, less angular, more humane. (Freire "A 

Dialogue: Culture, Language, and Race" 222). 

While it is, to be sure, dangerous to be cynical and dismissive of institutions and 

institutionalized education as we critique it, it is equally dangerous to be unmindful of the 

limitations of institutions and the work we do from them—be that higher education, 

nonprofit organizations, or any other site at which legitimacy is determined nearly 

exclusively by the dominant system. 

We must, therefore, approach this work with a great deal of ambivalence as well 

as hope. While this process advocates for participation from institutional sites, it does so 

in a simultaneously modest and radical fashion. I am encouraging those who consider 

themselves "radical" or "critical" pedagogues to use an institutional position to engage 

with community issues, to leverage institutional resources in addressing those community 

issues, and to contribute to possibly shaping alternative subjectivities for students—that is 

giving students the opportunity to see the necessity of social transformation, providing 

dialectical methods of engagement, and the space to imagine, and thus perhaps to 

embrace the fight for, social transformation. 

The early (and continuing) goal of community-based learning was to create 

pedagogical opportunities: to link concrete applications of educational content to service 
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in the community. In order to create and support those opportunities there has been a lot 

of theoretical work, dissemination of ideas, assessment, curricular development, and 

program development. Early in community-based learning's development, there was a 

general assumption that sending students to volunteer in the community would contribute 

to the health of the community, and would serve as an "outreach" function for 

educational institutions' achieving their missions as public institutions. However, the 

theoretical work since that initial growth of community-based learning has revealed that 

having students serve in communities creates mutual accountability issues for both 

educational institutions and the community institutions where they serve. What is further 

revealed is that these institutions co-exist as the community, and that the sharing of 

resources in order to address significant issues should extend beyond student volunteers. 

Consequently, there has been significant growth in the area of campus-community 

partnerships and programs which specifically support such activities. Whether the 

partnerships are focused on research in health, youth and families, labor, or 

environmental studies, whether the focus of the programs are devoted to community-

based research, applied sociology, or urban and regional planning, the programs 

overwhelmingly recognize the need to work with and in communities, bringing 

institutional resources to bear on community issues. 

The methodology I have outlined here—if taken and sustained in its 

entirety—seeks to suggest that the ways we approach these developments must be critical 

if they are not to simply become part of the hegemonic containment that creates the need 

for such initiatives to begin with. The ultimate goal of the theory and practices outlined 
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here moves beyond finding more "effective" ways of educating students. The 

methodology asks educators and community organizations to engage in a substantial and 

sustained dialogue about ways to work together to identify and address issues that their 

communities face and to employ educational activities in that process. Further, this 

"practical" application model insists on a critical framework that recognizes the 

limitations of institutionalized education and the implications of involving institutions in 

the areas of social justice. That is to say, this methodology recognizes that institutions 

indeed have a good deal of resources that should be mobilized for social transformation, 

but at the same time recognizes that social transformation itself will not occur within the 

framework of a dominant institution, especially higher education. 

I am also asking us to remember that these activities are always/already 

constrained by the discursive contexts in which they take place. The focus of this process 

is not, as McLaren calls for, "revolutionary." As I have argued, the conditions for 

revolution are greatly compromised by institutionalized constraints. To attempt to stake a 

revolutionary claim from within higher education is to compromise and redefine 

revolutionary agendas in ways that serve the perpetuation (not alleviation) of the system. 

Yet, individuals working from institutions can contribute to the conditions necessary for 

revolutionary or radically transformative actions through critical theory and praxis that 

takes risks by exposing the cracks in hegemonic structures while scrupulously minding 

the limitations of those structures and the ways in which those structures impact and 

redefine resistance. The focus of the process I have recommended here is thus twofold; 



work from institutionalized sites for change, but not with the illusion or goal of 

institutionally defining what radical social change should be. 

The pilot project I have referred to throughout this chapter is, I believe, an 

example of the type of critical theory project that both utilized institutional resources 

while actively acknowledging the limitations of that work. The program focused on 

community activism, bringing together a group of self-identified "academic activists" and 

community activists in workshop sessions to create service-learning activities and 

collaboration projects to support local activism on a variety of issues. The group 

collaboratively determined a definition of "activism" as: rigorous and complex analysis 

of systemic causes for social inequity coupled with concrete strategies for addressing 

those systemic causes through collective, collaborative activities. The group met in the 

initial phases of the program to share their work, to discuss the issues of bridging 

academic and community work, and to brainstorm specific projects that would contribute 

to the collective goals of local activism, enhance educational opportunities for students, 

and create a sustainable space for supporting each others' work. Throughout the project, 

participants shared and discussed critical social theories and applied those theories to 

their specific sites of work (such as advocating for the homeless, fighting corporate 

environmental abuse, challenging the growing prison-industrial complex). 

Through the project, several community-based activist learning partnerships 

developed with specific semester-long projects (some of which I described earlier). The 

projects were as diverse as the participants themselves, from first-year composition 

courses incorporating a specific community issue such as day-labor or union busting with 
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guest speakers from the community; advanced undergraduate students in professional 

communication collaborating with students in other courses on creating analyses and 

projects around a controversial local environmental and labor issue; graduate-level 

seminars focusing on specific topics such as critical geography through theory and 

applying that theory in local contexts in collaboration with community groups to 

assemble history and research needs; to an individual graduate student's dissertation 

research project developed in collaboration with a local community organization working 

on advocacy and resistance to border militarization and the privatization of prisons. 

Beyond that academic year, participants developed several curricular plans and 

syllabi to conduct in the summer and the following fall. However, the project did 

accomplish more than creating a space for these community-based activities to occur. In 

addition, the group collaboration contributed to the success of a national academic-

community conference held locally, and resulted in plans to develop web-based resources 

to support connections of academic research and analyses to direct action in the 

community. Additionally, several community-campus special projects in local history 

and community art have been initiated, planned and promoted through participants of the 

method, working from the theoretical frame we collectively articulated. Further, the 

analysis of the community and the local institutional contexts has led to the development 

of a proposal for a community-based center, similar to The Applied Research Center in 

Oakland, to support service-learning placements, community-based research, popular 

education programs, and a clearinghouse devoted to local community issue histories and 

resources to promote strategic work on those issues. 
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The pilot of this methodology indicates that given the opportunity and 

mechanisms to collaborate, disparate groups find effective ways to share resources and 

collaborate. However, what makes that work more successful for those various groups is 

that those opportunities were tied to articulated principles and to the process of actively 

examining the assumptions and constraints of all those involved. The process of placing 

the theoretical work from critical pedagogy, service learning, and community-based 

partnerships into conversation and into the form of a praxis-oriented method of 

conducting this work has led me to analyze relationships between institutions, as well as 

the systems and constraints that create barriers to this work. This methodology does not, 

in and of itself, purport to solve those issues or completely realize an idealized 

collaborative moment for communities and educational institutions. Taken in its entirety, 

there is nothing simple about this approach to this type of work. The methodology itself 

places all of us—educators, community organizers, community members—in relationship 

with, responsible for, and accountable to each other. This is a vulnerable position. It can 

be messy. But as Shaw says: "There is danger in such activity, and where there is danger, 

there is hope" (30). 
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Notes 

1. There is a growing body of scholarship that analyzes and critiques the nonprofit sector. 
See for example: Adam B. Seligman, The Problem of Trust (Princeton; Princeton UP, 
1997); Peter Dobkin Hall, Inventing the Nonprofit Sector (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins UP, 
1992); David Hammack, Making the Nonprofit Sector in the United States (Bloomington: 
Indiana UP, 1999); Jerome L. Himmelstein, Looking Good and Doing Good 
(Bloomington: Indiana UP, 1997); Steven Rathgeb Smith and Michael Lipsky, Nonprofits 
for Hire (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard UP, 1993); Judith Sealander, Private Wealth and 
Public Life (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins UP, 1997); Julie Fischer, Nongovernments: 
NGOs and the Political Development of the Third World (West Hartford, Conn : 
Kumarian Press, 1997); Walter Powell and Edward Clemens, Private Action and the 
Public Good (New Haven: Yale UP, 1998). 

2. Examples of some of the findings on teacher isolation include: Corcoran, R., L.J. 
Walker, & J. L.White, Working in Urban Schools (Washington, DC: The Institute for 
Educational Leadership. [ED 299-356], 1988); Farber, B., Crisis in Education: Stress and 
Burnout in the American Teacher (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1991); Lieberman, Ann, 
and Lynne Miller. Teachers, Their World, and Their Work: Implications for School 
Improvement (Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum 
Development [ED 250-285], 1984.) 

On the perceived separation of campus and community, see: Cushman, Ellen, "The 
Rhetorician as Agent of Social Change"; Bok, Derek, Beyond the Ivory Tower: Social 
Responsibilities for the Modern University (Cambridge: Harvard University Press: 1982); 
Axel-Lute, Miriamm, "Town & Gown: Making Research Serve Communities' 
Needs." (http;//www.loka.org/town&gown.htm); Stoecker, Randy. "Are Academics 
Irrelevant?" Presented at the American Sociological Society Annual Meetings, 1997 
(http://comm-org.utoledo.edu/papers98/pr.htm). 

3. For my own pilot project, I used the Stoecker essay above along with an article by 
David Beckwith, a community organizer: "Ten Ways to Work Together: An Organizer's 
V i e w . "  ( S p e c i a l  I s s u e  o f  S o c i o l o g i c a l  I m a g i n a t i o n :  S o c i o l o g y  a n d  S o c i a l  A c t i o n  P a r t  I I .  
Vol. 33 no. 2). In the second session, we read and discussed John Eby's "Why Service 
Learning is Bad" (http://www.messiah.edu/agape/pdf%20files/wrongsvc.pdf March 
1998). Other accessible critical articles might include the historical context and 
introductory materials to David Held's Introduction to Critical Theory: Horkheimer to 
Habermas (Berkeley: U of California P, 1980); Paulo Freire's The Politics of Education 
(South Hadley, Mass: Bergin & Garvey, 1985); or, "Gramsci's Concept of Hegemony: an 
outline by Roger Simon" in Gramsci's Political Thought: An Introduction by Roger 
Simon (London: Lawrence & Wishart, 1982). The monograph that developed out of my 
project, Pulling it Together, contains substantial bibliographies on the critical pedagogy, 
assessment, and community-based learning, as well as sample worksheets and workshop 
topics. 

http://www.loka.org/town&gown.htm
http://comm-org.utoledo.edu/papers98/pr.htm
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4.1 provided some basic assessment resources for the group I was working with and at 
the workshop sessions, we problematized the particular instruments. For General 
Assessment for Community Organizations, I suggested: 
Basic Guide to Program Evaluation, by Carter McNamara 
(http://www.mapnp.org/library/evaluatn/fnl_eval.htm); Innonet, Tools for the Nonprofit 
Community (http://www.innonet.org/); Learning Institute for Nonprofit Organizations, 
Learner Resource Center, Nonprofit Organizational Assessment Tool 
(http://www.uwex.edu/li/learner/assessment.htm). For Assessment Publications and Sites 
in Service-learning: Assessment and Evaluation in Service Learning Bibliography 
(http://nicsl.jaws.umn.edu/res/bibs/assessment.pdf); Campus Compact's Evaluation and 
Assessment in Service Learning 
(http://www.mc.maricopa.edu/academic/compact/Evaluation/index.html); 
Campus Compact's Assessing Internal and External Outcomes of Service-Learning 
Collaborations (http://www.mc.maricopa.edu/academic/compact/Outcomes/index.html); 
National Service Learning Clearing House: Service-Learning and Evaluation: 
(http://nicsl.jaws.umn.edu/res/bibs/slev.htm); Project STAR Evaluation Assistance 
(http://www.projectstar.org/star/AmeriCorps/ac_index.htm); UCLA Service Learning 
Clearing House Project: Assessment of Service Learning in Higher Education 
(http://www.gseis.ucla.edu/slc/assess.html). For assessment instruments for service-
learning: Compendium of Assessment and Research Tools (http://cart.rmcdenver.com/); 
Service Learning Research and Develoment Center, UC Berkeley: Instruments and 
Protocols (http://www-gse.berkeley.edu/research/slc/rande/instrums.htm). 

http://www.mapnp.org/library/evaluatn/fnl_eval.htm
http://www.innonet.org/
http://www.uwex.edu/li/learner/assessment.htm
http://nicsl.jaws.umn.edu/res/bibs/assessment.pdf
http://www.mc.maricopa.edu/academic/compact/Evaluation/index.html
http://www.mc.maricopa.edu/academic/compact/Outcomes/index.html
http://nicsl.jaws.umn.edu/res/bibs/slev.htm
http://www.projectstar.org/star/AmeriCorps/ac_index.htm
http://www.gseis.ucla.edu/slc/assess.html
http://cart.rmcdenver.com/
http://www-gse.berkeley.edu/research/slc/rande/instrums.htm
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Conclusion: Reflections, Consideration, and Continued Ambivalences 

Nothing in the world is the way it ought to 
be. - Ifs harsh, and cruel. - But that's why 
there's us. Champions. It doesn't matter 
where we come from, what we've done or 
suffered, or even if we make a difference. We 
live as though the world was what it should 
be, to show it what it can be. - You're not a 
part of that yet. -1 hope you will be. 

Angel 

If we can't guess what's coming, at least we 
have the right to imagine the future we want. 
In 1948 and again in 1976, the United 
Nations proclaimed long lists of human 
rights, but the immense majority of humanity 
enjoys only the rights to see, hear, and 
remain silent. Suppose we start by 
exercising the never-proclaimed right to 
dream? Suppose we rave a bit? Let's set our 
sights beyond the abominations of today to 
divine another possible world. 

Eduardo Galeano 

The first of the above epigraphs comes from the season premiere of Angel for 

2002, spoken by the title character. Angel to his son. In the television series, a spin-off 

from the highly successful Buffy the Vampire Slayer, Joss Whedon and David 

Greenwalt's character. Angel, is a vampire who has been cursed with a soul. Wandering 

the world in constant repentance for his long reign as a murderer and torturer of epic 

proportions, Angel uses his immortality and superhuman strength to fight evil. Like other 

"superheroes" such as Superman, Spiderman, and Wonder Woman, this story-line seems 

quaintly idealized: tales of good versus evil spun out in unbelievable settings of magic 

and other-worldly powers. But, there is something hopeful in the desire to tell such tales. 



191 

And, Angel's complicated narrative tends to employ some sophisticated critique of power 

and capitalism that inspire, for me, not just hope, but a critically informed hope. 

For example, in both of Whedon and Greenwalt's series—Buffy and Angel—evil 

is never "black and white," and many of the episodes tackle head on the ambiguities of 

the human condition. The 2002 season premiere of Buffy, for instance, ends with the 

revelation; "The next few months are going to be quite a ride. And I think we're all going 

to learn something about ourselves in the process.... It's not about right. Not about 

wrong.... It's about power." In Angel, the consistent antagonist and conniving nemesis 

of Angel is a law firm. Wolfram and Hart, that is controlled by the darkest of forces in the 

universe. In an episode from 2001, we and Angel learn that those dark forces are not 

housed somewhere beyond our world, but very much in our human world, in the very 

human constructions and systems we have created to oppress other humans. In fact, in the 

1999 series premiere episode of Angel, "City of," we meet Wolfram and Hart as the firm 

representing a vampire who has been feeding on (literally) the aspiring-but-failing 

actresses of Los Angeles. In the episode, the vampire, Russell Winters, is an enormously 

successful investment broker. As Angel confronts him as a murderer in the middle of an 

investment meeting. Winter's lawyer assures Angel that his client "has never been, nor 

will ever be, accused or convicted of a crime" because he is represented by Wolfram and 

Hart. Winters himself places his ability to act with impunity squarely within American 

liberal capitalism's familiar constructs; "You're a civilized man. We don't have to go 

around attacking each other. Look at me. I pay my taxes; I keep my name out of the 

paper; and I don't make waves. And, in return, I can do anything I want." The series 
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consistently critiques the discursive structures of capitalism, and the series has its 

characters engaged in long, complicated, often not entirely successful battles against 

those structures. In this episode. Angel's response to Winters' impunity is to send him 

plunging out the top floor of the office building into the sunlight, where, as vampiric 

legend would have it, he ignites and is incinerated by sunlight. The scene ends with the 

executive office chair Winters was directing his capital investments from landing, empty, 

on the city sidewalk. 

What is also interesting about Angel, as well as Bujfy the Vampire Slayer, is that 

the battle they fight is one that requires solidarity and a sort of collective action. A 

repeated theme throughout both series is the degree to which either Angel's or Buffy's 

success at saving (however temporarily) the world depends, not on their individual 

efforts, but upon their ability to work in solidarity with others. The friends that fight at 

Buffy's side are fondly known as the "Scooby gang," and in the first year of that series, 

they managed to organize a whole high school body of students to battle a demon who 

used his position as mayor of the town to carry out his insidious plot for absolute power 

and immortality. In 2002's season, Buffy has organized a group of young women, would-

be vampire slayers, in a sort of guerrilla army. One message that can be read out from 

episode to episode, season to season is that collectivity, solidarity, common goals, and the 

ability to organize that solidarity effectively are the only true weapons against the "evil" 

the characters fight. 

I appreciate what I read as a critical, subtly counter-hegemonic message running 

through these television programs, both of which appeal largely to a young audience 
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(Buffy, to high school students; Angel, to a slightly more mature audience—as the 

parental warning would suggest). In these shows, I see a pedagogy of hope at work as the 

creators and writers encourage their audience to envision a different world and as they 

construct the possibilities of alternative values. The shows do not offer a completely 

utopic vision, but are grounded in the struggle: the struggle to define justice and good; 

the struggle to work together despite the seemingly overwhelming nature of the system of 

"evil"; the struggle of defining relationships and self in terms of that work. I am 

reminded, when I actively read popular culture in this way, that the battle is being fought 

on many fronts. I offer this generous read of popular culture because I would argue that 

the critical pedagogy of hope I have employed throughout this dissertation looks for the 

possibility of resistance in the complex web of hegemonic apparatuses, including media. 

Hegemony is constructed and produced in a remarkable number of sites. Hegemony must 

be challenged in all those sites to create the possibilities for people to even be willing to 

think about alternative social relations. Part of being a critical educator, to my mind, is to 

not dismiss even what appear to be simple examples of spectatorial fantasies in popular 

culture, but to be sensitive to and engage the counter-hegemonic potential. As a critical 

educator, this is what I teach my students to do. This realization brings me back to my 

work here to reflect on ways to understand my own institutional pedagogy in a somewhat 

broader context. 

Other Sites 
In this dissertation, I have focused on the institution of higher education, and 

nearly exclusively on trends of community-based initiatives in the academic programs of 

those institutions. The critical framework I have argued is necessary for approaching 
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those programs, however, applies to all the sites where higher education is articulated and 

shaped. For example, as I mention in chapter two, the past decade has seen rapid 

expansion of technology initiatives, such as distance learning and computerized 

classrooms, in higher education. The rhetoric of such initiatives is similar to the discourse 

of community-based projects. Distance learning, for instance, is touted as making 

educational opportunities available to those who would not otherwise have access to 

higher education. While the question of access is generally brought up by critics of 

technology, the primary question regarding access is generally how can we guarantee 

access to everyone for computer technologies that instruction will be delivered on. The 

rhetoric of distance learning is permeated with the valorization of access. Distance 

education—anywhere, anytime learning—enables those who could not normally 

participate in education the opportunity to do so because education is brought to them 

rather than delivered in settings where it is not possible for them to participate. Education 

is the key to democratic participation, we are told over and over again in literacy studies, 

in oft-cited articles such as Robert Putnam's "Bowling Alone," and in the mission 

statements of educational institutions. 

While much of the rhetoric of access for administrative decisions regarding 

distance education is in terms of institution's access to consumers rather than the actual 

providing of educational opportunities to those in need, the motivation of many who have 

participated in the development of distance learning has in fact been very "democratic." 

Administration favors distance learning for profit, but those who do distance learning 

development are often genuinely committed to providing access to education for more 
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people. And, in fact, this improved access is a keystone in the ideology of American 

liberal capitalism, as I outlined in the first two chapters, so much so that the assumptions 

behind that access are rarely questioned. Take for example the ways that distance 

learning is framed as providing opportunities for working mothers. Distance learning is 

said to benefit women because women who now work and take care of their families and 

homes have real and significant obstacles to their ability to get to a university or other 

institution of higher education to seek degrees, degrees that are necessary for their 

economic mobility. With distance education, they are able to sign on at midnight, after 

the kids are asleep and the toilets are cleaned to do their educational work. 

This rhetoric effaces several important things. First, the assumptions about access 

here are very classed. With little exception, it is middle-class women, those who can 

afford to have computers in their homes as well as internet capabilities, who are afforded 

this "opportunity" for higher learning. Moreover, this rhetoric begs the question; is it 

really democratizing to enable people to manage a full-time job, a full-time family, and 

pursue a degree? What is it about the socio-economic system that not only makes this a 

necessary situation, but also an attractive situation to those who do it? The preceding four 

chapters of this work could have as easily focused on this question and on technology in 

higher education as on the community-based learning activities I chose to analyze. In my 

own tenure as a graduate student, I have worked extensively on several major 

instructional technology projects, including a distance learning initiative, and I have 

struggled with the ideological implications of those projects as I have struggled with 

service learning and community-based learning. 
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Writing a dissertation is considered to be the culmination of an individual's 

graduate study. As I have been writing the conclusions and revisions to this body of 

work, I have also reached a pivotal moment where I am making professional (and, 

importantly, personal) decisions about what to do with this legitimized, soon-to-be 

certified advanced degree. The ambivalence I described in introducing this work and in 

articulating an institutional critical pedagogy has been exacerbated as I weigh the 

decisions facing me in terms of the type of work I will pursue, the location of my 

professional identity for the next years of my life. Because I do understand the battle 

being fought on many fronts, I also have entertained the options of working on those 

various fronts. I have considered working in community organizing, within the non-profit 

sector, or developing a center that works in the spaces between academic institutions and 

community activism. I have even considered remaining a bartender, which has been the 

way I have supported myself through graduate school. The battle needs bartenders who 

will offer ideological analysis and historical materialism to the everyday conversations 

about exploitative working conditions, desires to win the lottery, and hyperbolic 

nationalism that occur over happy-hour beer prices. In those conversations and in my 

relationships with the "regulars" who visit me after work or between jobs, I have learned 

much about social relations, alienation, and the tensions between what working people 

are told they want, and what they really want. 

But, in the writing of this dissertation, I constructed for myself a space of hope 

and necessity within the institution of higher education itself. As I developed the critique 

of the institutional structure I have spent the most time working from, I cultivated my 
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critique and took up the challenge of considering what the possible and what the 

necessary roles of institutionalized education in a larger transformative project might be, 

I began to see my own ambivalence as having constructive potential for locating myself 

as a professional within higher education itself. I have found myself heeding the 

optimism inherent in Freire's pedagogical project, as well as in the work of other 

university-based intellectuals, such as Herbert Marcuse, or Ernest Mandel when he 

writes: 

In the long run the university as an institution remains bound with golden 

chains to the power of the ruling class. Without a radical transformation of society 

itself the university cannot undergo any lasting radical transformation. 

But what is impossible for the university as an institution is possible for 

students as individuals and in groups. And what is possible for students as 

individuals and groups can, on the collective level, temporarily emerge as a 

possibility for the university as a whole. (19) 

Such possibilities should not be taken lightly, nor ignored. If I am committed to what I 

have written here, I have determined, I need to engage it beyond the pages of this 

dissertation. 

I have, therefore, taken a position at a small state university. I have not made this 

decision without continued ambivalence, but because of that, the possibilities of the 

position seem to have that much more potential for me. The university I will be working 

in itself directly reflects many of the characteristics I have analyzed here. Just recently 
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accredited and incorporated into the state university system with an enrollment of about 

14,000, it was for many years a community college that was the only source of higher 

education for the region. The region itself—an area on the border of the United States and 

Mexico—has grown exponentially in the last decade, driven by an economy of 

globalization reflected in trade agreements such as NAFTA and by the fact that those 

who live in the region tend not to leave it. The region is largely Hispanic; the university's 

student body is itself 85% Hispanic, and a majority of the students come from working 

class to middle-class backgrounds. The university's growth and development is largely 

shaped by community need, and as such, reflects the same sort of tendencies I outlined in 

the formation of the land grant colleges. That is, the leaders of the community have 

identified economic and social imperatives based on the dynamic growth in the 

community and the changing mission of the university reflects those. 

For example, the university is carefully choosing doctoral programs to propose 

and implement. The English department proposed (and has gotten approval for) a 

doctoral program in rhetoric and composition, but not literature. The reasons for this 

direction in graduate study at this particular juncture are clear. First, the administration of 

the university, especially the Dean of Humanities and the Provost for Academic Affairs, 

both of whom have extensive ties to the region and the community, want any developing 

research mission to directly benefit undergraduate education and the community itself. 

Research in rhetoric and composition, they feel, does so by strengthening undergraduate 

writing instruction and by creating opportunities for community literacy projects, as well 

as expanding the instruction for English education that feeds directly into community K-
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12 schools. Second, the university has already experienced significant enrollment 

increases and is predicting that enrollment will nearly double in the next ten years. 

Increased enrollment, of course, means increased demands on required courses such as 

first-year composition. A graduate program in rhetoric and composition will provide the 

writing program with additional graduate students, who as teaching assistants, will be 

able to teach the additional required writing courses. 

For me, this university represents a site where the tensions of ideological and 

material conditions are most dynamic. Within the critical framework I have employed 

throughout this dissertation, it is clear to see how the dominant socio-economic system is 

actively shaping and delimiting the development of this institution. In the next years of 

this region's and the university's growth community-based initiatives will be launched, 

technology initiatives and policies will be determined, the structuring of the labor force 

within the university itself as well as in the region will be impacted and determined, and 

the culture of the region itself will be subjected to major forces as housing and 

commercial developments increase and the population changes. At the same time, this 

historical moment in the region and within the university is also filled with potential and 

possibilities. Embracing my own ambivalence—that is, my willingness to engage in 

critique while simultaneously engaging in praxis and hope—I ask myself in what ways I 

can intervene in the process of development I see unfolding at this site? What can emerge 

as possible if I am able to enact a critical theory, engage others in that project, and 

actively participate in this dynamic moment? 
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Based on the theories and the practical approaches I have outlined in this work, I 

see, at the very least, concrete steps I plan to make in this position. For example, I will 

employ a historical-materialist approach to understanding the region and the institution, 

and will ask my students to engage in that process with me. My research and the courses I 

will teach will analyze the socio-political and economic history of the area as well as the 

university itself. Along with my students, I will look at contemporary cultural and 

economic trends in relation to the historical development of the area. We will utilize 

critical regional geography theories to analyze the impact of those trends. I will actively 

seek out the kinds of connections I recommend in chapter four with community 

organizations, identifying the sites where the economic imperatives of the dominant 

system have subordinated and devalued human and environmental conditions. I will 

actively examine the ways that institutional resources may be channeled in ways that 

contribute to challenging those sites. I will collaborate with my students, colleagues, and 

members of the community beyond the university to do analytical work that places those 

localized sites within the context of larger systemic issues. From my position within the 

university and as a member of the local community, I will play an active role in 

impacting regional policy and development decisions. 

Additionally, I will play an active role in institutional policy decisions as they 

relate to areas such as technology, curriculum development, and workforce structuring. 

Critical pedagogy, as I understand it, does not limit itself to isolated classroom practices. 

Rather, critical pedagogy acknowledges that the institutional constructs from which we 

work shape what is possible and valued within classrooms and in the larger social 
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processes we hope to transform. Engaging in critical pedagogy means bringing a critical 

theory to the table where institutional decisions are made, calling into question the 

ramifications of all decisions, and working to ensure that the individuals of an institution 

attempt to realize the principles of commitment, passion, and collective action I argued 

for in chapter three. As a critical theorist, I will argue for counter-hegemonic values to be 

considered in every decision. For example, it is quite likely that a developing rhetoric and 

composition program in a rapidly growing economic region will collaborate with local 

businesses to develop workplace literacy projects. Such projects might include 

professional communication courses that have students working with local businesses on 

contained internship-like projects, or even community education courses in business 

writing. A way I might intervene in that process is to argue for the necessity of a cultural 

critique element to be incorporated into the curriculum where students learn to 

deconstruct the ideological work business writing performs, or where they study the 

history of labor—such as management of labor, workforce restructuring through 

technology, intellectual labor, or the growth of the service industry—relevant to the type 

of work they are engaged in. In arguing for such critical components to be included in 

program development, I recognize that I have not transformed the system, but I have 

created a space where the necessary work of providing people with the tools to analyze 

the ways the system works and the possible incentive to envision alternatives is possible. 

An important aspect of my work as a critical theorist working from a professional 

position in the field of rhetoric and composition, is in the area of graduate studies and 

graduate student labor. Increasingly, we are aware of the pivotal role writing programs 
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play in institutional structures on so many levels. First-year composition represents some 

of the largest income-generating programs in the university. Rhetoric and composition 

graduate programs provide both graduate student tuition and a cheap labor pool for the 

teaching of required courses. The vicious circle of expanding undergraduate enrollment 

directly driving expanding graduate programs and enrollment and the declining 

opportunities for placing graduate students after they have finished their degrees reflects 

the contradictions of our socio-economic system in general. There are, however, ways to 

approach graduate studies and graduate student labor from a critical perspective that may 

in fact be central to a larger radical project. For example, incorporating critical theory 

into rhetoric graduate study, because rhetoric is concerned with analyzing discourse and 

discursive structures (such as those I have examined throughout this dissertation) and 

with pedagogy, may create the opportunity for exciting critical education projects to 

materialize both within the university and in other spaces. On another front, graduate 

student organizing around their own labor issues can lead to collective action within the 

institution. More importantly, such organizing reveals the ways that intellectual labor is 

subjected to the same forces that determine the conditions for other types of labor. Such 

revelations contribute to the development of a larger class-consciousness, and, ideally, 

such organizing results in a mobilized solidarity with other labor. It is those moments 

where constructed institutional boundaries are traversed that systemic causes are most 

evident and the collective challenging of that system is most possible. 

What I have learned, then, is that what matters most to me is the struggle. I 

engage in the struggle to envision a different world because I am in the world with others. 



because I am complicit in the system that alienates me from others and which actively, 

violently, oppresses others. The world is filled with possibility and I care deeply about 

the people in it. All the rational, critical, intellectualizing I do cannot adequately explain 

why I am compelled in everything I do to visualize a world that is not unnaturally cruel 

and harsh. Emmanuel Levinas theorized the ethics of our obligation to the Other as 

metaphysical. He says: "With the appearance of the human—and this is my entire 

philosophy—there is something more important than my life, and that is the life of the 

other. That is unreasonable. Man is an unreasonable animal" (6). But, it is the capacity 

for critical reasoning that clarifies for me the ways I can challenge the structures that 

frustrate my relation to the other. I embrace both, the unreasonableness of my 

motivations and the rationality of the tools that enable me to honor those motivations. 

And in doing so, I recognize that, "[t]he system of power is not in the least eternal. We 

may be badly made, but we're not finished, and it's the adventure of changing reality and 

changing ourselves that makes our blip in the history of the universe worthwhile" 

(Galeano 329). 
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