while most of this volume is dedicated to describing the disciplinary content
essential for educating environmentally literate citizens and to recommending
_uao_.:ra:m pedagogical approaches for teaching that content, we begin with the
seminar itself from which this book emerged as a model for grassroots, multi-
disciplinary faculty inquiry (table part 1.1). Building on a foundation of existing
interest and expertise at Indiana University, a multidisciplinary working group of
faculty, staff, and students convened to develop a core strategy for promoting
teaching and learning about environmental literacy campus-wide. What came to
pe known as the Environmental Literacy and Sustainability Initiative (ELSI)
reached out to administrators, student groups, and operational units in an effort
to develop an institutional framework for advancing environmental literacy and
sustainability on campus (ELSI, http://www.indiana.edu/~elsi/elsi.html). Key
elements of ELSI’s two-year conversation are articulated in this edited volume. In
addition, the ideas and cross-disciplinary relationships stemming from it laid
important groundwork that a campus-wide sustainability task force appointed
by the university vice president later could draw on. Members of ELSI were early

Table Part 1.1. A Model for Cultivating a Campus Conversation about
Environmental Literacy and Sustainability

1. Building on foundations Who are the relevant content experts on campus and in the
community?
What existing initiatives complement work on environmental

literacy and sustainability?

2. Locating resources

What internal grants (e.g., teaching, civic engagement,
interdisciplinary) exist that could be applied to promote
environmental literacy and sustainability?

What offices could provide support within their existing
missions (e.g., teaching center, service-learning center,
grant development)?

3. Designing the seminar What sorts of resources and areas of expertise should be
represented in the discussions?

What does bringing together this particular group of
people add to what we know?

What kind of format will both build knowledge among
the participants and lead to actionable outcomes?

What does the group already know, and what gaps in
knowledge should it seek to fill?

4. Gauging outcomes Are there opportunities to extend the discussion beyond the
original participants? Are there opportunities that emerge
serendipitously that will advance some of the seminar’s goals?
Are there ways to share core findings and outcomes with

related initiatives so that the key goals are carried forward?
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As a third example of building on existing faculty foundations, Paul Schneller,
the Physical Plant Coordinator of Development and an adjunct faculty member
.1 the university’s School of Public and Environmental Affairs, developed a
new Green Internship program. This program placed student interns with the
Physical Plant; the University Architects Office; Purchasing; and the Office
of Environmental, Health, and Safety Management to work on semester-long

sustainability-related projects for course credit.

Locating Resources

Although not many resources are necessary to invite dedicated people into dis-
cussion about issues that they are committed to, a greater degree of coordination
means a greater likelihood for impact, and such coordination often does benefit
from additional resources. For example, local curricular grants may exist that can
be used to support development of environmental literacy and sustainability
programs. By 2002, the CFES’s Environmental Literacy Working Group discus-
sions had gained enough momentum to successfully apply for internal funding
from the Office of Academic Affairs and Dean of Faculties Multidisciplinary
Ventures and Seminars Fund for a series of meetings that would produce an
edited volume of proceedings (Reynolds and Brondizio 2002).

The original proposal was for a faculty seminar titled “Cultivating Freshman
Environmental Literacy—A Faculty Seminar” to last one academic year, fall/
Spring 2003—2004. Ironically, while the funded vﬁovow& described a year-long
seminar, the conveners were worried that such an extended time frame would
cause the discussions to lose momentum, and so shortened the seminar to one fall
semester only. Very quickly, however, it became apparent that the conversations
would be sufficiently rich to extend into spring 2004 and again into the following
year when participants did concerted outreach to administrators, operations
staff, and student groups and developed a proposal for institutionalization.

The original proposal to the internal grant program outlined the rationale and
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timeliness for the subject of the seminar, situating higher education in a Positia
crucial to the goal of environmental sustainability. It highlighted the position
colleges and universities, as centers of enlightenment and learning, to contrj
to the global discussion by producing graduates who possess the informa
skills, and civic ethic to help our complex, global society move toward econon
that operate within the regenerative and assimilative capacities of the earth
tem. Through readings, invited lectures, discussion, and synthesis, the se
was proposed to explore the twin concepts of global environmental change
sustainability, their ecological, sociopolitical, and economic :nmmaumzum:mm. :
the most appropriate format by which to draw these elements of environm,
literacy into an interdisciplinary learning experience. The immediate oute
was intended to be a plan detailing the content and format of a lecture- or
based course or other vehicle (e.g., orientation packet, video) capable of rez
asignificant portion of the freshman population. The seminar participants
also produce edited proceedings to document their work. This project also p
posed to forge interdisciplinary collaborations among faculty and students, ¢
a model for other institutions to follow, and foster an ethic of stewardship aj
civic responsibility in generations of students to come.

The original proposal made the case for this particular university’s particip
tion in the conversation given the reference points of peer institutions. It plac
the proposed seminar in the context of related activities in the Big Ten, PA
ACC, Ivy League, and other university and college systems. It also revi

National Wildlife Federation’s Campus Ecology Project. Although it ack
edged a wealth of relevant courses at nearly every university, including
ana University, it identified an important gap: most institutions lack both
mechanism for advancing environmental literacy across a broad spectrum of
student population and a mechanism for launching discussions about an
formed and intentional environmental literacy program. Indiana Universi
Bloomington campus thus had the opportunity to take on its own shortfalls i
coordinating efforts toward environmental literacy while developing a model ft
other institutions.

The proposal resulted in a $5,000 award from the Multidisciplinary Venture
and Seminars Fund, which in turn opened the door for additional successft
funding proposals to the University’s College Arts and Humanities Institute,
CFES, the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning Program, the School for Pub
and Environmental Affairs, the College of Arts and Sciences, and the camp
teaching center. The supplemental funds they provided covered the costs
honoraria for speakers, travel expenses, office/clerical supplies, salary for a te
ing assistant, publication costs, and an educational consultant.
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Involving People

posal was itself a collaboration by two professors ﬂr.ﬁ built on
ions. Heather Reynolds, then Assistant Professor of Biology, was
e ?s:&mﬂ._c as chair of the University’s Council for Environmental Stew-
Sy :MM&Q of the CFES’s Environmental Literacy Working Group.
e E&NE then Assistant Professor of Anthropology, was serving as
ok ; ical Center for Training and Research on
. eant Director of the Anthropological Cen Re
- ol nmental Change. Another key member of the organizing maosw
Q_o_um_A m?Mwomm then a graduate student in biology and the leader of the CFES’s
. ‘w:m:m, tal [ mﬁm.&. Working Group. These organizers attained mcho:. from
m:ﬁBmBﬂ:_ Hm:Q faculty and administrators from units on campus as diverse
%on:”m MW of Law, Public and Environmental Affairs, and Journalism, and %.m
B HAM“,._ of gﬂm_.ovo_om% English, Biology, History and Philosophy of Sci-
Um,uwmqmm:mmocm Studies, Political Science, and Physics. ‘ :
b 4.,9_? the initial grant proposal had proposed a faculty discussion m.”.ﬁcmmn_ on
freshman, the initiative quickly expanded to embrace all students m:M En_nma N:
campus personnel. As a result, staff and graduate mnsmm.:a and undergra _.S*M
leaders of student groups were invited into the ncsqmw.mm:c:. The campus ﬂmmnﬂ ;
ing center provided space in its Scholarship of Teaching and Learning nnmmws M
tion series for keynote seminar speakers to reach a broader mwmnnﬁ.—ﬂ cm M._ &
university. Doug Karpa, an instructional consultant m..cE that office, joined the
core seminar team as a pedagogy expert. The teaching center co-funded ﬂ”o
keynote speakers, David Orr (Oberlin) and Christopher Uhl (Penn State), who
visited to address the seminar and the campus. ;
The project funded a half-time (twenty hours per Enmf mnmm.:ms stu MH..:
with joint interests in education and human—environment interactions to facili-
tate key activities and outcomes. The responsibilities of the graduate student
included the following:

The original P10

serv

" Developing web pages on the Council for Environmental mnm.im_.,.“_mrwvw
website to serve as a locus of information, including the seminar’s
mission, schedule of events, questions from the month’s ﬁnmwmn“ﬂﬁ.?r
session minutes (including breakout summaries), and _.w_mﬂna links;

* Attending each seminar session to participate in discussion .m:@ to zw_xo
notes from which to prepare minutes summarizing the session’s main
ideas;

" Posting readings, presenter questions, and monthly minutes on the
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website, and emailing reminders of upcoming meetings to seminar
participants; and
*  Assisting with room reservations and refreshment orders.

The seminar series was successful in terms of both the number and diversj
of participants (approximately thirty faculty members in attendance from mo
than fifteen different Indiana University schools and departments), the co
Hn__._n% of attendance, and the level of enthusiasm (Environmental Literacy Sen
nar Minutes 2003). At the conclusion of the series, the participants decided g
remain committed to it for an additional two semesters.

Designing the Seminar

The most significant challenge in advance of launching the seminar was to ¢
sign its sessions so that experts from diverse disciplines would remain inter
ested in the core project, sustaining them to produce ambitious but practj
cal recommendations for making a significant impact on student learning a
campus practices. The most important orientation in the design was the exper
tise and creative capacity of the seminar participants, and the key mode
inquiry. Acknowledging the complex and interdisciplinary nature of the inte
lated social, economic, and environmental challenges of twenty-first-cen
society, the seminar focused on two questions: What should an environmentz
literate person know? and, What teaching and learning strategies are most
fective in promoting that knowledge campus-wide? The core format of the
nar was designed to leverage local experts to take up that inquiry in ways
would create locally viable educational solutions.

The seminar meetings were both voluntary and meant to be cumulative.
ninety-minute session was organized over a light lunch of sandwiches from
local food cooperative, which helped to ensure a broad and inclusive participa
tion (everyone needs to eat lunch!).

Each of the first seven meetings began with an expert speaker or roundtab:
presentation. The presenters were asked to do three things: recommend a back:
ground reading to focus participants on key concepts and issues for the sessio
at hand; submit a short essay identifying key aspects of environmental liter
acy motivated by their area of expertise, including applications to everyday life"
choices; and create a five-minute presentation encapsulating their environmen
literacy recommendations. Readings were posted on the web two weeks before
each session to facilitate advanced preparation., ]

After the speaker or roundtable presentation, the instructional consultant
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mmn::m:ma a breakout session, in which participants broke into groups of approx-
;mately five to address the guiding seminar questions: Given all we have rm.ma S0
far, what should all students know about this topic in order to be considered
environmentally literate? And, what teaching and learning strategy would foster
this knowledge? ] :

The breakout groups allowed participants to discuss and develop environ-
mental literacy recommendations on the session’s topic. Their notes were 21.:3
on flipchart paper, which allowed them to be captured by the seminar coordina-
tors and shared with the reconvened seminar participants toward the end of each
session. The graduate student project assistant posted the breakout summaries
regularly on the web. This reporting activity insured that ideas were documented
for use as the seminar progressed and available for compiling for various report-
ing purposes.

The semester’s meetings were divided into two sections—content and peda-
gogy, each preceded with a Scholarship of Teaching and Learning program key-
note speaker publicized to a campus-wide audience. David Orr (Oberlin College)
kicked off the content section with a presentation focused on the rationale for
environmental literacy, titled “Environmental Stewardship and Sustainability
for the 21t Century: The Role of Education.” The topics of the content sec-
tion included Population and Environment (Emilio Moran, Ben Brabson, Sue
Grimmond), Environmental Toxins and Biotechnology (Diane Henshel, Roger
Hangarter), Institutions and Policy (Elinor Ostrom), Ecological Economics
(Christine Glaser, of St. Mary of the Woods College), Sense of Place (Scott
Sanders), Environmental Justice (John Applegate), and Religious World Views
(David Haberman).

Christopher Uhl (Penn State) introduced the pedagogy section with a presen-
tation titled “Teaching and Practices to Awaken Ecological Consciousness.” The
pedagogy-focused topics included three roundtable sessions. Experiential Learn-
ing Roundtables focused on the Indiana Environment (Keith Clay, Victoria
Meretsky) and on Active Learning in the Large Lecture Model (Craig Nelson),
Service-learning (Claire King), and Place-based Learning through the Five Senses
(Matt Auer). An Educational Media Roundtable focused on web, video, and
campus orientation formats (Jim Capshew, Jeanne Sept, and Ralph Zuzolo).

The first year’s meetings concluded with the leadership team (Heather Rey-
nolds, Eduardo Brondizio, Doug Karpa, and Briana Gross) presenting a report
that offered a synthesis of the year’s discussions for comments by the participants.

Gauging Success

The seminar had multiple outcomes and ripple effects that continue to suggest a
high degree of impact. One of the significant indicators was that the seminar
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remained responsive to the input of participants while maintaining the facj
tion structures designed by the leadership team. In particular, interest was s,
great that the series was extended for two additional semesters, with high atte;
dance throughout. During the second semester, the participants developed the
work of the first semester into a core strategy for promoting environmen
literacy and sustainability on the Bloomington campus of Indiana University, “4
Pedagogical Approach to Greening IU” (appendix). The core strategy recor
mended creating a multi- and interdisciplinary environmental literacy initiatj
through service-learning and other experiential teaching and learning oppg
tunities that would serve to “green” the Bloomington campus, thus integra
the “shadow curriculum” of the campus environment with the traditional aca
demic curriculum. The core strategy was presented to the campus’s most sen
academic officer, Chancellor Kenneth R. R. Gros Louis. Based on the encoura
ment of the chancellor and the commitment of the participants, the seminar
extended for a third semester. During this final semester, the seminar p
ticipants invited additional campus staff and student representatives into th
discussions to explore the potential for implementing this core strategy.

The number of partnerships that the seminar established indicates a
degree of relevance in the way it was framing issues. For example, the forn
outgrowth of the Environmental Literacy and Sustainability Initiative from
now-defunct Council for Environmental Sustainability suggests that faculty
ognized the potential in bringing ELSI’s pedagogical goals together with CFE
broader membership and mission. In addition, the third, more informal se
ter of the seminar focused mainly on building coalitions with students and
on campus, including with student government, the residence halls, purchasi
and the physical plant. ;

In an additional outcome, the seminar participants realized that their dis
sions could serve as a model process for reaching across disciplines toward
common goal of environmental literacy and sustainability. Work on the pres
edited volume proceeded apace. A few additional chapter authors were solici
in order to fill in disciplinary coverage. In further discussions, the semi
leadership team clarified the audience for the book, deciding to speak prima _
to a broad range of university educators who may also be grappling with en
vironmental literacy and sustainability issues.

The seminar participants also realized that their goals would be most effe
tively accomplished through a more robust institutional structure in support
environmental literacy and sustainability, A working group was designated at
end of the third semester to develop recommendations for an institutional st
ture for an Environmental Literacy and Sustainability Initiative on the Indian
University Bloomington campus, aimed at implementing the core pedagogi
strategy developed earlier. The proposal to the administration recommended
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FIGURE PART 1.1. Proposed institutional structure in support of
campus environmental literacy and sustainability.

adding a full-time sustainability coordinator position to ”r.m campus staff, one
that would build and coordinate campus environmental literacy and sustain-
ability activities (figure part 1.1, table part 1.2). o

In a separate but related initiative in 2006, members of ELSI joined m.,n_._ma
faculty, staff, and students in petitioning the university provost to mmﬂmc_._m_._ a
campus-wide task force on sustainability. In 2007, the university’s vice president
announced the formation of an Indiana University Task Force on Campus Sus-
tainability, the membership of which drew significantly from faculty m_.:.“_ staff
involved in the Environmental Literacy and Sustainability Initiative. Drawing on
the reports and findings of ELSI as a component of its own mﬁmsm?n.nnmmmRF
the more than one-hundred-person task force recommended designating a new
campus sustainability coordinator, establishing an internship program mn.m owrmn
activities directly involving students, and creating a website ﬁr:v":é._:nrmsm
-edu/~sustain). Moreover, in fall 2008, the Dean of the Faculties E:_mnmm two
New internal grant competitions to support the development of the ﬂnmn_.:sm of
Sustainability. The $8,000 Sustainability Course Development T.m:osar_m_m are
designed to support “innovative approaches to instruction of ooa.n_nx. E‘ST
disciplinary topics at both undergraduate and graduate levels of instruction.
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Table Part 1.2. Proposed ELSI Leadership and Advisory Bodies

Sustainability

A full-time professional staff member w;
Coordinator

responsibility for coordinating and facil
ELSI and for supervising staff. This pers
for Environmental Stewardship (CFES)

directly or through a graduate assistant
CFES chair,

ith primary Operationa]
itating the main activitieg o
on will also coordinate
meetings and activities s .
and in conjunction with the

Board of Advisors Faculty, high level administrators, and representatives from the

constituencies of ELSI and CFES, The Board of Advisors will
periodically meet with the Sustainability Coordinator.

CFES Chair A faculty member, staff member, or graduate student with

Primary
responsibility for facilitating CFES meetings and the direction of
CFES Graduate

A part-time graduate student coordinator who wil
Student Coordinator

chair in managin
the CFES.

lassist the CFEg
g the day-to-day activities and monthly meetings of

ELSI Faculty Leaders A core group of ELSI faculty. The Faculty Leaders will receive course

release time that enables them to take lead responsibility for specific
environmental literacy projects.
Staff Two graduate assistants and two undergraduate assistants who will
support the production of public events (such as a speaker series),
facilitate tasks associated with the greening projects, and support
and report writing.

tainability to the TU Bloomington ca
www.indiana.edu/~sustain

Environmental Literacy Le

mpus are of particular interest” (h
). The $30,000 Indiana University Sustainability

adership Award supports an interdisciplinary or
tradisciplinary team “proposing a new teaching and learning initiative

promises to have a sustained impact upon sustainability research and educa
and that could serve as a model for the development of academic programs wi

sustainability-related themes on the [Indiana University Bloomington] camp
(http://www.indiana.edu/ ~sustain),

Conclusions and Connections
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Faculty, Staff, and Student Partn Tships

for Environmental Literz
Sustainability

Briana L. Gross
Biology

mew colleges and universities have some type of organization dedicated to
m_é,”qc::._m:ﬂm_ issues such as stewardship, sustainability, or the catchall focus
of “greening” Such campus greening or sustainability initiatives can face a
n,m:nr;mp‘ To be successful, greening initiatives require both grassroots support
%33 the student body and top down support from high-level campus admin-
1strators. Yet each type of support can be difficult to attain without the other. On
one hand, high-level administrators might stipulate that broad support for en=
%_.odam:s_ stewardship must be shown before any changes are implemented:
u:d:.mlw campus departments that are designed S‘mm_.sn.. student needs will not
provide environmentally friendly alternatives until there is sufficient student
am_:mng” However, even if moderate support for environmental stewardship 18
mrcs_ﬁw it may be difficult to elicit further interest without the assistance Of
m,a:::_m:mﬁ_o: and support staff. Many institutions thus struggle with the ques:
tion of whether changes in environmental policy should come from the tOP
down or the bottom up. There is no easy answer to this question, of coursé=
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ge from the top down can result in resistance, but waiting for an
:_.:n:E_ movement to occur in the absence of any information or encour-
1t is a difficult prospect. Even when individuals in every sector of the

. ersity would like to see a green campus, as is frequently the case, the prospect

e - cmm department striking out on the road toward this goal can be daunt-
MM In this essay; I detail how collaborative projects can successfully bridge the
Ew;_ro:a:._ divide faced on many campuses and also promote environmental
Jiteracy in the undergraduate student body.
One specific example of how environmental literacy and sustainability can be
initiated in a way that combines elements of top down and bottom up efforts
comes from Indiana University Bloomington. The organizations responsible for
campus sustainability at IUB have gone through several incarnations, something
that is probably not uncommon for an institution of higher education. Efforts
mainly began with the formation of the Council for Environmental Stewardship
Fj\mmm_f which was made up of representatives from staff, student, and faculty
.mno:@m from across the TUB campus, and was created with the goal of moving the
university toward sustainability through academic, operational, and administra-
tive efforts. The CFES took the approach of creating working groups centered on
topics of interest or importance to the IUB campus. Among the many projects
completed between the CFES's inception in 1998 and its disbandment (due to
budget cuts) in 2006, one of the most successful and well liked was the Prairie
in the Planters project. Initiated by the CFES’s Green Landscaping working
group, this project effectively brought together a number of campus and com-
munity groups.

The Prairie in the Planters project was organized by a Biology Department
faculty member who was leading the Green Landscaping working group and a
graduate student from the School of Public and Environmental Affairs, whose
work on the project contributed to her master’s degree in environmental policy
and natural resources management. The project involved using native plants to
beautify several large planters in a high-traffic region of the campus, creating
examples of the native prairie that once dominated parts of Indiana. Imple-
menting this project depended on input from the architect’s office, help with
tools, mulch, and other supplies from the landscaping division, greenhouse space
and supplies from the Biology Department, and volunteer efforts by students,
staff, faculty, and Bloomington community members associated with an initia-
tive to register the city as a National Wildlife Federation Community Wildlife
Habitat (http://www.nwf.org/community/). Funding for plants was provided
by the CFES and a National Wildlife Federation Campus Ecology fellowship
awarded to the graduate student. The project was complemented with perma-
nent signage at the planter site and pamphlets describing the benefits of environ-
mentally friendly landscaping practices and tips for implementing native land-
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scaping on campus. The integration of efforts by faculty, graduate
graduate students, support staff, and Bloomington citizens extended
of the project across the campus and to the community. The use

pamphlets, as well as the striking visual presence of the native plang,
planters a prominent feature on the campus, helping to raise ecq
sciousness and promote a sense of place in students. In general, the
excellent example of using the physical campus as a pedagogical too],

Elements of Success

There are many features of the Prairie in the Planters project that co:
its success. From a purely practical perspective, the explicit goals and
modest size of the project allowed it to be completed in only about a
clearly circumscribed nature of the plan made seeking assistance f;
departments on campus less daunting for both the organizers and the
donors. While it might at first be considered restrictive to limit th
environmental projects, it is likely that many small successes will
positive impact on a given campus than any project left half-compl
also that the size of the project is appropriate for undergraduate par
ie., it could have been integrated into a course and completed by a
students over the span of a semester or a year. Although this project was
taken outside of a formal course structure, it represents an excellent ex:
how one might integrate pedagogy and greening to promote both environ
stewardship and environmental literacy.
Another important element contributing to the success of the project
fact that it provided a mechanism to institute campus greening and
environmental literacy that was appealing to all the members of the ¢ I
community. Although the project involved students, faculty, administrati
staff, no single group was required to take on the entire burden of the
Thus, the campus administration and staff supported a greening effor
down) organized by students and faculty (bottom up). This project sid
the major roadblocks usually involved in greening efforts by virtue of its ¢
ative nature; change was not forced on the campus by the administrat
operations, and the individuals organizing the project were not requi
complete it in the absence of a support network. Perhaps most importan
project revealed the common ground that is shared by many members
campus community, but is rarely explored. The project allowed the CFES to1
goals of promoting environmental awareness and stewardship on campus,
tributed to the degree work for a master’s student, and assisted a commt
group in their work to promote natural landscaping citywide. Furthermo!
campus architect’s office and landscaping division were happy to pro

Faculty, Staff, and Student Partnersiips = 151

rship and pride in the campus land-
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than traditional landscaping areas). At a more complex |

between traditional landscaping practices and green landsca W
serve as an explicit focus for discussions dealing with such a
mmc_omww& footprint as chemical and land use policies. The
discussion, of course, would deal with the role of the :.RE,m

of oncu..xﬁm:._ services and our ability to restore them as a pa
to sustainability. i
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vo_., ance of environmental stewardship. Thus, the pedagogical of ’
greening a n.mEc_._w proposed in this book is a logical plan of actio “PPIOSSS .
nm::u,c,,., mJSE:Em:S_ groups might benefit from approachin na:. ms.a .
mnm@.::m simultaneously. Producing environmentally literate %macnmaoa
has _::uo:mc: implications for the future of the environment mzﬂ_ﬁam. .
large. Iw@?:.. introducing a program of environmental literac will W.oﬂaa‘
_.,_m,..m an impact on the campus where students are trained. An Msi_. - .
H:mamﬁm student body would be more likely to support campus gree o !
ing steady reinforcement for cooperative efforts once the miammﬁ. M-“Mww_.«“ﬂw .

Al isciplinary Faculty Grassroots Initiative for

sustainability and Service-I Irning

. Whitney Schlegel, Human Biology

Heather L. Reynolds, Biology
Victoria M. Getty, Health, Physical Education, and Recreation
Diane Henshel, Public and Environmental Affairs

James W. Reidhaar, Fine Arts

Thinking collectively at the crossroads of disciplines is difficult intellectual work
that is essential if higher education is going to be able to turn out students who
can address the interrelated environmental, social, and economic challenges of
twenty-first-century society. Our ability to bring to the forefront new knowledge
exceeds the capability of the human mind to retain this factual information. This
mandates that meaningful connections be made visible and that education be
not merely about the transmission of factual knowledge, but rather about foster-
ing ways of knowing and habits of mind that will continually renew our intellec-
tual resources and provide innovative ways for approaching the complex prob-
lems facing humanity.

A challenge for faculty thus lies in developing new models of teaching and
learning that prepare students to work within uncertain intellectual boundaries
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Inquiry
Commons

FIGURE 17.1. Our inquiry commons: multidisciplinary service-learning with a common theme.

and to connect existing knowledge to complex problems; to recognize the mu
tude of disciplines necessary to work toward solutions to these problems; and
understand diversity and advocate for social justice and change. Learning
munities have been shown to support student and faculty work at discipli
crossroads. Service-learning has been demonstrated to engage students and
ulty in ways that allow them to think more critically and deeply within thei
disciplines and foster understanding of the connections between disciplines tha
can then facilitate the application of knowledge to solve real world problems.’
Food for Thought (FFT) Project developed and tested a novel model of mt
course and multi-partner service-learning as a means of increasing studen
terdisciplinary understanding and civic engagement. Our model operates
much within the framework of the Teaching Commons, where faculty, stud
and community come together to engage in experiential learning, dialogue,
reflection (Huber and Hutchings 2005). Organized around a central theme a

ing community as an “inquiry commons” (figure 17.1). .

Opportunity for Change

Change occurs through opportunity, and in early 2006 two interdiscipl
initiatives on the Indiana University Bloomington campus, Human
(HUBI) and the Environmental Literacy and Sustainability Initiative (E
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merged their collective expertise to put forth a successful project _unoﬁow,.m_ for the
Dean of the Faculties Scholarship of Teaching and rnm_.bmbm. ﬁn.ma.mnmr_m. >€m.a.
The project sought to provide a transformative and :mnmm._mn_v::mq wmmﬂ.w:._m
experience for students, one that would foster their cognitive, m.umﬁr n.&.nmr
cultural, and global identities. The experience of the ELSI ﬂma with environ-
mental literacy and service-learning, coupled with the experience of the H..EE
team with the development of learning communities, interdisciplinary curricula,
and tools for documenting and supporting integrative teaching and student
learning, provided for a strong collaboration. The three broad m.cm_m .mom the _um.u.
project included: (1) to develop and test a novel model of cross-disciplinary service
learning as one approach to fostering student interdisciplinary understanding,
intellectual and personal development, and civic engagement, (2) to develop and
implement new and integrative models for assessing student an:“am. and for find-
ing ways to make visible the connections between teaching and learning, and @.8
provide a model for learning communities consistent with that of a teaching
commons as described by Huber and Hutchings (2005).

Both HUBI and ELSI had experience pioneering distinctive learning expe-
riences that were grounded in the theoretical frameworks and assessment of
student learning set forth by Perry (1970), Kegan (1994), Belenky et al. (1986),
King and Kitchener (1994), Chickering and Reisser (1993), Piaget (1970), Magolda
(1999), and Magolda and King (2004). Both HUBI and ELSI embraced and
employed holistic and integrative approaches to teaching and learning. These
approaches aim to foster cognitive maturity, integrated and ethical identity, and
mature relationships that enable effective citizenship and are consistent with
those championed in Greater Expectations: A New Vision for Learning as a Nation
Goes to College and most recently in the LEAP Report (National Leadership
Council for Liberal Education and America’s Promise report; Association of
American Colleges and Universities 2002 and 2007, respectively).

Learning Communities

The collaboration of learning communities with a shared purpose has been
shown to facilitate institutional change (Cox and Richlin 2004). Furthermore,
faculty learning communities create connections for isolated teachers, establish
networks for those pursuing pedagogical issues, meet early-career faculty expec-
tations for community, foster multidisciplinary curricula, and encourage com-
Mmunity in higher education.

Early leaders of learning communities in higher education include Alexander
Meiklejohn (1932), John Dewey (1938), and Joseph Tussman (1969). Meiklejohn,
who instituted the Experimental College at the University of Wisconsin in 1927,
Wrote of the importance of curricular structures, coherence, and community
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with a sense of shared values in addressing the fragmentation of the le;
experience and environment in higher education. Meiklejohn and Dewey s}
a vision for teaching, learning, and community that is perhaps captured best |
Mervyn Cadwallader, an early dean at Evergreen State College, an institut;,
model for integrated studies and learning communities. He writes, “Meiklejo
and Dewey arrived at the same terminus: the need to provide education
citizenship, a curriculum of political morality, and a call to teachers to be
lessly experimental rather than doctrinaire (Cadwallader 1984: 286).”

The organic process that our FFT learning community employed is roote
Tussman’s learning community experience at Berkeley, “A dominating idea p
come first. The curriculum must grow out of a simple idea and be n_mqn_ovmn.
group committed to the idea” (1969: 52—53). Interdisciplinary learning con :
nities support faculty and students in ways that allow for forward thinking ab
the design of assessment tools and research studies (Lynd-Balta et al. 200
Central to the FFT learning community was inquiry, asking questions 2
student learning, collecting evidence of student learning, sharing this evi
and building upon the work of others with the purpose of transforming t
practice of teaching in higher education. For there to be an understanding
what an environmentally literate person looks like, and how teaching and les :
ing align with this curricular goal, there needs to be a teaching commons that
at its core the scholarship of teaching and learning: a community that is
questions about student learning and teaching practice and examining the
dence, making this work public, and building upon the work of others in
that allow for teaching as a scholarly endeavor.

The questions that provided the foundation for the FFT learning comm
nity innovation and inquiry were: How do interdisciplinary teams of studen
and faculty work together with multiple community partners to enhance
dent learning and civic engagement? How can such a complex teaching proc
be documented? How do you capture evidence of student learning in
community-focused learning environment?

The Model

An emergent vision and creative process is at the core of transformative and
sustainable innovation and change. Our vision was that of an inquiry commons,
a novel curricular model comprising multiple service-learning courses across a
range of disciplines, organized around a central theme and a common set of
community partners. With help from Campus Instructional Consulting and the
Office of Service-Learning, blending two independent faculty learning com-
munities, ELSI and HUBI, offered the necessary coherence, support, and sense
of common purpose to undertake the implementation of this inquiry com-
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Table 17.1. Faculty, Courses, and Community Partners

Faculty/ Discipline Course Community Partners
a
ia Getty Issues in Dietetics + Indiana University SPROUTS

e i dents Growing Organics

i HPER-N401 (Studen g
2%__& e dd Under the Sun)
piane Henshel Risk Communication . Indiana University Hilltop
Environmental Science and Policy SPEA-E412/512 Erkb bt ket Sikied e
James Reidhaar Graphic Design Studio  ~ Mother Hubbard’s Cupboard
Studio Art COLL-5452
Heather Reynolds The City as Ecosystem
Biology COLL-E105

mons. An Office of Service-Learning Advocate for OoEE:&Q Engagement
(ACE) and a graduate student assistant provided additional _om_ﬁ._n.m_ support to
the FFT project. ACEs are undergraduate students s&w act as a liaison between
community-based organizations, instructors, and mn?_nnu_mm;m? )

The courses taught involved a range of disciplines (environmental science and
policy; nutrition; biology; and graphic design) and .mE%_.:m ﬁwnmr:..n: to gradu-
ates, non-majors and majors), and the community partners included a food
pantry, a student organic garden group, and a garden and .:mE..m center (table
17.1). Two key elements of our model were a central organizing theme .m:& the
collaboration of multi-class teams of students on service-learning projects re-
lated to this theme. .

We chose food literacy as a model interdisciplinary theme. As an _E._uo:mnﬂ
element of environmental literacy, food literacy cuts across critical social, eco-
nomic, and environmental issues at local to global scales, providing ready access
points for a wide variety of disciplines and student backgrounds. Early in the
planning process, faculty and community partners came Smn”vnn to develop a
common understanding of food literacy. Using affinity mapping of concepts, the
group defined food literacy as the understanding and motivation to act o:.ﬁrn
interrelated social, economic, and ecological dimensions of food ?.c&ﬁ.:w?
distribution, preparation, consumption, and waste management, recognizing
the roles of individuals, communities, and societies at local to m_ovm_. scales.
Developing this common understanding of food literacy was an mmmnnﬁm_ first
step in identifying common interdisciplinary ground among faculty and insur-

i istency in learning goals across courses. ;
:m%nﬁmm-_umnw,a:m is a mm_.mn._ of experiential learning that when noEu_.ma i:._..
reflection allows for students to connect the classroom with life experience in
ways that develop higher-order thinking and empowers them with a sense of
identity, place, and connectedness in the world (Kolb 1983). To accommodate
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the hundred or so students involved, faculty and community partners devel.
oped twenty-five service-learning projects that drew on the common and uniq;
expertise and skills available in each class. Examples of service-learning pro;
ects include development and marketing of food- and agriculture-related les;
plans, development of plans for food waste composting and community o
reach, and development and administration of patron surveys.

Other teaching and learning tools included two hours of direct service to
community partner, group and electronic reflection sessions, and student ¢
tronic portfolios (e-portfolios). The e-portfolio, derived individually and li
to others, is one tool that allows for the complex nature of the learning outcom
such as those sought in HUBI and ELSI to be revealed by students and lin
with faculty pedagogical intention and reflection (Yancey 2001). Electronic p
folios are a central form of assessment for HUBI, and it has integrated a longi
dinal e-portfolio into its undergraduate degree program using the
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching and Learning (CASTL), N:o
edge Media Lab (KML), KEEP (Knowledge, Exchange, Exhibition, and Present:
tion) Toolkit (http://www.cfkeep.org). The very process of generating a po
folio allows for students and faculty to “go meta” and in doing so facili
deeper understanding of learning. The Peer Review of Teaching Project, build
upon earlier work (Hutchings 1998), led the way for the scholarly faculty cours
e-portfolio. We employed individual faculty e-portfolios as well as an o
project e-portfolio in the FFT project.

Emerging Outcomes

Student, faculty, and project e-portfolios offered a framework for collecting a
evaluating evidence of student learning and other data sources that were cei
tral to our inquiry. The faculty course portfolios were a place for reflecti
on individual courses and analysis of student e-portfolio work, while the p
ect portfolio provided for documentation and analysis of the multidisciplin
service-learning project model (table 17.2). Results indicate that the model
supportive of student learning across a range of class levels and disciplines.
model facilitated student understanding of the community and connected
learning to genuine concerns within the community in a manner that promo
civic engagement. This model also helped students recognize and value the mu
tiple perspectives and expertise necessary to solve authentic problems and
plete multifaceted projects.

Student work captured in the student e-portfolios demonstrated stude:
grasp of the environmental, economic, and social dimensions of food and fo@
production and a dramatic change during the semester in their thinking
food. At the start of the semester students in all four courses thought of food 2
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Table 17.2. Summary of Data Collected and Assessment Tools

Student Faculty Community Partners Project
Demographics Course e-portfolios  Functionality of product  Project e-portfolio
Coursework provide a formal, Level of satisfaction brings faculty to-

consistent frame-

gether in assessing

Service-learning course ok for each fac- overall project suc-
projects ulty member to cess, developing
Reflections evaluate student plans for project
E-portfolios learning outcomes, gvnoe,nﬁn.zr and
: A develop plans for disseminating pro-

Servioc-leNrmg TS | Loviw improve- gram outcomes.

ment, and make

visible their schol-

arship.

personal source of physical well-being, essential for health and energy. They
viewed food within the community as driven by culture and tradition, and issues
of world hunger dominated their global perception of food. Student thinking
about food changed to reflect an understanding of how food choices impact the
environment, the economy, and social well-being at individual, local, and global
scales and that these choices often pose ethical dilemmas. A student in the
biology course writes, “I now see that food is not just for nourishment and
pleasure. Its production and consumption have infinite effects in the world.
When one thinks about food, one must keep in mind that it does not just affect
those who eat it, but also those who produce it, the community in which it is
produced and sold, and its source, the environment.” A graphic design student
writes, “Should I design for unhealthy food? For cigarettes? For alcoholic bev-
erages? Am I selling the truth or a lie?”

Student work with their multidisciplinary service learning teams and com-
munity partners allowed them to apply their course knowledge and moved them
from positions of basic awareness to informed action. A student taking the
biology course writes, “I mentioned previously that feeding the world was most
important, so now that I'm aware that we actually could be doing that if it weren’t
for the high demand for meat production, I've tried to eat meat only once or
twice a week” A graphic design student writes, “I think I've learned how to
appropriate the techniques of corporate advertising, so that I can subvert them
and apply them to ‘the other side’ ” A student in risk management writes, “This
course, along with the community aspect of it, has taught me to bridge the gap
between research and application; in other words, I should use what I have
learned by applying what I know to my life and live it out in actions.”

Furthermore, the multidisciplinary composition of the student service-learning
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teams appeared to enhance the quality of the products they produced for th
community partners. A poster designed to promote awareness of and encoura
food waste composting provides an especially nice illustration of the Synerg
possible with multidisciplinary expertise. Here, students from three co
came together, combining graphic design expertise; leadership, organization;
and communication skills; and knowledge of ecosystem ecology and prin
of sustainability; and they produced an end product that was visually appe:
and provided a strong organizational identity for the community partner
expressing the economic, environmental, and social benefits of composting,
conclusion, this multidisciplinary service-learning model triangulates fa
students, and community partners and fosters learning communities that fac;
tate communication, collaboration, knowledge sharing, and innovative solutj
to complex problems. We anticipate broad utility of this approach in ad
teaching and learning about other inherently multidisciplinary issues.
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