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ABSTRACT
This chapter argues for a reconceptualization of the service-learning movement as an intellectual movement in order to reconnect to and expand upon its vision of meaningful connections between colleges and communities and the notion of a scholarship of engagement. This, in turn, necessitates the development of an “academic home”—i.e., academic programs such as majors, minors and interdisciplinary programs—and the concomitant critique and debate that flourishes within such academic contexts. This chapter thus details how service-learning can be understood as an intellectual movement, provides the theoretical grounding for viewing the academic department as the key unit of analysis within higher education, and concludes with an example of how such an academic home can foster and sustain productive critique that can strengthen the community engagement movement.
INTRODUCTION

There is no one thing called service-learning. This is in one respect an obvious point. Yet in such an acknowledgement lies a paradigm shift for how we think about and engage in service-learning in higher education. Specifically, I want to suggest that we must shift our thinking from service-learning as a social movement to an intellectual movement. The former model attempts to transform higher education; the latter to embrace it. Such an embrace should not be viewed as the abrogation of the transformational power of community engagement. It should instead be viewed as the most effective means by which to support its success. 

Specifically, this chapter argues that service-learning must embrace itself as an intellectual movement in order to reconnect to and expand upon its vision of meaningful connections between colleges and communities and the notion of a scholarship of engagement (Boyer, 1990; Harkavy, 2006). This embrace, in turn, entails the development of an “academic home” and the concomitant critique and debate that flourishes within such academic contexts. This is, I suggest, but a specific instance of a larger argument about the entire community engagement movement, for I see service-learning as but the most visible practice amongst a set of loosely interrelated practices and philosophies within the community engagement movement (e.g., civic engagement, public scholarship, community-based research, experiential education, participatory action research). 
The need for such a reconceptualization cannot be more urgent. As a recent report (Saltmarch, Hartley & Clayton, 2009) has noted, the civic engagement movement has stalled, due, in part, to its being inadequately conceptualized and highly fragmented. A wide range of scholars sympathetic to the community engagement movement have become more critical about its impact and sustainability (Hartley & Soo, 2009; Keen & Hall, 2009; Stoeker & Tyron, 2009). Thus even as community engagement becomes an accepted component of the higher education landscape, its originally intended transformational power (Benson & Harkavy, 2007; Stanton, Giles & Cruz, 1999) becomes overly diluted to the extent that it becomes a movement which “stands for anything and therefore nothing” (Saltmarch et al., 2009, p. 4; see also Butin, 2007). 
The notion this chapter proposes—an intellectual movement found in specific academic programs such as majors, minors, and interdisciplinary centers—is neither farfetched nor abstract theorizing. There are several dozen such programs already scattered around the country (Butin, 2006a; Vaughn & Seifer, 2008), and I have shown that some of these programs—particularly those embedded as academic majors and minors—have developed academic and administrative structures, practices, and policies that can foster sustained, immersive, and consequential outcomes (Butin, 2010). More intriguing is that such programs appear, en passant, to answer many of the longstanding critiques of the community engagement movement (Butin, 2006b). 
This chapter thus offers a conceptual frame for viewing the development of such academic homes. I first detail how service-learning can be understood as an intellectual movement and then provide the theoretical grounding for viewing the academic department as the key unit of analysis within higher education. I conclude by providing an example of how such an academic home can foster and sustain productive critique and the implications for such critique upon the community engagement movement.

This vision, I should be clear, is not an either/or distinction between service-learning as a social and an intellectual movement. It is possible to have both. It is possible to continue to advocate for an institution’s overarching commitment to community engagement and civic action across all of its programs, faculty, and students. But to do so in isolation from and in antipathy of the intellectual practices and norms of higher education is, I suggest, theoretically and pragmatically misguided for it ignores the mechanisms that have created this dilemma in the first place. To not consider the notion of service-learning as an intellectual movement, as this chapter demonstrates, will ultimately undermine service-learning as a social movement in higher education. 

SERVICE-LEARNING AS AN INTELLECTUAL MOVEMENT
An intellectual movement may be seen as a specific type and subset of a social movement (Buechler, 1993; Mueller, 1992; Schneiberg & Lounsbury, 2008). While the study of an intellectual movement may have many similar characteristics and points of analysis with social movements, a key distinguishing feature is that intellectual movements “are collective efforts to pursue research programs or projects for thought in the face of resistance from others in the scientific or intellectual community” (Frickel & Gross, 2005, p. 206). 

Frickel and Gross (2005) provide several commonalities among diverse and disparate intellectual movements: (a) that there is a coherent intellectual program, that (b) is “contentious relative to normative expectations” within the particular academic domain which is, by its contentious nature, (c) political in the sense of competing for institutional resources (e.g., prestige, tenure-track lines, journals, grant funding), and, (d) “constituted through organized collective action” as opposed to, for example, the ideas, agendas, or projects of any single individual, (e) episodic in that its “birth” is “marked by the announcement of a bold new intellectual program”; and (f) that it varies in its scope and aim (pp. 206-208). I want to suggest that the current service-learning movement can fit nicely within this framework.
The coherency of the service-learning movement may be found within the clarion call of Boyer’s (1990) Scholarship Reconsidered. Boyer’s argument for, among other types of scholarships, a “scholarship of application” that genuinely linked academic and community practices, synthesized a disparate body of scholarship that had not yet found a singular footing by which to argue for such engagement within the academy. Boyer’s articulation provided a clear marker of scholarship that was useful outside of the academy, relevant for more than just scholars, and committed to linkages across and outside of higher education. 

The core of such an argument is highly contentious relative to the normative expectations within higher education regarding teaching, learning, and research. As Saltmarch et al. (2009) argue, “the dominant epistemology of the academy runs counter to the civic engagement agenda” (p. 5). Exactly because the service-learning movement is contentious, it is also political. It is important here to differentiate between a traditional public political movement, as service-learning is oftentimes associated with, and a movement that is political in the sense of a contestation for resources, position, ability to frame its own narrative, etc. Some aspects of the engaged scholarship movement do indeed have highly political and normative goals, such as the betterment of communities and society and social justice (Harkavy, 2006). Yet from the perspective of movement theory, these goals are solely coincidental to the extent that there is nothing inherent in an intellectual movement that necessitates a political positioning. Rather, practices such as service-learning and community-based research compete for building space, tenure-track lines, merit-based professional development grants, and administrators’ time. 

The service-learning movement can also be seen as having moved far beyond any single individual’s or institution’s founding. Stanton et al. (1999) provide an important overview of the top twenty or so advocates for the rise of service-learning through the 1970s. Yet today there is an immense variety of overlapping yet distinct individuals, programs, organizations, and institutions. The multiplicity of such endeavors may also be seen as the not-yet-realized goal of a truly coherent movement. While such “synergy” has been attempted (see, for example, the Higher Education Network for Community Engagement, http://www.henceonline.org/), the fragmentary nature of the field prevents any singular and agreed-upon “home base.”
The service-learning movement may also be seen as episodic in that it fits neatly within Mullins’s (1973) data that an intellectual movement needs one or two decades to stabilize. If one takes the early 1990s as a point of demarcation – e.g. the founding of Campus Compact in 1985, the publication of the first Wingspread Principles of Good Practice in Service-Learning in 1989, the publication of Boyer’s Scholarship Reconsidered in 1990, and the federal funding of the Corporation of National and Community Service in 1993 – then today’s service-learning movement is on the cusp of this timeframe.

Finally, it is possible to argue that service-learning is fundamentally varied in both scope and aim. From the minutia of active learning strategies to a vision of the transformation of higher education, service-learning is played out in multiple forms and with highly multiple goals (e.g., Butin, 2010; MJCSL, 2001; Sandmann, 2008). There is no one thing called service-learning.

If it possible to think of service-learning within the framework of an intellectual movement, then it is also possible to posit a set of propositions concerning its emergence and sustenance. Frickel and Gross (2005) offer several heuristics for the long-term success of an intellectual movement: when (1) it is supported by high-status intellectual actors complaining against what they consider a central intellectual tendency; when (2) structural conditions provide access to key resources (employment, intellectual prestige, organizational resources) and support for “micromobilization contexts” (e.g., conferences, graduate students, retreats); and, finally, when (3) the movement is able to frame its ideas in ways that resonate with potentially aligned constituents who inhabit other intellectual fields.

The service-learning movement appears to meet the first and third conditions: there is a thriving discussion of and support for engaged pedagogy and a scholarship of engagement that is in contradistinction to the seemingly neutral and technocratic academy. The Carnegie Foundation’s (2006) creation of a “community engagement” classification speaks to the high-status afforded such practices and philosophies. This framing of engagement, moreover, resonates with a wide swath of faculty who view community service and civic engagement as key attributes for evaluating incoming students, promoting faculty work, and prioritizing institutional goals. Enough individuals in enough vantage points across higher education appear to have bought into the idea of community engagement. 

Yet what is missing from the community engagement movement is Frickel and Gross’s second condition: that intellectual movements have structural mechanisms by which they are able to garner resources and foster internal mobilization events that spark dialogue, critique, and identity formation. In other words, the formation and socialization of scholars—be they sociologists, physicists, or service-learning scholars—occurs in the minutia of, for example, conference attendance, job searches, committee work, and the construction of an introductory course syllabus. It is here that contestation over academic legitimacy and prestige plays out, and specifically it is within particular disciplinary boundaries and departmental norms that such contestation takes place. 
AN ACADEMIC HOME FOR SERVICE-LEARNING

If intellectual movements are indeed centered around specific research programs that vie for institutional legitimacy, then the second level of the argument is that the crucial unit of analysis is the academic program, and, more specifically, the academic department as the key and mediating organizational unit impacting the functioning of higher education (e.g., Powell & DiMaggio, 1991; Gumport, 2007). The academic department is as such where particular micro-workings play out to structure, solidify, and maintain an intellectual movement’s relevance and legitimacy (Clark, 1987; Gumport & Snydman, 2002). At the heart of this argument is the notion that the disciplining of a movement is a necessary precondition for its ability to work within and through the context-specific mechanisms of higher education. My departmental status, to put it bluntly, allows me a voice at the higher education decision-making table. For while higher education is certainly buffeted by external pressures, the spread of counter-normative paradigms occurs primarily through internal processes. As Rojas (2007) argues of Black Studies, 

Black studies’ institutionalization shows that movements test cultural boundaries; they do not mimic them, but expand them through hybridization. Social movements expand the “institutional vocabulary” of a field such as higher education by questioning what is acceptable and extracting compromises between current behavioral norms and the movement’s demands. Thus, the construction of black studies was not guided only by “institutional logics” that enforce conformity within higher education. Rather, the black studies movement generated a range of alternatives, some of which were modified so they could be deemed acceptable to at least a few university leaders. The cultural imperatives of higher education were used to discard proposals that were too radical, but that left many proposals that subtly changed the criteria of acceptable academic work. Thus, if movement activists can gain a sufficiently strong understanding of bureaucratic processes and outcomes, they can alter the organization’s logic. (pp. 214-215)

It is thus possible to view the disciplining and departmentalization of a field as accommodating to and/or modifying the notion of the role of an intellectual movement. This is because the internal self-reflexive questioning of a field and its intellectual and physical boundaries do not in any way undermine its academic integrity and legitimacy. Quite the opposite; such critical engagement can be viewed as a key feature of the sustainability and adaptability of a field to disparate and changing conditions both across and outside of higher education. The questions that get asked and debates that occur in economics and physics departments, in other words, revitalize, sustain, and transform the research agendas of these respective fields; which, in turn, modifies what it means to do economics and physics. Similarly, the questioning and debating of what constitutes “service-learning” in no way undermines its practices, policies, or philosophies. 
The theoretical lens here is that knowledge construction, legitimation, and transmission in higher education occurs in the academic department. While this notion has its basis in classical sociology of knowledge, it is the “new” sociology of knowledge, and specifically the sociology of higher education, that focuses on the mediating function of organizational units as impacting the functioning of higher education (e.g., Gumport, 2007; Gumport & Snydman, 2002; Powell & DiMaggio, 1991).  

Thus Light (1974) has persuasively shown that “the knowledge base for each profession is its discipline” (p. 259) and, as such, understanding the functioning of the statis and change in higher education is dependent on the realization that “academics are possessed by disciplines, fields of study, even as they are located in institutions” (Clark, 1987, p. 25). Clark’s (1987) classic argument that the academic department is “the basic unit of organization because it is where the imperatives of the discipline and the institution converge” (p. 64) may be seen, for example, in the recent emphasis of the public scholarship movement’s (Ellison & Eatman, 2008) focus on a similar strategy for change. Imagining America, a national consortium of colleges and universities committed to public scholarship in the arts, humanities, and design, put out a comprehensive report (Ellison & Eatman, 2008) focusing on supporting tenure for scholars committed to public scholarship. Their focus was squarely at the departmental level :
Why are we so interested in chairs, deans, and directors? Departments, and the units with which they interact, are where tensions arise about the value of publicly engaged scholarship at the point of promotion or tenure. They are where all the work of promotion gets done and where the potential for real change is greatest. We are reaching out to department chairs in this report because they have been overlooked as key partners in public scholarship. (p. v)

The point here is that while these departments, and the faculty within them, are obviously part of larger nested academic communities (e.g., their home institutions, their disciplinary fields, the funding streams of private and public grant-making authorities), it is within the academic department that the micro-workings of particularities gets played out, such as decisions about the focus of tenure-track hires, the structuring of core requirements, and the articulation of relevance to college stakeholders. All of these daily practices and rituals (Meyer & Rowan, 1977) build up to structure, solidify, and maintain a field’s relevance and legitimacy. Put more formally, it is the specific settings and practices that shape “the content and forms of ideas” in higher education, and, specifically, 
the ritualization of knowledge categories occurs through the creation and maintenance of departments and degree programs. In these settings, the knowledge categories and their labels contribute to what counts as knowledge. They not only provide a location where participants generate local knowledge of departmental procedures and program completion expectations, but they also designate the knowledge most worth knowing within the field. (Gumport & Snydman, 2002, p. 379)

What is “most worth knowing” for the community engagement movement thus becomes an open-ended academic pursuit—across multiple programs, disciplines, and scholars—of multiple lines of inquiry that may or may not coincide. What I want to suggest in the next section is that such discussion and debate and critique of the field is a key condition for its sustenance in the academy. 
THE VALUE OF CRITIQUE FOR THE SERVICE-LEARNING MOVEMENT
I want to suggest that by viewing service-learning as an intellectual movement embedded within particular academic programs, it becomes possible to foster meaningful and constructive critique. Specifically, critique must be a central feature of a thriving movement, for it makes visible the limits and thus possibilities of the practices and policies we most want to promote across higher education. To relegate critique to the margins maintains the myth of a singular and overarching social movement able to contain and constrain contradictory narratives and goals. Yet, as the critique below makes clear, the very nature of service-learning as a community-based and experiential practice explodes any such idea of singularity and transparency. 
The following critique is thus meant at two levels. First, it opens up multiple lines of inquiry that demonstrate the relevance and importance of interdisciplinary examinations of service-learning as a complex and powerful pedagogical strategy. Such critiques suggest the value and legitimacy of problematizing community engagement, much like any other area of inquiry. Second, the implications of such critique—that service-learning is a destabilizing practice that rejects all simple and singular narratives—underscores the point that the service-learning movement is better understood through the lens of an intellectual (and heterogeneous) rather than a social (and homogeneous) movement. 
The critique begins with the acknowledgement that service-learning can be “read” through different theoretical lenses, just like a text may be read through feminist, psychoanalytic, or other critical frameworks. I have argued (Butin, 2003) that three such lenses are technical, cultural, and political. A technical conceptualization of service-learning is focused on its pedagogical effectiveness whereby it is one amongst many pedagogical strategies that serve the function of better teaching for better learning. A cultural conceptualization is focused on the meanings of the practice for the individuals and institutions involved so that, for example, service-learning may be seen as a means to help students increase their tolerance and respect for diversity and for academic institutions to promote engaged citizenship. A political conceptualization is focused on the promotion and empowerment of the voices and practices of historically disempowered and non-dominant groups in society. 

A key point is that such a “reading” must be cognizant that service-learning is by definition a community-based, experiential, and embodied experience in a real-world and real-time encounter with others within a complex and oftentimes contested setting. In other words, one cannot “do” service-learning in a library or by oneself or only in one’s head. Service-learning, however it is defined and irrespective of towards what ends, is done within a social context and thus with numerous consequences (obvious and non-obvious, immediate and long-term, intended and unintended). Service-learning is messy. It should also be noted that any particular service-learning experience can be an amalgam of different outcomes. The semester-long tutoring of under-performing high school students in math can help college students understand how youth make systematic conceptual errors (a technical perspective); students can gain insight into working with youth of a different socioeconomic status and/or ethnic background (a cultural perspective); and they can explicitly link the tutoring with college preparation to support college admission of such underrepresented youth (a political perspective).

The basic argument is that there is no pure, singular, and transparent mode of service-learning, and, as such, service-learning can never completely and fully and “without remainder” accomplish what we want it to. Put formally, service-learning, due to its own assumptions and practices as a community-based, experiential, and embodied experience, is an inherently self-undermining pedagogy. From a technical perspective, service-learning is undermined by the presumption of transparency that the community experience is equivalent to and fulfilling of the goals of content acquisition. From a cultural perspective, service-learning is undermined by the presumption of transparency that the community’s posiitonality mirrors the instructor’s and course’s cultural and ethical positionality. Finally, from a political perspective, service-learning is undermined by the presumption of transparency that “social justice” is a universal “supra-normative” principle that is mirrored by both the community and the instructor’s and course’s cultural and ethical positionality. I will, in this section, provide examples for how each of these occurs, and provide some examples. 
The theoretical grounding of this argument comes from Derrida’s (1976) notion of difference, and specifically the key Derridean insight that the instruction of content (be it through the text, the teacher, or the field-based experience) can never truly and totally “erase” itself to allow the content to speak for itself (see Butin, 2010, for a detailed explication of this argument). In fact, the very attempted act of erasure propels the undercutting and subversion of the attempted goal. In other words, all service-learning models undermine themselves at the very moment when there is a presumed transparency and equality between the means of service-learning and its goals. The very assumption of transparency is, in fact, the thread that, when pulled, unravels the entire seemingly-stable project.

It is thus critical to probe these myths of transparency if we are to understand the limiting factors to the potential and power of the service-learning experience. I offer three such critiques below, but, as I will suggest in the conclusion, such critiques must themselves take root in academic structures and programs that support such longstanding critical analysis. In other words, I do not advocate critique solely for the sake of itself. Service-learning can only flourish and sustain itself in the academy when it has the ability to question and then build upon its own practices and theoretical frameworks. 
The Myth of the Stable Experience

From a technical perspective, the performance of service-learning is undermined by its inherent condition of fostering engagement with real-world issues in real-time. For example, an instructor in a mathematics course may assign students to engage in math tutoring at a local elementary school in order to demonstrate the conceptual errors that youth make at different developmental stages. The service-learning experience is thus hoped to align with (without remainder) the course content. Yet all experiences are polyvocal. The undergraduate students may begin to ask about why girls seem to be less motivated than boys or about why some youth (and perhaps even teachers) perpetuate stereotypes of who is good in math and who is not, or even want to make connections to their own math phobias as youngsters. Each of these scenarios demonstrates a possible “remainder” that is present above and beyond the supposed content knowledge being taught. 

Each of these potential issues may of course be inherently interesting and academically important, but just not for this particular course. Instructors must then make difficult decisions as to whether to delve into academic fields (e.g., gender bias in the classroom) that may be far from their expertise, to ignore or minimize such discussions and risk disenfranchising interested students, or to develop entirely new readings that cut into the already planned curriculum. When any of these scenarios occur, the instructor’s initial desire for better teaching of content knowledge will trump the (seemingly errant) experiences brought into class. After all, faculty who bought into a technical model of service-learning did so exactly because they wanted a more effective pedagogical methodology for conveying their content matter. As soon as the particular pedagogical methodology is no longer effective (since it takes up precious classroom time to discuss math phobias or cultural stereotypes concerning girls’ success in math), it is of no use for these faculty’s end goal. This is just as true of PowerPoint and project-based learning as it is with service-learning. When we as teachers find certain teaching strategies not working, we stop using them.

Flowers and Temple (2009) offer a vivid account of such a dilemma as they attempted to prepare their undergraduate students to tutor through an America Reads program in a literacy course. The key tension, they suggest, was the “extensive need to train students to be effective tutors…how much time should the students spend in class learning to be tutors? The course on literacy is a broadly based liberal arts course and not a training program” (p. 91). The problem, of course, is that neglecting the “training” component can seriously short-change the very reason to do the service-learning in the first place: helping the youth being tutored. “In order for the literacy course to serve the America Reads program well—and also to be prepared for the tutoring the students in class—we have had to devote much class time to teaching and assessment matters, and we have devoted less time to other topics” (p. 102). 
At some point, as course content gets shortchanged, faculty may say, much like Flowers and Temple (2009), “But there is never enough time” (p. 102), and as such move away from their original intent of offering such a service-learning experience. The reason for the implosion of the performance of service-learning from a technical perspective—where experience is trumped by content knowledge—is that the instructor has (whether knowingly or not) conflated the service-learning experience with the hoped-for course content. She believes that teaching math to elementary school students will help her undergraduates better understand how youth make conceptual errors at different developmental stages. Experience, from this perspective, equals content. Yet the experience, exactly because it is always polyvocal and dealing with real-world lives in real time, undermines this mythical equality.  The instructor may of course take up the issues raised by the service-learning experience, but then she is no longer teaching from a technical perspective because what was at first tangential (e.g., diversity or training) becomes central. 
The Myth of the Singular Community

Instructors working from a cultural perspective face an analogous dilemma of the inherent “cracks” within the empirical performance of the service-learning experience. The very experience which is hoped to foster an openness to the diversity and plurality of local and global communities may in fact reinforce students’ deficit perspectives of the other. Students volunteering in a homeless shelter may see their worst stereotypes reinforced by violent, sexist, or demeaning behavior. They may now have “data,” however anecdotal, that supports their predetermined convictions.

The hoped-for openness and understanding envisioned by a cultural model of service-learning thus stops at the limits of its own openness and understanding. Specifically, the experiences in the community may be antithetical to the knowledge, skills, and dispositions we as faculty are attempting to foster. Irrespective of which “side” one argues from—faculty may have liberal perspectives on child-rearing or abortion while the community has conservative perspectives, or vice-versa—faculty will sooner or later confront the limits of their control over what students are exposed to, and, as such, over what can and cannot be taught through such a service-learning experience.

Stoecker and Tryon (2009) found such situations all too common when they interviewed community organizations about working with service-learning courses at the University of Wisconsin at Madison. Stoecker and Tryon (2009) comment that “Community organizations, of course, do not expect the people they serve to be an expandable source of student enlightenment” and then quote a community leader stating that, “”People have to be able to come here [the service organization] and expect nondiscriminatory service, whether they are a white supremacist or a lesbian couple. So people who can’t show professional objectivity can’t volunteer here” (p. 123). 

Such potential non-commensuaribility between a student’s and an organization’s point of view highlights that a cultural model of service-learning only functions by erasing its very own positionality until it is caught up short by encountering an experiential situation that forces it to acknowledge its own limits. Tolerance to other perspectives functions so long as the encountered perspectives mirror one’s own internal (and hidden) norms. As soon as this boundary is crossed, the potential for a cultural perspective of service-learning collapses.

Thus we may want to believe that children should have a chance to articulate their perspectives and in general have their voices be valued and heard. But this becomes more than problematic when the host family disagrees, or more strongly, complains to the volunteer coordinator of a college student’s interference in family matters. It becomes an undermining of the very goals of openness that the instructor was attempting to foster. In the face of such resistance (implicit and/or explicit) from the community it becomes impossible for the instructor to continue positioning such goals and ideals as common or universal. 

Thus whereas the technical perspective functioned through the mythical equivalence of content and experience, the cultural perspective functions through the mythical equivalence of the instructor’s and the community’s key principles in their respective value systems. Thus the instructor who realizes that her goals (of implicitly teaching a particular value system) are being undermined by the divergent value systems encountered in the service-learning experience will of necessity stop using the means she had originally been using. This process of subversion, it should be noted, functions exactly in the same manner for both the technical and the cultural mode of service-learning. And, again, it is worth noting that if the instructor is in fact prodded by the community’s value system to rethink her own principles and thus reposition her course goals, she will no longer be doing cultural service-learning but something different. 

The Myth of an Agreed-Upon Justice
Finally, service-learning from a political perspective is undermined by a “critical dogmatism” that leaves unquestioned its own foundational underpinning that discount alternative perspectives. This is the mythical equivalence of “social justice” as a neutral and already-agreed upon principle. From a political perspective, service-learning is meant to function as a mechanism to move individuals from the (political) right to the (social justice) left. This is traditionally described as helping students move from individualistic to structural understandings of societal problems, and from passive acceptance to collective action.

Yet the very explicitness of such an agenda incites conservative responses in that students have just as much “academic freedom” to learn alternative perspectives as faculty have to teach a singular “truth.” This counter-demand for “balance” occurs exactly because conservatives believe that college students are only being exposed to one side of the academic story and, as such, should be allowed to be taught “the controversy” rather than be “indoctrinated” by distinctly liberal and radical perspectives. The performance of service-learning from a political perspective thus creates the condition for its own undoing, since it radicalizes dialogue as between extremes (Butin, 2007).

The radicalization and thus breaking down of dialogue makes vivid that all so-called first principles (e.g., “tolerance”) always meet a limit case whereby it cannot accept the founding conditions of the other; i.e., a limit case is always found where one either has to be tolerant and embrace a culture that is intolerant of you, whereby, by implication, such intolerance undermines and destroys your own tolerance. Or, alternatively, one must condemn, from some supra-normative position, that the intolerant culture is in fact being intolerant and this will not be accepted. In either case there are not and cannot be transparent and obvious consensus across seemingly neutral and stable principles. 
Rather, the radicalization of discourse between, for example, liberals and conservatives about issues of academic freedom, is due to an ongoing contestation over who controls the definition of the terms we use. Thus what becomes clear is that the faculty member who engages in service-learning from a political perspective must by necessity always appeal to a supra-normative position that is deemed both beyond critique and inherently superior to all other positions that may challenge such a positioning. When a faculty member assigns a community-based project that is deemed to support the goals of social justice, she, by necessity, must believe that her vision of social justice is accurate; else, why have her students engage in such practices? 
Yet such appeal to so-called first principles must always, infinitely and regressively, search out and reify its own foundations. Any articulated foundations (e.g., “justice”, “diversity”) can always be critiqued and questioned, and thus necessitate a search for seemingly deeper foundations or other first principles (e.g., “human rights”). Such a search, though, must always spiral back onto itself, causing, simply and finally, a regressive loop that can only be escaped when it is stated that no exterior questioning can continue and that the principle—whichever one it happens to be at the moment—must serve as the “true” foundation. The very idea of service-learning for a universal and agreed-upon social justice, in other words, collapses under its own presumptions. 

So when I as a faculty member am attempting to teach social justice, and the very way I do so instead leads to demands for “balance” from external constituencies, incites resistance by my own students, and is confounded by others out in the community who have their own first principles of (what I deem as) intolerance, I must retreat and find new ways by which to accomplish my goals. I thus drop service-learning. So, again, the very means of attempting to get to a predetermined goal confound the attempt, thus forcing the abandonment of allegiance to service-learning as the pedagogical “delivery mechanism” of choice. And, again, if the instructor is somehow, through the service-learning experience, convinced that she is no longer superior, she is also no longer doing political service-learning. 

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

My argument has been that service-learning is a social movement that can fruitfully be understood and positioned as an intellectual movement. More forcefully, I want to suggest that it is only when the community engagement movement embraces the notion of an intellectual movement that we can begin to move beyond the realization that the movement has “stalled.” Moreover, this embrace requires the formation of academic homes that can sustain and nurture critique. 

I have suggested that the transformation of a social movement into an intellectual movement is about “disciplining” service-learning, which is to say, carefully, systematically, and in a sustained fashion investigating the practices and philosophies of community engagement. As I have argued in the previous section, all modes of service-learning—technical, cultural, and political—are self-undermining. What was originally considered an ideal methodology turns out to be not just idealized, but unreachable. The epistemic certainty of service-learning as the ideal (i.e. transparent) model for teaching about content, or diversity, or justice becomes exactly the place where the subversion begins. Service-learning, in other words, is subverted from the inside out. 
This suggests to me that service-learning is not so much the answer for higher education so much as it is the question. When we view service-learning as a social movement able to transform higher education, we are actually viewing it as an “answer” to our problems in the academy. Yet as I have argued, this answer, which appeared so obvious and transparent, is anything but. In fact, the very framing of service-learning as an answer obscures its polyvocal character and undermines its very practices. Our single-minded attempts to find the one best answer may be at the heart of our inability to succeed. And it is here, I suggest, where we must begin to look for ways to engage service-learning with less opportunities for being beguiled by the illusions that service-learning is the answer we have all been waiting for. 
Rather, I suggest that service-learning may be the question we have all been waiting for. At the heart of an intellectual movement—be it within physics, philosophy, or public scholarship—is the reframing of seemingly obvious and longstanding discussions that allows new questions and lines of inquiry to become apparent. Service-learning offers exactly that. As advocates rightly note, service-learning offers a powerful alternative to traditional models of teaching, learning, and research in higher education. But such an alternative is far from obvious. In fact, it is itself an extremely complex and contested practice that as such necessitates careful attention and probing. 
This is why we need to create “academic homes,” where the limits and subversions, and, of course, opportunities and transformational power, of service-learning can fruitfully be examined, critiqued, and modified. The goal would not be to find some flawless “best practice” without remainder. Rather, each new line of inquiry opens up a host of critical questions and concerns. For example, it is no longer possible to believe that there are any singular or transparent or neutral community experiences. More forcefully, there is no such thing as “the” community or an “obvious” outcome or an already-agreed upon goal between the instructor and the community organization. The service-learning experience becomes open to discussion, debate, and contestation. 

This is not meant to negate or dismiss the community engagement movement. There are far stronger critiques of traditional models of teaching and learning in higher education. The community engagement movement is, in fact, one of the strongest such critiques. Yet it thus becomes necessary to critique our own critique of higher education. For, as I have shown in the previous section, service-learning is never neutral, obvious, or mirroring of our goals and practices. Oftentimes it is just the opposite. 
If service-learning is in a sense the question rather than an answer, then an important conclusion falls out. Namely, service-learning can no longer see itself simply and solely as a social movement that can just “save the world” (Butin, 2008). Rather, as I have argued, we must begin to view ourselves as engaged as well in an intellectual movement. This is a paradigm of engaged scholars and scholarship where we do our job, and do it well, by making it self-reflexively critical, by providing a space for community response, and by being as comprehensive as need be within our particular disciplinary rules and norms. Put otherwise, just as there is no one thing called service-learning, there is no single means by which to think about and enact it. The service-learning movement must come to embrace this plurality and the concomitant academic inquiry it entails.  
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