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ABSTRACT 

Given the tormented history of development projects around the globe and the 

fact that global service learning and engineering-for-development often engages students 

in development interventions, it is critically important to explore the impact of global 

service learning projects and partnerships not only on student learning, which has 

received ample attention, but also on the international host communities. Although there 

is increasing research on student outcomes of participation in service-learning, there is a 

lack of research focusing on the outcomes related to the community where the service 

takes place. Research focused on the impact on communities should include the wide 

range of perspectives that compose the community- participants, organization leaders, 

residents, and others. This study responds to this need by exploring the community 

participants’ perspectives in Waslala, Nicaragua about the projects and partnership with 

Villanova University’s College of Engineering. 

The two research questions explore the community participants’ perspectives 

about: (1) outcomes of the projects or partnership, and (2) educational goals. Community 

participants’ perspectives call for a broader conceptualization of what counts as outcomes 

and highlight the importance of participation in all phases of the research process. 

Supporting existing scholarship about host community motivations to serve as co-

educators, my findings describe what the community participants want to teach university 

students. Community participants’ perspectives describe a desired shift in students and a 

move towards critical global citizenship education. This study highlights the utility of 

Fraser’s (2009) theory of social justice and Andreotti’s (2006) framework for critical 

global citizenship education as useful tools to analyze and understand GSL partnerships. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Origin of study 

As co-founder and Executive Director of an international non-profit organization, 

Water for Waslala, I have worked in Waslala, Nicaragua for fourteen years. In 2002, as a 

21 year old recent college graduate, I traveled to rural Nicaragua with a group of ten 

friends and ended up starting this organization that has now raised over $600,000, built 

18 community water systems serving over 5,000 people, and employs five full time staff 

members in Waslala, Nicaragua. Since 2005, Water for Waslala and Villanova 

University’s College of Engineering (CoE) have worked together in order to create 

international service experiences for engineering students. Over the past 10 years, 

Villanova Engineering Service Learning (VESL) has sent over 250 engineering students 

and faculty on trips to Waslala to work in projects related to water distribution, mobile 

healthcare, and microhydro electrification (Reynolds & Ermilio, 2015).  

When faced with the daunting question of a dissertation topic, I asked my 

collaborators of many years for ideas. Initially, Villanova’s CoE was interested in student 

learning outcomes associated with international engineering service experiences. During 

a trip to Waslala around the same time, I was sitting with an old friend who leads one of 

the community based organizations in Waslala that works in partnership with Villanova’s 

CoE. The excerpt from my research journal below describes the conversation that 

sparked this study:  

As we sipped our afternoon coffee, [we] chatted about a new project. [The 

community organization representative] told me that a university project 

initiator had won a grant to pilot a new technology and had come to [him/ her] 
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with funding and asked [him/her] if [s/he] could write up a proposal about 

potential uses for this new technology. So…[s/he] did. 

 

As a non-profit practitioner, this comment did not surprise me – we continually struggle 

to secure funding for project costs and team salaries and this grant represented an 

opportunity for them to do just that. However, as a PhD student contemplating a 

dissertation focused on student outcomes in international community - university 

partnerships, I was concerned and said so.  

Having studied and worked in international development for years, I had observed 

numerous failed projects because they were not community-driven. In this story, I heard 

this same pattern reflected in a university-community partnership – a top-down, outside 

“expert” driving project and program priorities and decisions. I asked my friend a number 

of questions and asked their ideas about re-focusing my research on how to share the 

community perspectives of partnerships between universities and international host 

communities instead of exploring student outcomes.   

When I returned from that trip, I dove into the literature focused on the 

community outcomes and perspectives in service-learning (SL) – there was very little. 

When I broached the new idea with my colleagues in the CoE, I was met with openness 

and interest. The Dean of the CoE commented,  

It’s hard for me to assess what Waslala has gotten out of it. I guess that’s kind of 

one of the things I don’t know and am a little uneasy about:  have they gotten 

what we’d like to say they’ve gotten out of it? 

 

In the case of the partnership between Villanova’s CoE and Waslala, Nicaragua, the 

university administration and faculty are confident that the university and the students are 

benefiting from the partnership, but would like to understand more about whether and 

how the community is benefiting. Although this study does address a glaring gap in the 
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SL scholarship, it initially emerged from continued conversations with colleagues and 

collaborators both from community-based organizations in Waslala, Nicaragua and 

Villanova CoE’s administrators, faculty, and staff – it emerged from practice. Because 

this study emerged from my experience as a practitioner in Waslala and through the 

relationships developed in that work, it aligns with many of the characteristics of 

practitioner research. My hope is that the study opens conversations with many voices 

and perspectives in order to encourage not only reflection, but also lead to action.   

Engineering-for-development 

Engineering-for-development initiatives are increasing dramatically (Nieusma & 

Riley, 2010). There is substantial variation in the terms used to describe this work such as 

“engineering-for-development, community development engineering, humanitarian 

engineering, and appropriate technology” (Nieusma & Riley, 2010, p. 29) and the ways 

in which engineering students are involved such as course based service-learning, co-

curricular service experiences, and extracurricular service experiences (Carberry, Lee, & 

Swan, 2013). Many universities now work in development projects abroad and manage 

their own programs (for example, Engineering Programs in Community Service
i
), and 

there are now numerous engineering organizations doing development work (e.g., 

Engineers without Borders
ii
, Engineers for a Sustainable World

iii
, and Engineering World 

Health
iv

). These university programs and engineering-for-development organizations 

directly involve engineering students, young professionals, and faculty members in 

international development initiatives and projects on the ground in countries around the 

world. The history of engineering-for-development, similar to international development 
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more broadly, contains many examples of failed and unsustainable projects (Engineers 

without Borders, 2009). 

Understanding the tormented history of international development and aid 

projects around the globe and the on-going debate about how to end poverty (Sachs, 

2005) and what role development should and can play (Easterly, 2007), it is particularly 

important that we, as practitioners and researchers working in global engagements, 

challenge ourselves to interrogate our work. In his scathing critique of 

“developmentalism”, Easterly draws attention to the disproportionate focus on the role of 

technology in efforts to address poverty. He writes, 

Experts see poverty as a purely technological problem, to be solved by 

engineering and the natural sciences, ignoring messy social sciences such as 

economics, politics, and sociology. 

 

As a result of numerous criticisms of traditional models of development focused on 

development for other countries, communities, and people by outside “experts” (Easterly, 

2013; Escobar, 1995), alternative models have emerged that are more participatory and 

community-driven such as asset-based community development (Kretzman & McKnight, 

1993) and participatory rural appraisal (Chambers, 1997). Crabtree (2008) argues that 

GSL
1
 often engages students in development work – education or health interventions 

such as building a school or a water system – and, therefore, needs to incorporate 

understanding of the history of development and “consider participatory development 

                                                           
1
 It is important to note that although Crabtree (2008) and the majority of existing 

scholarship specifically utilizes the term ISL, scholars have recently articulated reasons to 

make an intentional shift from international service-learning (ISL) to global service-

learning (GSL) (Hartman et al, 2016; Hartman & Kiely, 2014; Larsen, 2016). This shift 

explicitly focuses on power, privilege, and community voice and draws attention to the 

ways in which global ethical engagement must be at the center of domestic experiences 

as well. I intentionally use the term GSL in this study while acknowledging that I draw 

from literature that uses the term ISL. 
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theories, models, and strategies” (p. 24). Given the tormented history of development 

projects around the globe (Carr, 2011; Easterly) and the fact that GSL and engineering-

for-development often engage students in development interventions (Crabtree, 2008), it 

is critically important to explore the impact of GSL projects and partnerships not only on 

student learning, which has received ample attention, but also on the host communities.  

The problem: Exploring both the potential and risks in SL 

SL is a pedagogy that holds powerful potential to transform students, colleges and 

universities, and communities (Butin, 1996; Bringle & Hatcher, 2011). As noted by 

Bushouse (2005), SL is often portrayed as a “win-win-win situation for the university, 

students, and the community” (p. 32).  However, with the increase of SL in higher 

education (HE), a common SL narrative has emerged that highlights only the benefits of 

SL for all involved while neglecting to mention any costs or uncertainties. In this 

narrative, SL allows colleges and universities to create meaningful learning opportunities 

for students who are transformed through the experience. Students not only gain 

professional skills, but also develop into better citizens as a result of the SL experience. 

Colleges and universities are able to direct their expertise and resources to alleviate and 

solve problems in local and international communities in need. As a result, the academy 

is more connected to society. As Butin (2006) writes, “it positions SL as a politics to 

transform higher education and society” (p. 478). 

Although SL does have positive potential to benefit the various stakeholders 

involved, it also includes numerous risks. Much of this SL narrative disproportionately 

focuses on student outcomes over community outcomes and is based on assumed or 

intended benefits with little attention to actual practice. With the increase of SL and GSL 
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in institutions of higher education (Campus Compact, 2011) it is imperative that we, as 

researchers and practitioners, examine and critique this common SL narrative and explore 

concerns about its effectiveness in meeting SL’s aspirations and potential.     

Potential versus risks 

Crabtree (2008) articulates positive possibilities specifically related to GSL, 

“[GSL] is about producing global awareness among all participants, providing 

opportunities to develop mutual understanding, and creating shared aspirations for social 

justice and the skills to produce it” (p. 29). While SL opportunities can serve as avenues 

to challenge students’ stereotypes (Camacho, 2004), they also run the risk of reaffirming 

negative stereotypes that students bring with them to class (Jones, 2002). In addition to 

reaffirming negative stereotypes, service-learning can also risk framing the communities 

where service occurs as “deficient” (Brown, 2001), perpetuating or even exacerbating the 

separation between the campus and the community, forming exploitive relationships 

(Cuban & Anderson, 2007), or creating various unintended consequences in host 

communities (Evert, 2014). It is crucial to balance these positive possibilities with the 

inherent risks (Crabtree, 1998; Erasmus, 2011) in the initiation, continuation, and 

expansion of SL in institutions of HE. 

Student outcomes versus community outcomes 

One of the criticisms of SL is that colleges and universities are benefiting much 

more than the communities where the service takes place. The existing research on SL 

focuses on and evaluates programs primarily based on student learning outcomes 

(Skilton-Sylester & Erwin, 2000) as opposed to community-level concerns (Crabtree, 

2008). Although there is evidence of positive student outcomes from participation in SL 
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(knowledge, skills, and attitudes), without critically examining the impact of SL for all 

participants (including community partners and members), we risk reaffirming negative 

stereotypes and power relations that have created some of the problems that we are 

presumably there to help fix (i.e. privileged university students from the Global North 

help or fix problems of host communities in the Global South).  

Assumed benefits versus actual practice 

Despite the lack of SL research focused on the community, a review of literature 

on the topic found numerous claims about positive outcomes for the community (Cruz & 

Giles, 2000).  Tonkin (2011) draws attention to the “ease with which researchers latch on 

to stated hypotheses rather than examining actual practice” (p. 196). Other scholars draw 

attention to the discrepancy between the “actual, rather than implied benefits to the 

community” (Basinger & Bartholomew, 2006, p. 15). Most troubling is that “although 

research on the value of service to the communities is sparse, advocates continue to urge 

its [SL] practice on the basis of its intended value to the communities” (Cruz & Giles, 

2000, p. 29).  

Scholars present numerous cautions about weighing the positive possibilities and 

the risks inherent in SL and GSL. It is imperative that we examine not only the 

possibilities and risks, but also the actual practice rather than assumed benefits of service, 

especially if these assumed benefits provide the rationale for continuation and expansion 

of SL and GSL. Underlying many of the cautions regarding SL and GSL are notions of 

unequal or asymmetrical power relations.  
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Asymmetrical power relations 

Inherent in GSL is the fact that students engaging in this type of educational 

experience enter communities that are different from their college campus and often 

different than their home communities. SL addresses these differences through promoting 

a focus on reciprocity and mutuality, however; Camacho (2004) poses the question: “are 

the relations of power involved in community-service learning masked under the guise of 

‘mutuality?” (p. 33). Similarly, Boyte (2003) argues that service can be used to “hide 

patterns of power and actions that create greater dependency” (p. 5). Focusing 

specifically on the community where service takes place, Bringle, Hatcher, and Malloy 

(1999) remind readers of instances when institutions of HE treated communities as 

“pockets of exclusion, laboratories for experimentation, or passive recipients of 

expertise” (p. 9). ). Rosenberger (2000) offers a personal reflection relating to Freire’s 

Pedagogy of the Oppressed,  

I began to question whether service-learning is yet another way for those who 

have power and privilege, even if only by education, to name the problems and 

the solutions for the less privileged. I became concerned that service-learning 

easily carries connotations of ‘doing good’, of the ‘haves’ giving to the ‘have 

nots’, of ‘we’ serving ‘them’- perspectives that reproduce positions of power. For 

me, the fundamental question became: to what extent does service-learning, 

although intended to meet community needs and promote active citizenship, 

sustain the hegemony of the elite and perpetuate the status quo of privilege and 

oppression created by economic and educational opportunities of class, race, and 

gender? (p. 24) 

 

The language utilized in SL that refers to the communities often demonstrates deficit 

assumptions- community “needs,” “disadvantaged,” or “underprivileged” (Brown, 2001). 

Often, colleges and universities “view the community as the domain of the problem and 

the college as the domain of the solution” (as cited in Enos & Morton, 2003, p. 20).  
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International work: Adding another layer 

While SL presents numerous challenges related to power relations, adding an 

international community to the partnership or service complicates and exacerbates these 

dynamics. Kahn (2011) highlights the frameworks present in the emergence of GSL such 

as community service, international development, and study abroad, and proposes that we 

examine the ways in which “colonialistic ideologies still linger” in these frameworks (p. 

115). She poses a series of questions that get at possible colonialistic thinking in GSL 

such as,  

Are we re-creating forms of dependency? Simply put, can we ever engage in 

[GSL] without succumbing in part to neocolonialistic models of development that 

involve powerful and wealthy foreigners from one world providing for those in 

need in another? (p. 116). 

 

Focusing on cross-cultural interactions, Fiske (1993) cautions,  

Cross-cultural [interaction] which is initiated and directed by the more powerful 

of the two cultures (for power difference is always a part of cultural differences) 

always runs the risk of reducing the weaker to the canvas upon which the strong 

represents itself and its power (p. 149). 

 

Sutton (2011) articulates challenges specifically related to SL pedagogy and SL research 

in cross-cultural interactions. She reminds readers about “the complexity of deploying 

any concept outside the cultural setting in which it was developed, a cautionary tale not 

only for the practice of [GSL], but for research about it as well” (p. 125). Similarly, 

Ravitch & Tillman (2010) describe some of the additional challenges present in 

international work in cross-cultural alliance building. They write about the:  

multiple layers of challenges [that] emerge that must carefully be considered such 

as culture, language, as well as philosophy of and approach to practice based on 

the economic, social, and institutional structures of the partners invested in the 

collaboration (p. 9).  
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Like the importance of examining actual instead of assumed benefits of SL and 

GSL to the communities where service takes place, it is crucial to examine questions of 

unequal power relations, rather than just accepting statements that claim reciprocity and 

mutuality in partnerships. The discrepancy between the potential and the risks, the 

student outcomes and the community outcomes, the assumed (or intended) benefits and 

the actual practice, and the asymmetrical power relations inherent in SL all hint at the 

presence of an underlying competition between conflicting epistemologies. That is, the 

different ways of understanding knowledge employed by the various stakeholders in the 

GSL landscape influence the approach to projects, the relationships built and interactions 

that occur in the partnerships, and the outcomes or impacts of these projects and 

partnerships.  

Theoretical frameworks 

The dominant culture of higher education is characterized by a traditional 

scholarship that can be described as “scientific, rationalized, [and] objectified” 

(Saltmarsh, Hartley, & Clayton, 2009). The academy has gained credibility and 

legitimacy through the accepted idea that it develops knowledge and “conveys expertise.” 

In the culture of the academy, characterized by traditional scholarship, knowledge is 

“neutral, detached, and existing on its own” and certain types of expertise are valued 

above others (Weerts & Sandman, 2008). Shaped by this epistemology, which Saltmarsh, 

Hartley and Clayton (2009) term technocratic, the “approach to public problems is 

predominantly shaped  by specialized expertise ‘applied’ externally ‘to’ or ‘on’ the 

community, providing ‘solutions’ to what has been determined to be the community’s 

‘need’.”  
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 In contrast, SL promotes a competing epistemology that challenges the positivist 

epistemology that is still present in the culture of higher education. This more 

constructivist epistemology views knowledge as “local, complex, and dynamic” and 

holds that “learning takes place in the context and place where knowledge is applied” 

(Weerts & Sandman, 2008). This orientation values knowledge that is experiential, 

indigenous, applied and knowledge generation as collaborative (Sandmann, 2008; Weerts 

& Sandman, 2008; Muller & Subotzky, 2001; Blouin & Perry, 2009).  

These competing and conflicting epistemologies differ in terms of questions 

related to: what counts as knowledge, how are different types of knowledge valued and 

recognized, who produces knowledge, how do we address social problems, and how 

should engagement happen. The competition between these epistemologies is 

increasingly complicated since SL is situated as part of the institution of higher 

education. Butin (2006) argues that the tension between them is particularly tricky since 

the common narrative about SL “presumes that SL is not somehow already a part of the 

institutional practices and norms that it attempts to modify and overcome” (p. 478). The 

problem and competing epistemologies described above highlight notions of power, 

learning, and knowledge. 

Post-colonial theory 

 

Since universities engaged in GSL most frequently partner with communities in 

the developing or “Third World,” issues related to ethical engagement with and 

representation of the Other are critical. Andreotti (2015) describes what she calls the 

single story influenced by the ideas of the Enlightenment and evident in the positivist 

epistemology that continues to shape higher education, North-South relations, and 
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international development discourse. This single story privileges universalism, stability, 

consensus, and identities based on hierarchies (2010, p. 241). Andreotti (2015) argues 

that in this “modern/ colonial global imaginary,” 

Humanity is divided between those who perceive themselves as knowledge 

holders, hard workers, world-problem solvers, right dispensers, global leaders; 

and those who are perceived to be (and often perceive their cultures as) lacking 

knowledge, laid back, problem creators, aid dependent, and global followers in 

their journey towards the undisputed goal of development.  

 

This false binary between “us/them, have/ have-nots, developed/ developing” (McGloin 

& Georgeou, 2015, p. 9), supports notions of charity because of a moral responsibility to 

“help.” Andreotti’s (2015) modern colonial global imaginary draws from Spivak’s 

“worlding of the West as world” (1990) which projects Northern/ Western ideas as global 

and therefore “justifies development of the Other as a ‘civilizing mission’” (Andreotti, 

2015) – a responsibility to help. These ideas are evident not only in international 

development discourse, but clearly reflected in GSL marketing materials where 

universities and even groups of students on one-week trips “change the world” by 

teaching the Other who lacks the knowledge to help themselves.   

In contrast, post-colonial theory highlights the history of,  

colonialism and the interrogation of European cultural supremacy in the 

subjugation of different peoples and knowledges in colonial and neocolonial 

contexts…it highlights the flow of capital and resources from the ‘Third’ to the 

‘First’ worlds, while the flow of expert knowledge, intervention packages and 

rights-dispensing initiatives (based on the interests of donor countries) take the 

opposite direction (Andreotti, 2010, p. 238).  

 

GSL, situated within North-South engagements, reflects many of the same patterns 

critiqued by post-colonial theory. Too often, in GSL (especially involving research) the 

assumption is that expert knowledge – “teaching” – flows from North to South/ 

university to community and raw data for research flows from the South to the North/ 
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community to university. Andreotti (2012) provides a useful tool, HEADS UP, to 

interrogate possible harmful tendencies in international engagements: 

1. Hegemonic (justifying superiority and exceptionalism) 

2. Ethnocentric (projecting one view, one ‘forward’, one idea of development, as 

universal) 

3. Ahistorical (forgetting historical legacies and complicities) 

4. Depoliticized (disregarding power inequalities and ideological roots of analyses 

and proposals) 

5. Self-congratulatory and self-serving (oriented towards self-affirmation/ CV 

building) 

6. (offering) Un-complicated solutions (offering easy solutions that do not require 

systemic change) 

7. Paternalism (seeking affirmation of superiority through the provision of help) 

 

Although SL represents a pedagogy used in higher education, GSL whether we want to 

acknowledge it or not, is situated in North-South engagements and representations and 

commonly reflects these problematic patterns that are critiqued by post-colonial theory 

(HEADS UP).  

 In addition to highlighting the importance of history and acknowledging 

complicity, to counter some of the negative patterns identified in the HEADS UP 

framework, post-colonial theorists propose several processes to pursue ethical 

engagements with the Other: (1) hyper-reflexivity (Kapoor, 2004; Spivak, 1988), (2) 

types of learning (Andeotti, Kapoor, 2004; Spivak), and (3) critical global citizenship 

education (Andreotti, 2006) and (4) critical literacy (Andreotti, 2006).  

Hyper-reflexivity cautions those working in development, including academics 

and researchers, against representation, “speaking about” (Kapoor, 2004, p. 628) those in 

the Third World, which is often the situation when GSL research explores the 

“community.” Spivak is highly critical of US researchers who engage the “Third World 

Other” for their own personal research interests (Kapoor, 2004, p. 633). Because of my 
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positionality, I easily run the risk of what Spivak describes as “masquerading as the 

absent non-representer who lets the oppressed speak for themselves” (as cited in Kapoor, 

2004, p. 637).  

Kapoor (2004) provides an accessible description of Spivak’s writings and 

describes specific steps to take to increase the likelihood of an ethical engagement with 

the Other that can inform research on GSL: (1) acknowledging complicity, (2) unlearning 

privilege, and (3) learning to learn from below (p. 641). “Learning to learn from below” 

entails humility, time and interactions, and language and communication. He explains 

unlearning as,  

Stopping oneself from always wanting to correct, teach, theorise, develop, 

colonize, appropriate, use, record, inscribe, enlighten: ‘the impetus to always be 

the speaker and speak in all situations must be seen for what it is: a desire for 

mastery and domination’ (as cited in Kapoor, 2004, p. 642).  

 

He calls for extended time and face-to-face interactions with the Other and challenges 

university faculty to have engagement with the disenfranchised that “is as thick as the 

engagement with [their] students” (p. 645).  

In Kapoor’s (2004) exploration of Spivak’s writings, he describes the importance 

of learning language in the representation of the Other as part of learning to learn from 

below: “[b]y doing so, we begin the process of not defining them, but listening to them 

define themselves. We lay the groundwork for a two-way conversation and non-

exploitative learning” (p. 642). Language is not only a logistical consideration in the 

research process, but also a critical aspect of questioning power and an important element 

of ethical representation of the Third World.  

Andreotti (2006) provides a useful framework that differentiates between notions 

of soft global citizenship and critical global citizenship education [see Appendix A for 
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full table]. In Andreotti’s notion of critical global citizenship education, power, voice, 

and difference are central. She argues that critical literacy provides a pathway to pursue 

critical instead of soft notions of global citizenship education. Critical literacy is “based 

on the assumption that all knowledge is partial and incomplete, constructed in our 

contexts, cultures, and experiences.” Responding to post-colonial theory, I frame this 

study in examination of power and history, base it on my unique positionality which 

brings extensive face-to-face interaction over time and fluency of the local language, and 

an attempt to shift the power dynamics of traditional research through the use of 

participatory methods. 

Fraser’s theory of social justice 

Fraser (2009) proposed a framework for social justice based on parity of 

participation in which all parties in a particular matter are able to participate as peers in 

social interaction. Her framework includes a politics of (a) redistribution, rooted in the 

economic system, (b) recognition, connected to the cultural system, and (c) 

representation, based in the political system. For Fraser, these three aspects are 

interconnected, and separating any one from the others results in an incomplete and 

diminished concept of justice. Each principle is important for Fraser’s conception of 

justice not as a goal but as a means that inhibits or fosters participation as peers in social 

interaction. The presence or absence of these three principles helps to identify ways in 

which social arrangements or structures affect parity of participation and the pursuit of 

social justice.  

Fraser (2009) addresses the question of “who is entitled to make justice claims on 

one another” (p. 17) and proposes the all-subjected principle, i.e., “all those who are 
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subject to a given governance structure” that “sets the ground rules that govern their 

interaction” (p. 65). She specifically defines governance structures more broadly than 

state governance and instead describes these structures as “encompassing relations to 

powers of various types” (p. 65). In the case of GSL partnerships, the all-subjected 

principle calls particular attention to the importance of different voices and perspectives 

in partnerships – not only that of the university but also that of the community, including 

community residents as well as community organization representatives.  

Redistribution 

In SL/ GSL partnerships, redistribution relates to the directing of university 

resources to local and international communities. Fraser argues that redistribution is 

important not as an end goal but instead as a means to facilitate parity of participation. 

Maldistribution occurs if different actors do not have the requisite resources to fully 

participate as peers, as when a community organization is heavily dependent on 

university resources and fears university withdrawal if concerns are shared with the 

university (Hartman, 2014b; Larkin, 2013; Schroeder, Wood, Galiardi, & Koehn, 2009). 

Maldistribution inhibits parity of participation and therefore hinders the pursuit of social 

justice. 

Recognition 

While earlier conceptualizations of recognition focused on group-specific 

identity, Fraser (2000) argues for a status model of recognition focused on social 

equality, i.e., where university and community participants are recognized as able to 

contribute in important ways to a project. Unfortunately, many GSL partnerships do not 

conform with this principle. For example, SL/ GSL partnerships, housed in institutions of 
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higher education, often attribute different status to different types of knowledge 

(Saltmarsh, Hartley, & Clayton, 2009; Weerts & Sandmann, 2008), which presents the 

opportunity for misrecognition if the partnership planning processes value the knowledge 

of some stakeholders more than others (i.e., the university’s over the community’s). 

Similar to traditional international development efforts where the outside “expert” helps 

the recipient (Easterly, 2013), if the university enters a community to teach the 

community and share its expertise, then there is an implicit disacknowledgement of the 

knowledge in the community. This misrecognition can be revealed in deficit language 

used to refer to a community – “needy,” “disadvantaged,” or “underprivileged” (Brown, 

2001). Misrecognition inhibits parity of participation and therefore hinders the pursuit of 

social justice.  

Representation 

Representation highlights who counts and calls for all actors to be able to 

participate as equals in all phases of a project. While SL/GSL scholarship acknowledges 

the importance of shared decision-making in project planning (Kiely & Neilsen, 

2002/2003; Miron & Moley, 2006), there are also reports about the ways in which 

university priorities often drive decision-making (Larkin, 2013). For example, a 

partnership planning process that takes place in university conference rooms and is 

conducted in English precludes parity of participation and therefore hinders the pursuit of 

social justice.  

Parity of participation can be utilized both as an indicator of social justice and as a 

way to identify social arrangements that need to be altered in order to pursue social 

justice. To explore the extent to which a SL/GSL partnership is socially just, one can 
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examine each of the three interconnected principles to identify weak areas and 

interventions needed to encourage conformity with the three principles and therefore 

social justice. Fraser’s theory of social justice – focused on participation as peers in social 

interaction – guides my overall research question (focused on community voices), 

methods (including community as data sources), and data analysis (including the 

community in the interpretation of findings).   

Defining “community” 

 

The term “community” is utilized in SL/GSL and international development 

literature with limited interrogation of the complexities of power and difference inherent 

in the term. In GSL, community can be location-based or interest orientated (Hartman, 

Kiely, Friedrichs, & Boettcher, 2016). In international development, Cannon (2014) 

argues that “community-based has simply become a badge of honour to assert that we are 

working with poor and vulnerable people and doing the right thing.” Cannon (2014) 

concludes that community has simply come to mean “where we work” echoing the 

location-based definition in SL/ GSL literature.  

This meaning of the term community is problematic since it is externally decided 

as where the outside organization wants to work and does not interrogate existing power 

relations to identify root causes (Cannon, 2014). In the case of GSL, the university often 

drives decisions about “where [to] work” and may not focus on the root causes of the 

problems they are presumably there to help change. The second telling part of this default 

definition, “where we work,” is the word we. The assumption that the term community 

describes those outside or different from those in higher education demonstrates the 

construction of self and “the other” as “’relational’: we create who we are (our identities), 
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by ‘creating’ who we are not (otherness),” a tendency that is critiqued in post-colonial 

theory (Andreotti, p. 4).  

International development literature cautions against definitions of “community” 

as homogenous (Andreotti; Cannon, 2004; Christens & Speers, 2006; Cleaver, 1999; 

Kapoor, 2004) and continually draws attention to the complexity and heterogeneity in 

any community – North or South. Post-colonial theory describes how this tendency 

towards essentializing a community is particularly problematic when engaging with the 

“Third World” or accessing Southern voices. Andreotti writes,  

Listening seriously and respectfully to Southern voices implies critical 

engagement on the part of non-Southern people with individual perspectives 

presented – and not the passive acceptance of what is said by the Southern person 

as an expression of what the “oppressed” continent, nation or ethnic group 

“thinks” (p. 7).  

 

Recognizing the complexity and conflicts that exist in every “community” calls attention 

to power dynamics. In addition to differences within communities – religion, gender, 

ethnicity, age, among other identities – international development literature documents 

evidence of “elite capture” where residents with more power capture more benefits of 

development programs or projects (Cannon, 20014; Dutta, 2009).   

International development critiques illuminate ways in which the community in 

GSL may be romanticized, homogenized or essentialized, and defined specifically based 

on “otherness” or difference. I pull from international development literature’s definitions 

and critiques of the term “community” to focus on the heterogeneity of community, the 

importance of existing power relations, and the many different perspectives in the 

location of Waslala, Nicaragua. I do not claim to represent THE community perspective, 

but rather a variety of perspectives that exist in Waslala about the projects and 
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partnership with Villanova’s CoE.  The variety of different perspectives can provide an 

in-depth and nuanced understanding of these individual experiences and perspectives 

during one slice of time.  

Research questions 

 

Situating this study in the field of SL/ GSL, the research questions aim to explore 

the two areas of this work explicitly identified in its name: (1) service and (2) learning. 

The first research question focuses on service by exploring perspectives about 

community outcomes, too often assumed in GSL literature with little investigation (Cruz 

& Giles, 2000; Larsen, 2016). The second research question shifts the emphasis to 

learning by asking different stakeholder groups about their educational hopes for the 

partnership. Both research questions, and the study overall, intentionally privilege the 

perspectives of the community participants that have received limited attention in SL/ 

GSL research.  

1. From the community participants’ perspectives, what are the outcomes in Waslala 

of the projects and partnership with the CoE? 

2. From the community participants’ perspectives, what are the educational goals of 

the partnership with the CoE?  

Significance 

With the increase of SL and GSL in institutions of higher education, it is 

imperative that impact- both positive and negative, on both students and communities- is 

not left unexamined.  Numerous scholars and practitioners call for additional research on 

GSL focused on the community where service takes place. In a recent review of research 

on GSL, Tonkin (2011) writes that if “we cannot demonstrate that the impact is benign 



 
21 

 

and useful, it is ethically questionable whether we should be engaged in it at all” (p. 193).  

Similarly, Longo and Saltmarsh (2011) urge institutions to “go beyond an approach that 

‘does no harm’” (p. 77). Going further, Tonkin (2011) states,  

not only are [GSL] practitioners and researchers accountable to funders, 

institutions and students, they are also accountable to their hosts and the public 

good. Thus, research is more than an academic exercise: it is an ethical imperative 

(p. 215).  

 

Again, referring to the ethical dimensions of this work and the potential risks inherent in 

SL and GSL, Bringle & Hatcher (2011) write,  

as [GSL] pedagogy becomes more prevalent, there is a need for a set of checks 

and balances through a process that can review new initiatives not only for their 

pedagogical integrity, but also for their moral and ethical dimensions and 

consequences (p. 21).  

 

Although there is increasing research on student outcomes of participation in service-

learning, there is a lack of research focusing on the outcomes related to the community 

where the service takes place (Cruz & Giles, 2000; Crabtree, 2008).  Research focused on 

the impact on communities should include the wide range of perspectives that compose 

the community- participants, organization leaders, residents, and others (Cuban & 

Anderson, 2007).  Related to the examination of community impact is a need for research 

that focuses on notions of reciprocity (Crabtree, 2008; Basinger & Bartholomew, 2006) 

and the partnership in particular (Ferrari & Worrall, 2000; Cruz & Giles, 2000). Marullo 

and Edwards (2000) pose the question: “how do we build and maintain collaborative 

relationships between universities and communities that empower the community and 

enable universities to apply their resources to address the issues of concern to the 

community?” (p. 753).  
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 This chapter reviews exiting literature about SL, partnerships, and engineering 

education that inform this study. First, I explore definitions and scholarship on SL and 

GSL in order to explore the common narrative of SL that focuses disproportionately on 

positive student outcomes with limited interrogation of community perspectives, actual 

outcomes, or costs and challenges. The following section presents research on 

partnerships and several frameworks that are useful for analyzing SL partnerships. Last, 

because this specific case is an engineering GSL partnership, I provide a description of 

research focused on engineering education and SL.  

Service Learning 

One challenge of both program planning and research on international service-

learning is a lack of consistency of definitions of service, SL, and ISL.  It is important to 

establish definitions for these three terms before delving into the review of literature in 

SL.  In the SL literature, a frequently cited definition of service is that by Nadinne Cruz 

who stated, “service is a process of integrating intention with action in the context of a 

movement toward a just relationship” (as cited in Morton, 1995, p. 31).  Service-learning, 

as defined by Learn and Serve, “combines service to the community with student learning 

in a way that improves both the student and the community” (Brown, 2001, p. 10).  In a 

recent volume, Bringle & Hatcher (2011) provide a definition of international service-

learning to guide the various chapters in the book. They define ISL as,  

A structured academic experience in another country in which students (a) 

participate in an organized service activity that addresses identified community 

needs; (b) learn from direct interaction and cross-cultural dialogue with others; 

and (c) reflect on the experience in such a way as to gain further understanding of 
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course content, a deeper understanding of global and intercultural issues, a 

broader appreciation of the host country and the discipline, and an enhanced sense 

of their own responsibilities as citizens, locally and globally (p. 19).  

 

In the definition of service, Cruz focuses on the nature of the “relationship.”  The 

definition of SL highlights transformation and benefit for students and communities.  The 

definition of ISL focuses on “community needs,” interaction and dialogue, and global 

citizenship.  

In my opinion, a weakness of this definition of ISL is that its focus on the 

community is limited to the “community need,” which demonstrates possible deficit 

thinking about the community.  Despite the lack of emphasis in this definition on the 

community as an active partner, effective GSL must have “mutual benefit” (Brown, 

2001, p. 16) -- benefit for both the sender and host, the institution of higher education and 

the community where service takes place, the server and the served/ beneficiaries 

(Brown, 2001; Hartman, Paris, & Blache-Cohen, 2014; Tonkin, 2011).   

Hartman, Kiely, Friedrichs, and Boettcher (2016) propose a definition of GSL: 

a community-driven service experience that employs structured, critically 

reflective practice to better understand global citizenship, positionality, power, 

structure, and social responsibility in global context. It is a learning methodology 

and a community development philosophy. It cultivates a critically reflective 

disposition.  

 

I utilize this definition as the base for examination of this GSL partnership because of the 

explicit attention to power and community voice.  

Student and community outcomes 

Over the past two decades, the research on SL has grown substantially.  There is 

now an extensive literature that documents positive student outcomes related to 

participation in domestic SL.  Research shows positive student outcomes related to 
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knowledge, skill development, and attitudes or identity development (Plater, 2011). 

Celio, Durlak, and Dymnicki (2011) conducted a meta-analysis (62 studies including 11, 

837 students) exploring the student outcomes from participation in SL. They found that, 

compared to control groups, students who participated in SL demonstrated gains in five 

outcome areas: “attitudes towards self, attitudes towards school and learning, civic 

engagement, social skills, and academic performance” (p. 164). In comparison to 

research on domestic SL, the research related to GSL is small, but has started to establish 

positive student outcomes as well.   

Recent research on GSL shows positive student outcomes related to students’ 

“intercultural competence, language skills, appreciation of cultural difference, tolerance 

for ambiguity, and experiential understanding of global problems related to their 

academic program of study” (Kiely, 2003, p. 5). Studies have demonstrated increased 

learning about diversity, global citizenship, and long-term transformation. Camacho 

(2004) explores students’ views and ideas about power differentials between themselves 

and those they were “serving” during a learning experience in Tijuana, Mexico.  She 

finds that GSL experiences can have a positive effect on challenging students’ 

stereotypes of the “Other.”  In light of an increased focus on study abroad in institutions 

of higher education, Hartman (2008) finds that while study abroad experiences can have 

positive effects on students’ global citizenship and civic engagement, these same 

experiences can work to reaffirm negative stereotypes without careful consideration and 

focus on global citizenship in curriculum planning and implementation. Kiely (2004) 

conducted the only longitudinal study of the effect of GSL on students.  He found that 

GSL participation led to transformation, specifically to changes in students’ worldview.  
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He also found evidence of what he calls a “chameleon complex,” which he defines as 

“struggling to take action that reconciles and integrates profound shifts in one’s 

worldview upon reentry to the United States” (p. 9). Despite evidence of some positive 

student outcomes from participation in GSL, both Hartman (2008) and Kiely (2004) 

highlight the need for intentional planning and follow-up to ensure these positive 

outcomes. With the increase of GSL in colleges and universities, it is particularly 

important to examine how the implementation of the experience (pre, during, and post) 

influences the student outcomes. 

Despite mounting evidence of student outcomes from participation in SL and 

GSL experiences, research on the community outcomes remains sparse. Cruz & Giles’ 

(2000) seminal article distinguished between the numerous claims about community 

outcomes of SL and available evidence of actual impacts. They attributed the lack of 

research on community outcomes to difficulties in how to define “community” and to the 

“lack of a strong constituency whose interests are served by research on community 

impacts” (p. 32). The limited research that does focus on the community explores topics 

such as satisfaction (with student volunteers, the project or the partnership), motivations 

for involvement in SL, the community’s views of the students or the university, and 

perceived or actual benefits. Although this research is making progress in understanding 

the perspective of the community on SL, nearly all of the studies focus on domestic SL 

and most incorporate only the perspective of the community organization or partner and 

leave absent the voices and perspectives of actual community members (see d’Arlach, 

Sanchez & Feuer, 2009 for exception).   

 



 
26 

 

Views of students and universities 

Since one impetus behind the growth in SL relates to decreasing the barriers 

between institutions of higher education and communities, it is interesting to examine 

how participation in SL has influenced the views or perceptions that communities have 

about the universities and students who participate in SL. Several studies found that when 

community based organizations (CBOs) participated in SL, they had positive perceptions 

and views of the University and the students (Vernon & Ward, 1999; Miron & Moley, 

2006). Miron & Moley’s (2006) findings linked community members’ perception of 

benefits from SL involvement to their positive perceptions of the university. Focusing 

specifically on the views of community members, d’Arlach, Sanchez and Feuer (2009) 

conducted observations and interviews with nine community members who had 

participated in SL. They found evidence of community members’ changing views of 

university students, themselves, and social issues. They found that while community 

members’ views of university students started as admiration, their experience in SL led 

them to view the students as “imperfect equals” (p. 5). The SL experience also influenced 

the community members’ views of themselves; it led community members to go from 

“feeling helpless to finding a voice” (p. 5). Through the SL experience, community 

members also changed from viewing social issues as “impossible” to “solvable” (p. 5). 

Although limited, this research demonstrates evidence that involvement in SL influences 

community views and perceptions of students, universities, and even themselves and 

social issues. Dissimilar to much of the SL research that focuses on the community, these 

studies on community views and perceptions of universities and students did incorporate 
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community members instead of just leaders or representatives from the participating 

CBO.  

Motivations to participate in SL 

Several studies examined the motivations of community organizations to 

participate in SL. Since the common narrative of SL describes institutions of higher 

education helping or serving the community, it is logical to assume that CBOs are 

motivated to participate in SL in order to meet their own needs or to access resources; 

however, several studies disprove this assumption. While Basinger and Bartholomew 

(2006) and Bell and Carlson (2009) document a multitude of different motivations, 

Worrall (2007) and Sandy and Holland (2006) both specifically found that community 

partners were committed to and motivated heavily by their role as co-educators for the 

undergraduate students.  

Basinger and Bartholomew (2006) used surveys with both Likert scale items and 

open-ended questions with representatives from 98 community-based organizations in 

Utah. Questions related to motivations, expectations, and satisfaction of community-

based organizations in their experience with SL. They concluded that “motivations, 

expectations, and satisfaction are interrelated” (p. 19). They highlight seven motivations: 

(1) help students learn, (2) foster positive relationship with university, (3) get free labor 

from student, (4) service-learning participation part of mission, (5) enhance community 

image, (6) cultivate good citizens, and (7) cultivate future volunteers and donors. The 

motivations of the organizations to participate in SL varied from self-interested or 

organization-serving, such as free labor, to self-giving, such as student learning and 

developing students into responsible citizens. Although Basinger and Bartholomew 
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(2006) did document the presence of self-interested or organization-serving motivations 

for CBO participation in SL, which would be the likely conclusion based on the common 

narrative of SL, they also found numerous self-giving motivations for participation.  

As part of a large project by Stoecker and Tryon (2009), Bell and Carlson (2009) 

described four different types of motivations that they uncovered in their interviews with 

67 staff members from community organizations in Wisconsin. The four motivations are: 

“(1) altruistic motive to educate the service learner, (2) long-term motives for the sector 

and the organization, (3) the capacity-building motive, and (4) the higher education 

relationship motive” (p. 20). Similar to Basinger and Bartholomew (2006), they describe 

a wide range and variety of motivations. 

In addition to findings about a range of motivations, Worrall (2007) and Sandy 

and Holland (2006) documented the presence of more altruistic motivations than would 

be assumed by the common narrative of SL.  Both Worrall (2007) and Sandy and Holland 

(2006) documented CBO motivations for involvement that focused on undergraduate 

student learning and development more than on their own organizational needs. In 

Worrall (2007) one CBO representative even stated, “we recognize that we’re providing a 

form of education” (p. 10). Many of the CBO representatives interviewed in Worrall 

(2007) focused on providing a form of education with a goal of dispelling stereotypes and 

misconceptions held by the college students about the population served by the CBO. 

Similarly, Sandy and Holland (2006), after conducting 15 focus groups with 99 

community partners, concluded that community partners were motivated by and 

committed to student learning and development, even specifically referring to themselves 

as “co-educators” (p. 34). 
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Satisfaction from experience in SL  

In addition to exploring motivations for CBO initial or continued involvement in 

SL, some research has examined CBO satisfaction from their experience with SL or, 

more specifically, with student volunteers. Numerous studies found that CBOs were 

satisfied with their SL experience and the service provided by students (Basinger & 

Bartholomew, 2006; Ferrari & Worrall, 2000; Gray, Ondaatje, Fricker & Geschwind, 

2000; Edwards, Mooney, & Heald, 2001; Schmidt & Robby, 2002). Satisfaction relates 

with whether CBOs perceive benefits from involving their organization in SL. Miron & 

Moley (2006) interviewed supervisors from 40 CBOs and found a statistically significant 

relationship between the agency voice in planning and implementation and the perception 

of agency benefit. In other words, the more that CBOs felt a part of the planning and 

implementation process, the more they thought their organization benefited from 

participation in SL. Since perception of benefit is related to satisfaction, then CBO 

perception of participation in planning and implementation is important for perception of 

benefit and CBO satisfaction with the experience. 

Perceived and actual benefits 

Several studies focus specifically on the perceived and actual impact of the SL in 

the community. Ferrari and Worrall (2000) worked with 30 CBO supervisors in a large 

urban setting and found that CBOs perceive that the service provided by students is 

useful and that the partnership with the University is beneficial. Schmidt & Robby (2002) 

specifically distinguish between the perceived benefits to the community and actual 

benefits. In a tutoring program, they examined whether the recipients (teachers and 

students) valued the service or perceived it as beneficial. In addition, they investigated if 
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“the service made an actual difference to the community, external to and perhaps 

independently from the perceived value” (p. 27). They found that the recipients valued 

the service and that the service had an impact on actual student learning (compared to 

non-tutored students on the Stanford Achievement Test SAT/9). They also examined 

program and tutor characteristics that influenced either perceived or actual benefits. 

Although the biggest predictor of SAT/9 scores was the student’s test score from the 

previous year, they did find that one tutor characteristic was significant in predicting 

gains: “children tutored by college students whose demographic characteristics and past 

school history was more similar to them made more progress in reading” (pp. 30-31). 

This finding has interesting implications since part of the underlying foundation of SL is 

that students “serve” in communities that are generally very different from their own 

home and university communities. Although standardized test scores present an 

incomplete picture of student learning and are problematic in their own right, Schmidt 

and Robby (2002) present one example of how to address the challenge of how to 

measure actual impact in addition to perceived impact. Hutchinson (2011) aimed to 

answer research questions related to the actual impact of SL on the servers, the 

community organizations, and the served; however, she encountered challenges in 

assessing all three constituencies and is currently attempting to alter her methods for the 

coming year (based on conversation with researcher). As scholars work to incorporate a 

focus on the community and evidence related to outcomes or impacts, these challenges of 

how to measure will continue to present themselves.   
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Positive outcomes versus challenges and costs 

 CBOs do report various positive outcomes from their participation in SL. CBOs 

appreciate the volunteer labor provided by the students (Edwards, Mooney, & Heald, 

2001; Blouin & Perry, 2009), the students’ “enthusiasm, energy, and new perspectives” 

(Vernon & Ward, 1999), the presence of students as role models and providers of one-on-

one attention for their clients (Vernon & Ward, 1999), and “enhanced functionality, 

fundraising opportunities, and improved recognition” (McDermott et al, 2011, p. 20). 

One study even specifically found that participation in SL decreased the “town-gown” 

divide from the CBOs’ perspectives (Blouin & Perry, 2009). 

 In addition to benefits or positive outcomes (perceived or actual) from 

participation in SL, CBOs also encounter costs and face numerous challenges. Blouin and 

Perry (2009) divide costs into two categories: risks to the organization and investment of 

resources. Risks to the organization may relate to confidentiality agreements that exist 

between the CBO and their clients, breaking down trust with vulnerable populations that 

the CBO serves, or misrepresentation of the CBO by students (Blouin & Perry, 2009). 

Another cost that CBOs take on when they participate in SL is the time and resources 

they must dedicate to training and managing the service learners (Blouin & Perry, 2009; 

Vernon & Ward, 1999; Stoecker & Tryon, 2009). Another challenge repeatedly 

mentioned by CBO representatives also relates to time. In addition to the time that CBOs 

and their staff must dedicate to service learners, time presents a challenge because of 

short-term SL that may not be conducive to direct service or building relationships with 

clients and mismatches between the CBO schedule and the campus calendar (i.e. spring 

break, etc.) (Holland, 1997; Stoecker & Tryon, 2009; McDermott et al, 2011; Vernon & 
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Ward, 1999). CBOs also reported challenges related to student professionalism and 

preparation (Blouin & Perry, 2009; Vernon & Ward, 1999). CBOs also discussed the 

challenge of fit between the organization and the course goals and the timelines of both 

(Blouin & Perry, 2009).   

 A key challenge that CBOs encountered and a crucial factor for success from the 

community’s perspective was communication (McDermott et al, 2011; Blouin & Perry, 

2009; Vernon & Ward, 1999; Stoecker & Tryon, 2009). In fact, it is one of the 3Cs that 

Stoecker and Tryon (2009) present as factors for success of a SL project from the 

perspective of the community partners: commitment, communication, and compatibility 

(p. 147). Related to the importance of communication, several studies identified the 

importance of relationships from the perspective of the CBO representatives (Skilton-

Sylvester, & Erwin, 2000; Stoecker & Tryon, 2009). Other factors identified for the 

success of a SL project were well defined expectations of the host organization and 

students’ skills and behavior (McDermott et al, 2011). 

Partnerships 

In discussion and research on SL, the terms “partnerships” and “reciprocity” are 

common. These terms, central to the goals of SL and GSL, are often tossed around, but 

require examination of the various meanings and consideration of what they should mean 

in order for SL and GSL to meet its goals and potential.  Bringle and Hatcher (2011) call 

for “relationships that are mutually beneficial exchanges that are reciprocal, 

nonexploitive, democratic, and respectful” (p. 15).   

 Partnerships are essential to the practice of SL- “SL and partnerships are two 

sides of the same coin” (Dorado & Giles, 2004, 25) and SL operates under the 
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assumption, or at least unexamined goal, that the partnerships are characterized by 

reciprocity.  Kendall (1990) writes about how reciprocity is a key element in 

distinguishing between community service and service-learning, 

the second factor that distinguishes service learning from other community 

service programs is an emphasis on reciprocity. Reciprocity is the exchange of 

both giving and receiving between the ‘server’ and the person or group ‘being 

served’. All parties in service learning are learners and help determine what is to 

be learned (p. 27).   

 

Echoing Kendall’s definition of and focus on reciprocity, Porter and Monard 

(2001) add the word “mutuality” when they write that reciprocity is a “mutuality [of] 

respect and collaboration between community partners and service providers” (p. 1).  

Jacoby (1996) highlights the importance of reciprocity in intentions when she writes,  

the degree to which we enters the SL endeavor committed to reciprocal 

relationships will determine whether we move the academy away from seeing the 

community as a learning laboratory and toward viewing it as a partner in an effort 

to increase each other’s capacities and power (p. 36). 

 

Henry and Breyfogle (2006) articulate two necessary elements for reciprocal 

partnerships: “(1) all parties in SL function as teachers/ learners, and (2) all parties are 

perceived as colleagues rather than clients” (p. 29). Several scholars are also working to 

problematize the term “reciprocity” for not acknowledging necessary change in 

partnerships (Henry & Breyfogle, 2006) or not focusing on interdependence (Keith, 

2005).  Defining reciprocity and partnerships is particularly challenging because there is 

really no one-size-fits-all model (Brown, 2011). 

 Several recent studies that focus on specifically examining SL partnerships can 

improve understanding of partnerships and notions of reciprocity, provide frameworks 

for evaluation, and lay the foundation for future research on partnerships and SL. Bringle 

and Hatcher (2002) explore partnerships as relationships.  As a former marriage 
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counselor, Bringle applies his knowledge of relationships to analyze campus-community 

partnerships at both the personal level and institutional level.  They analyze campus 

community partnerships as a series of relationships between university administrators, 

faculty and students with community leaders, organizations, and members.  They 

describe four phases of relationship (initiation, development, maintenance, and 

dissolution) and “dynamics of relationships (i.e. exchanges, equity, distribution of 

power)” (p. 503).   

 Building on Bringle and Hatcher (2002), Dorado and Giles (2004) focus on the 

variation in partnerships and the process of change over time and propose categories of 

partnerships. Through interviews with participants in SL partnerships, they identify three 

paths of engagement: tentative, aligned, and committed.  Tentative engagement is when 

“learning behaviors” dominate the partnership. Aligned engagement is characterized by 

“aligning behaviors” or negotiation and efforts to incorporate the goals of all the parties.  

Committed engagement is defined as  

exchanges involving actions and interactions that denote that partners value the 

partnership beyond the departing project. Transition to this stage requires partners 

to believe that the partnership should be protected, extended to other areas, and 

even defended when in danger of disappearing because of unforeseeable events or 

lack of institutional support (p. 31).  

 

Enos and Morton (2003) propose another framework for understanding campus-

community partnerships that describes differences between transformational and 

transactional partnerships and propose a framework for developing partnerships aimed at 

reaching transformational partnerships. They describe transactional relationships as based 

on and satisfied with exchange, working within systems and accepting institutional goals, 

and limited in time, resources, and personnel. In contrast, they describe transformational 
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relationships as having goals beyond meeting immediate needs, moving beyond self-

interest to larger meaning, community partners as leaders, and engaging the entire 

institution beyond set time and scope.  

Bringle and Hatcher (2002), Dorado and Giles (2004), and Enos and Morton 

(2003) all provide frameworks that may help to illuminate aspects and characteristics of 

SL partnerships. Because these frameworks were developed in domestic SL partnerships, 

we know very little about how they may apply in the context of a GSL partnership. 

Engineering education 

Because this study explored an engineering GSL partnership, it is important to 

contextualize the study within engineering education and engineering GSL. Are 

engineering students today being prepared for the challenges that they will face in the 

future such as globalization and sustainability? National organizations are now drawing 

increased attention to the importance of a more well-rounded engineering education that 

incorporates both technical or “hard” skills and non-technical or “soft” skills 

(McCormick, 2008). The National Academy of Engineering (NAE), the Accreditation 

Board for Engineering and Technology (ABET), and the American Society of Civil 

Engineers (ASCE) have all generated recent reports highlighting the importance of a 

more well-rounded engineering education. 

Most notable and affecting all branches of engineering are the ABET criteria 

(2000). Setting criteria for outcomes that all engineering graduates should possess, ABET 

engineering criteria now includes a set of “hard” skills and a second set of “professional 

skills” (Shuman, Besterfield-Sacre, & McGourty, 2005). The “hard” skills include 

(includes revisions adopted in 2004): (1) an ability to apply knowledge of mathematics, 
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science, and engineering; (2) an ability to design and conduct experiments, as well as to 

analyze and interpret data; (3) an ability to design a system, component, or process to 

meet desired needs within realistic constraints such as economic, environmental, social, 

political, ethical, health and safety, manufacturability, and sustainability; (4) an ability to 

identify, formulate, and solve engineering problems; and (5) an ability to use the 

techniques, skills, and modern engineering tools necessary for engineering practice. The 

“professional” skills include (includes revisions adopted in 2004): (1) an ability to 

function on multi-disciplinary teams; (2) an understanding of professional and ethical 

responsibility; (3) an ability to communicate effectively; (4) the broad education 

necessary to understand the impact of engineering solutions in a global, economic, 

environmental, and societal context; (5) a recognition of the need for, and an ability to 

engage in lifelong learning; and (6) a knowledge of contemporary issues. Shuman, 

Besterfield-Sacre, and McGourty (2005) argue that although these “professional” skills 

are often referred to as “soft” skills, the correct term has been “professional” since the 

American Society of Engineering Education’s (ASEE) 1994 Engineering Education for a 

Changing World. They argue that Engineering Education for a Changing World and the 

ABET criteria are “among the most important initiatives to impact engineering education 

in the last fifteen years” (p. 41). 

Shuman, Besterfield, and McGourty (2005) explore how these professional skills 

that are included in the ABET criteria can be taught (or learned) and assessed. While it is 

easier to teach and assess many of the hard skills in a specific course within the 

timeframe of an academic semester, the professional skills may be taught (or learned) 

over a series of courses over several semesters. Acknowledging the challenges in 
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teaching and assessing the professional skills, they conclude that it possible to teach and 

assess these skills and they offer several successful examples of each. They conclude:  

as we consider how to best teach the professional skills, or conversely how 

students can most effectively learn these skills, we are positive about a new 

learning pedagogy that is emerging—service-learning and its complementary 

component—global service-learning (p. 51). 

 

Frequently engineering programs administer these SL opportunities through outside 

organizations or non-profits, such as Engineers without Borders (EWB). Mirroring the 

increase in SL and GSL generally, EWB has grown exponentially over the past ten years. 

Since its inception in 2002, EWB-USA has grown from 8 engineering students and a civil 

engineering professor to an organization with 12,000 students, faculty and professionals. 

Working in 250 university and professional chapters, they have completed over 100 

projects and have 400 underway in 45 different countries. Highlighting the numerous 

failures of EWB projects, David Damberger, the former director of EWB Canada recently 

stated, “the issue is- a lot of donors or projects end up focusing on the hardware side of 

the issue and not really realizing the importance of the software side of things.” In 

addition to focusing attention of the numerous project failures, Damberger also highlights 

the importance of the “software” side of issues which is similar to the increasing attention 

on more well-rounded engineering education. 

 Although research about the student outcomes of participation in SL is growing, 

there is far less research that focuses specifically on how participation in SL impacts 

engineering education. Swan, Paterson, and Bielefeldt (2009) reviewed available research 

on project-based service-learning (PBSL) and engineering student outcomes. They 

acknowledge both the presence of PBSL in engineering programs and the “scant” 

findings available about their impact of engineering education. They do state, 
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“preliminary findings suggest that PBSL 1) retains students; 2) increases female 

representation; and 3) offers an opportunity to fulfill a variety of ABET learning 

outcomes including students preparation to practice engineering design” (p. 1). They 

divided student outcomes into five categories: (1) knowledge; (2) skills; (3) attitudes and 

identity; (4) programs issues such as recruitment, retention, and diversity; and (5) post-

educational professional performance.  

The first two categories, knowledge and skills, lend themselves to direct 

measurement and can be linked to the ABET criteria. Results are demonstrating the gains 

in knowledge and skills from participation in PBSL are at least similar to those outcomes 

from participation in project-based learning (PBL). Categories related to attitudes and 

identities are where differences between PBSL and PBL outcomes may be larger, 

however; small sample sizes in different programs limits the findings (Bielefeldt, 

Paterson, & Swan, 2010). They do review several studies that present assessment 

techniques for attitudes and identity, such as, the community service attitude scale 

(Shiarella, McCarthy, & Tucker 2000), worldview orientation towards cultural 

differences (Hammer, Bennett, & Wiseman, 2003), and the universality-diversity scale of 

cultural competency (Fuentes et al, 2000). Although there is some work complete in these 

areas, it certainly warrants further work and development. There is some evidence that 

PBSL can help attract and retain a more diverse student body in engineering (Duffy et al, 

2008), however; as Swan, Paterson, and Bielefeldt (2009) point out, there is not enough 

evidence to prove long-term impact on recruitment and retention beyond PBSL’s 

popularity with women and minorities. Their review also highlights the fact that there is 

no quantitative review of how PBSL influences long-term career trajectory. 
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In a case study of an engineering SL program in Argentina, Baillie, Fienblatt, and 

Kabo (2011) highlight the complexities present in these projects that go far beyond the 

scope of engineering student outcomes. Referencing the “inherent belief (in engineering 

schools) that technical development always equates to progress” (p. 340), the authors 

allude to the complexities especially present in cross-cultural projects. They argue for the,  

need to develop a new approach to engineering service-learning that embraces the 

differences in cultures and communities, understands and looks for tensions 

within these, and responds dynamically to the consequences of these 

entanglements with arise, remaining sensitive to community needs (p. 341).  

 

The current study responds to the needs articulated by Baillie, Fienblatt, and Kabo 

(2011). 

Like SL and GSL generally, there is limited research on the actual as opposed to 

assumed or intended benefits to the communities in international engineering service 

projects (Budny & Gradoville, 2011).  After decades and substantial investment of 

resources in engineering development projects abroad, there is still a gap between 

invested resources and “successful, sustained outcomes” (Nieusma & Riley, 2010, p. 

33).  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

Researcher positionality 

Hesitant at first about my existing role in the partnership and relationships with 

both university and community participants, I found that my involvement over the years 

allowed me to adopt a participatory orientation where my colleagues of many years were 

now also my research collaborators. During my data collection, my initial hesitation 

quickly morphed into confidence that my insider-outsider positionality actually enabled 

me “the possibility of crafting uniquely complex understandings of the research question” 

(Herr & Anderson, 2005, p. 46).  

Herr and Anderson (2005) provide a useful framework for exploring researcher 

positionality as a continuum as opposed to a false dichotomy - either insider or outsider. 

This continuum highlights both the ambiguous and shifting nature of researcher 

positionality and includes five categories: (1) insider, (2) insider in collaboration with 

other insiders, (3) insider(s) in collaboration with outsider(s), (4) reciprocal collaboration, 

and (5) outsider(s) studies insider(s) (p. 31). I will never truly be an insider or native 

Waslalan because of my citizenship, race, language and other social identifiers that are 

linked to power and history in many ways. However, having worked in the area for over 

12 years, my relationships with research participants have shifted on the continuum more 

in the direction of insider and my past and current roles as both a practitioner and a 

researcher make it difficult to categorize my positionality.  

In 2002, I was certainly an outsider when I arrived in Waslala on a two week trip, 

speaking limited Spanish, meeting every person for the first time and having limited 
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understanding of the history or current context of Nicaragua/ Waslala and the U.S. role in 

that history. Now, twelve years later, I am bilingual, have immersed myself in learning 

about the history and current context in Nicaragua and Waslala, and have travelled to 

Waslala more times than I can count. Some of my closest friends live in Waslala – when I 

arrive for a visit and pop my head into the window of their house, I hear shrieks of 

“Nora!” as a child comes running to the door to greet me with a bear hug. I have seen 

these children grow up. My positionality: (1) is complicated by my dual role of 

practitioner and now researcher, (2) shifts over time and even during the study, and (3) 

changes depending on my different relationship with each research participant. In the 

subsequent sections, I discuss strengths and challenges of my unique positionality, how I 

worked to “make the familiar strange,” and the important role of language in the study. 

Insider/ outsider: Strengths & challenges 

 

Herr and Anderson (2005) describe the opposite challenges faced by outsiders and 

insiders in research projects:  

Academics (outsiders) want to understand what it is like to be an insider without 

“going native” and losing the outsider’s perspective. Practitioners (insiders) 

already know what it is like to be an insider, but because they are “native” to the 

setting, they must work to see the taken-for-granted aspects of their practice from 

an outsider’s perspective (p. 47).  

 

Herr and Anderson (2005) describe both benefits and challenges inherent in multiple 

positionalities and call for intense and honest self-reflection to pursue trustworthiness in 

research. Working in rural communities of Waslala, Nicaragua for twelve years to design 

and implement gravity-fed water systems, I have developed many close relationships 

with community members. Especially in a post-civil war context, trust is vitally important 

in order for people to speak openly. Because of power imbalances inherent in SL and 
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GSL partnerships, it could be uncomfortable for community representatives to share 

openly about concerns. In this respect, my years of work and the relationships I have 

developed represent a strength. Throughout data collection, community representatives 

commented specifically about my positionality as they shared concerns, 

recommendations, and even specifically spoke about their discomfort sharing openly. 

After asking to meet me for coffee to share some past experiences with research, one 

community organization representative told me, “I feel so badly saying things because I 

can tell they have such good will so it just makes me scared to say anything negative.” In 

this case, the community organization representative was referring to other university 

participants. 

Alongside strengths resulting from years of work experience in this context, I also 

already have many ideas and opinions about GSL projects and partnerships in Waslala. I 

always believe that researcher bias is present in the overall research questions that we ask 

and in the more specific questions that we ask during the research project. What 

questions are asked gives certain ideas more power than others.  The pre-existing ideas 

could influence the questions asked and therefore the answers provided, in addition to my 

interpretation. My hope is that the participatory orientation of this research helped to 

decrease this bias.  

Making the familiar strange 

When a researcher has insider status, they may have the benefit of more tacit 

knowledge, but this is accompanied by a tendency towards potential bias or taking 

aspects of reality for granted. Insider status requires the researcher to work in intentional 

ways to make the “familiar seem strange” (Herr & Anderson, 2005, p. 46). Having spent 
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over 12 years working in this specific context, I have noticed many ways in which the 

previously “strange” have become familiar to me even in this cultural context so different 

from my own in Philadelphia. Although I am not native and will always have some 

degree of outsider status, over the years I have moved along the continuum through close 

relationships, prolonged engagement in the field, and face-to-face interactions. During 

data collection, I intentionally built in steps for self-reflection such as memos and a 

research journal to encourage reflexivity. These examples from my research journal make 

explicit not only the ways in which the very different cultural context in Waslala has 

become familiar to me, but also the importance of this research journal to aid me in 

identifying these elements of the context.  

Example 1 – researcher journal: 

One evening, after dinner at a friend’s house, several of us hung around to 

continue our fierce foosball competition. After I lost yet another game amidst 

calls of “Norita, Norita, what happened?” a friend asked about my departure date. 

I responded with the date and someone else chimed in, “we need to plan a party 

for that night. Who wants to kill the goat?” A flurry of activity followed - fingers 

to the top of noses (a universal “not me” sign) as each of us tried to avoid 

responsibility for providing the meat for everyone. We chuckled and assigned the 

task to Carlos… before I sat back and realized that this had not caught me by 

surprise – I imagined trying to explain this scene to my friends and colleagues in 

Philly. 

 

Example 2 – researcher journal: 

The phone rang a few times before my friend picked up. I cringed as I was 

bombarded by tons of background noise and shouted, “where are you? It’s really 

loud?” His response, “we just had a raffle and I won a cow!” Since I was still 

struggling to hear, I shot back, “You won what? A cow?” And then, after he 

confirmed, my immediate response was “Wow- awesome!” as I thought about the 

fact that a cow is worth several hundred dollars. Now, as I write this down, I am 

chuckling to myself (yet again) as I notice the difference between my immediate 

responses to these situations and how I imagine most of my friends back in Philly 

would react. 

 

These steps – memos and a research journal - represented differences from all of my 

other trips and time spent in Waslala for work as a practitioner and illuminated both ways 
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in which the “strange” had become “familiar” and helped me reverse some of that pattern 

and highlight some of the “familiar” to again make it “strange.” 

Language is more than translation 

 

Since I am bilingual and have worked in the region for over 12 years, I conducted 

all data collection without need for a translator. Even when using in-country translators, 

Nieusma & Riley (2010) acknowledge challenges to communication. They report “some 

clarity on what was said, but [there was] often disagreement or confusion about what was 

meant” (p. 38) and warn that, “when language is viewed merely as a logistical concern 

rather than a critical site of power relations, the consequences for process, project, and 

social justice are likely considerable” (p. 53).  

One example from my fieldwork highlights the difference between a translator 

who speaks both languages and a cultural mediator that understands the context. One 

community organization representative described a situation where university participants 

went off with a translator from the university to conduct interviews without 

communicating ahead of time with the community organization. Later that evening, the 

community organization representative starting asking about the results and concluded, 

“so, there was a misunderstanding in the translation of the question and a 

misunderstanding in the translation of the answer!” Language is a crucial consideration in 

communication in international partnerships, but also vitally important as we consider 

how research is conducted on GSL. Language is not only a logistical consideration in the 

research process, but also a critical aspect of questioning power and an important element 

of ethical representation of the “Third World.”  
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Ethics of research: Relevance and representation 

Research related to GSL involves cross-cultural interaction (Ravitch & Tillman, 

2010; Sutton, 2011) and involves engaging stakeholders from very different positions of 

power and resources. To pursue ethical research on GSL, it is important to interrogate 

issues of relevancy and representation. In a study of GSL in a community in Tanzania, 

Larkin (2014) reminds the reader about the perceived value (or not) of research from the 

perspective and position of participants with a powerful quote. One of the community 

representatives commented, “you can’t eat research.” This quote aligns with both Fraser’s 

all-subjected principle for social justice and calls for research to be relevant to the 

participants (ecological validity) in qualitative and action research. GSL research, and 

this study in Waslala specifically, must continually ask whether it is perceived as 

valuable and relevant for the participants, particularly since those participants often come 

from positions of limited power and resources even to meet basic needs for well-being 

(such as of shelter, food and water). 

Because in GSL partnerships, universities most frequently engage communities in 

the developing world or “Third World,” issues related to representation of “the Other” are 

important. In GSL, if the university represents, or speaks about, the community as 

needing help and technical expertise of the university, does this further the interests of the 

university faculty? Because we, as university researchers, and I as an individual 

university researcher in this case, are in a position of power in GSL partnerships, I draw 

from Spivak’s hyper-reflexivity to pursue an ethical engagement and research with the 

community participants in Waslala. Pulling from hyper-reflexivity, I frame this study in 

examination of power and history, base it on my unique positionality which brings 
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extensive face-to-face interaction over time and fluency of the local language, and an 

attempt to shift the power dynamics of traditional research through the use of 

participatory methods. 

Wells, Warchal, Ruiz, & Chapdelaine (2011) propose guidelines specifically for 

ethical GSL research. They list recommendations and propose a set of ethical guidelines 

highlighting the researcher’s responsibilities and competency related to conducting GSL 

research. Their recommendations are that cross-cultural research should involve: 

(1) familiarity and knowledge about the host community and participants being 

studied, (2) effective and clear communication between visiting researchers 

and the host community, (3) a research purpose that serves the interests and 

needs of the host community and research participants, (4) a research agenda 

and research team that exhibits cultural sensitivity throughout the process, and 

(5) research activities that are valuable and beneficial to not only the visiting 

researchers but also to the host community and participants, (6) appropriate 

dissemination of research results to the host community, (7) the potential for 

collaboration with host community researchers” (p. 326). 

 

These recommendations point to the origin of the research, the goals and results of the 

research, communication and participation in the research process, and researcher 

positionality. These guidelines for ethics in cross-cultural GSL research contradict many 

traditional ideas about objective and valid research in the academe. Supported by these 

ethical guidelines, this research study emerged from and through practice and aims for 

action. My multiple and complicated positionality in this study, was formative in shaping 

its participatory and action orientation. During the formulation of my research proposal, 

continued communication with university faculty/ administrators and non-profit leaders 

in Nicaragua continued to shape and re-shape the research questions, research plan, and 

goals and objectives of this project. 
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Orientation of study: Practice, participation, and action 

This study emerged from my experience as a practitioner in Waslala and through 

the relationships developed in that work and, as a result, it aligns with many of the 

characteristics of practitioner research. Shaped by my unique positionality alongside 

post-colonial theory and Fraser’s theory of social justice, I pursue participation in the 

methods and analysis. My hope is that the study opens conversations with many voices 

and perspectives that encourage not only reflection, but also lead to action.   

Ravitch (2006) describes the potential of practitioner research as a way to 

“develop counter-narratives…to make arguments grounded in data for other ways of 

thinking and doing that push against expert-learner dichotomies” (p. 9). Instead of the 

common expert-learner dichotomy present in traditional research, participatory methods 

aim to disrupt this power dynamic. Maguire (1987) writes that participatory research 

should assume, “we both know some things, neither of us know everything. Working 

together we will know more and we will both learn more about how to know” (pp. 37-

38).  

During my data collection, community organization representatives recounted 

numerous examples when they believe that university researchers left with inaccurate 

information that they would later report in findings. In one example, the university 

representatives actually conducted interviews with a different group of community 

leaders than they intended because they did not communicate effectively with the 

community organization. As the community organization representative described this 

example to me, she concluded, “imagine what a distortion of reality there was talking 

about the results when you were talking to the wrong people!” The cautionary tales about 
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past experiences with research pointed to the importance of a participatory orientation in 

research working closely with local community organizations. 

Particularly in action research or practitioner research, “the researcher and the 

practitioner may be one and the same” (p. 29). Kiely and Hartman (2011) call for the use 

of qualitative methods in GSL research that incorporate “co-investigated and co-created 

knowledge” (p. 310). One way to ensure this inclusion is through the use of participatory 

methods. These methods again mark a departure from the traditional epistemology of the 

academy and espouse a different notion of what counts as knowledge and how 

knowledge is created and distributed. Since the purpose of the study is to better 

understand the perspectives and experiences of the stakeholders with a focus on the 

community, qualitative, participatory methods can help us to “hear” the community 

(Hausman et al, 2009, p. E23). A number of terms are used to describe some of these 

research approaches- participatory action research, community-based research, etc.- but, 

overall, they point to an orientation that is “community-driven, systematic, participatory, 

and oriented towards community and social change” (Minkler, 2000, p. 193) and focuses 

on “collaboration with those affected by the issue being studied” (p. 192).  

Qualitative case study 

The depth of understanding called for in this study was facilitated through the use 

of a qualitative case study. The case study approach encouraged a deep exploration of the 

complex nature of the GSL partnership with particular attention to the importance of and 

influence of context (Yin, 2013). As stated by Flyvbjerg (2011), “the main strength of the 

case study is depth- detail, richness, completeness, and within-case variance” (p. 314). 
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Specifically referring to the cross-cultural nature of GSL research, Sutton (2011) 

promotes the use of case study. She writes,  

well-contextualized case studies are not mere illustrations; they are the building 

blocks of cross-cultural theory and essential for the conceptual reformulations that 

must accompany thinking about SL outside the context where it arose (p. 127).  

 

Case study encourages a move away from the homogenous definition of “community” 

often assumed in international development and GSL and directs attention to context and 

history as espoused by post-colonial theory. 

In the next section, I describe the ways in which I pursued trustworthiness in this 

study – prolonged engagement, triangulation, thick description, reflexive practice, and 

member checks/ participatory analysis – as well as efforts for ecological and catalytic 

validity. Then, I present “the case” or the partnership between Villanova University’s 

CoE and Waslala. Last, I provide general description of the research site in Waslala, 

Nicaragua and excerpts from my field notes to help paint a picture of some of the 

opportunities and challenges associated with this particular research site.  

Trustworthiness 

 

Evaluating validity of a qualitative research involves what the study is about 

(internal validity) and its potential application to other settings (external validity); 

however, the action orientation of this study calls for a focus on trustworthiness (Lincoln 

& Guba, 1985). Trustworthiness is a “demonstration that the researcher’s interpretation 

of the data are credible, ‘ring true’ to those who provided the data” (Herr & Anderson, 

2005). This definition of trustworthiness also aligns with Fraser’s (2009) “all-subjected 

principle” and the ethical guidelines for GSL research since the research participants who  
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provide the data are affected in various ways by not only the partnership, but also by the 

research.  

Lincoln and Guba (1985) provide strategies to achieve these elements of 

trustworthiness including prolonged engagement, triangulation, and member checking. 

Having worked in the research setting for over ten years, my past experience contributed 

to prolonged engagement. During the time period of the current study, I utilized 

triangulation of methods and data sources, thick description from fieldwork, and 

member-checking/ participatory analysis to pursue trustworthiness. Participatory methods 

help to pursue validity through a particular focus on reflexivity and triangulation 

(Ozerdem & Bowd, 2010). Reflective practice is “a deliberate process of becoming 

unsettled about what is ‘normal’ – and of acknowledging that there are many concurrent 

‘realities’” (Eyben, 2004) and acknowledges the influence of history, power, and 

relationships.  

Herr and Anderson (2005) expand on and adapt these considerations to apply to 

action research. Although this study does not comply with all aspects of action research, 

its action orientation points to additional validity criteria that are specific to action 

research to inform the research design. Two additional criteria are local validity and 

catalytic validity (Herr & Anderson, 2005, p. 12). Local validity draws attention to the 

fact that the problems and solution must relate to the specific context and relates to 

“ecological validity” which requires that the research be relevant to the participating 

group (Tandon, Kelly, & Mock, 2001). Catalytic validity is defined as “the degree to 

which the research process reorients, focuses, and energizes participants towards 

knowing reality in order to transform it” (Lather, 1986, p. 272).  
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One example from my journal after the data collection was complete 

demonstrates one way in which catalytic validity can emerge even in unanticipated ways. 

Several months after data collection was complete, I was spending some time back in 

Waslala in my role of practitioner – I was meeting with various financial institutions to 

discuss possibilities for micro-lending for water and sanitation products. Over pizzas one 

evening, one of the community organization representatives who had previously 

participated in the study, brought up the topics of the Villanova student trips. The 

university spring break trip was a few weeks before my trip. S/he turned and commented,  

I realized during this trip that many of the students knew very little about the  

continued work of the community organizations here. One evening a few of the 

students were at my house with me and I had the opportunity to ask them a few 

questions to gauge what they knew – it was very little. With their lack of response 

to any questions about the work of the local community organizations, I suddenly 

understood why you were asking some of the questions you were asking last year. 

I know I was pushing back on some of those questions, but it now makes sense to 

me and, since then, we’ve shared some of those concerns during the trip planning 

with the university.  

 

“The case” – Villanova & Waslala 

 

Although the CoE has numerous GSL partners, they describe their partnership 

with Waslala as their “most successful partnership.” It is their longest continuous 

partnership (initiated in 2002) and over 250 CoE students and faculty have travelled to 

Waslala. The partnership includes several different departments in the CoE and several 

local community organizations in Waslala so it is not heavily dependent on one person. I 

selected to focus on this “successful” partnership because: (1) it provided a case where 

my positionality could provide understanding of the partnership in a unique way, and (2) 

to learn about characteristics that are important for success and possible missing elements 
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or areas for improvement from the community’s perspective that exist even in a 

“successful” partnership.  

     Table 3.1: Partnership description 

College of Engineering (CoE) 

department 

Mechanical Engineering (ME) 

Civil Engineering (CE) 

Electrical Engineering (EE) 

Community partner 

organizations 

Water for Waslala (WfW) 

Ministry of Health of Nicaragua (MINSA) 

Telehealth (Telesalud) 

Immaculate Conception Parish (Parroquia)  

Associación de Desarrollo Integral y Sostenible 

(ADIS)*  

Projects & Initiation dates Water supply system design (2002)  

Micro-hydro electrification (2009)  

Telehealth project (2010) 

Components Coursework and capstone projects 

Multiple student trips to Waslala each year  

Ongoing research projects 

* All employees of WfW and Telehealth are now part of the umbrella agency, 

ADIS. See partnership diagram 2002 – 2012 for additional information. 

 

In the case of the partnership between the Villanova CoE and Waslala, the 

university included administration, faculty, and students and the community included 

organization representatives and residents (Bringle, Clayton, & Price, 2009). In Waslala, 

community organization representatives were from the four different community 

organizations that have worked with the CoE (Parroquia, WfW, Telehealth, and MINSA) 

and community residents were from three different rural villages selected according to 

several criteria. The university group visited certain villages during the one-week fall 

break trip and these villages provided an opportunity to interview village residents both 

before and after recent interaction with the university participants. The following 

additional characteristics were considered: length of participation in the partnership with 

the CoE and distance from town (how remote or rural).  
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Research site: Opportunities and challenges 

 

Waslala, Nicaragua, roughly three times the land area of Manhattan, is a remote 

region located in central Nicaragua. Traveling to Waslala from the capital of Managua 

involves a seven-hour journey on treacherous, muddy mountainside roads.  Waslala is 

home to ~60,000 residents, most of whom live in the 85 rural villages outside the town 

center. The size of villages range from approximately 100 to over 1,000 members. It 

takes anywhere from 30 minutes to 10 hours of travel time to reach the villages from the 

town center. Today, most Waslalans earn less than $2/ day, have an average of fourth-

grade education, and lack access to even the most basic human needs: clean water, 

electricity, telephones, sanitation, and health care. Villages generally have at least one 

central school, chapel, and community kitchen. Residents’ houses are dispersed so 

children may walk up to 45 minutes to arrive at the central school each day.   

The research setting includes challenges related to transportation, infrastructure, 

and unplanned interruptions during data collection. Because of limited infrastructure in 

Waslala, travel to rural villages is difficult and time consuming and access to electricity 

and water, even in town, is undependable. In order to visit the rural villages for data 

collection, I had to first travel by pickup truck over unpaved (mud) roads to the point 

where the road no longer continued and then hike (or ride mules if I got lucky) for up to 

several hours to arrive at the village center or individual homes of participants. The 

following excerpt from my field notes describes the journey to complete one 30 minute 

interview with a village resident: 

This morning we left at 7 am to pick up cement and water system parts before 

heading to the village. It is a 1.5-2 hour drive over pretty difficult road – basically 

single lane of mud so you have to honk every time you go around a corner or up a 

hill to avoid a head-on collision if someone is coming the other direction. There 
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are several river crossings that you have to drive right through – these river 

crossings get high quickly when afternoon rains start and make it nearly 

impossible to cross. If you are working and it starts raining hard, you basically 

need to rush to the truck to try to get past those river crossings or you will be 

stuck in the village for at least the night. On our way home today, the one crossing 

was so high that when we drove through the water actually came up and covered 

the hood of the truck – but we made it! Today, once we arrived at the village 

center, we first stopped along the side of the road where the men were digging 

trench line as part of water system construction. Then we drove 10 minutes or so 

up the road to a trailhead to go to a participant’s home for an interview. A 

community organization representative and a village leader (both women) 

accompanied me for the interview to ensure that I didn’t end up lost in the 

mountains somewhere. One organization representative thought the hike would be 

15 minutes, another guessed 30 minutes – it took us over an hour in blazing sun 

and mud to reach the house. When we arrived, the village resident wasn’t there – 

he was out in the fields working. We sent one of the children to go find him and 

had a cup of coffee while we waited half an hour or so until he returned. I 

conducted the interview and we began the trek back to the road…and to town. 7 

am until 5 pm just to complete one half hour interview! 

 

In addition to typical challenges related to this research site, there is always the 

possibility of the unexpected. For example, during my data collection there was a 

mudslide that blocked one of the main unpaved roads to get to one of the originally 

selected focus villages. Because there would be no possible way to access that selected 

village for an uncertain amount of time, I had to substitute a different focus village at the 

last minute.  

Additionally, during data collection there was often a lot of “action” in homes 

where I was conducting interviews. For example, in typical village homes there are 

basically two large rooms – a kitchen and a sleeping room – where the whole family 

(average six people per home) live. There are often children running around and animals 

(pigs, chickens, dogs) wandering in and out. One excerpt from my field notes describes 

the scene: 

I start to help the women cook lunch with the mother, community organization 

representative and myself. Two teenage daughters are passing back and forth 
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through the kitchen with the laundry to do outside. A pig wanders through. There 

are two babies outside in hammocks. The father is playing with a one year old and 

the other teenage daughter is nursing a three month old. As we cut onions, garlic, 

carrots, etc. various men wander through taking a break from the water system 

construction site. They stop in, chat with the women about progress on the water 

system, sick children, etc., have a quick something to drink and then head out 

again. This is the first time I have stayed to cook with the women instead of 

hiking with the men to the construction site – I can definitely see whey the 

women are the ones “in the know” in the village! 

 

Observations, interviews, and document review 

 

This study utilized multiple sources of data to explore the community 

participants’ perspectives of the projects and partnership: participant observation, 

interviews, and document review. All observations and interviews were conducted during 

the fall semester 2012 at Villanova University and in Waslala, Nicaragua. The table 

below describes the timeline, data collection location, and research activities during the 

three phases of the research process (pre-trip, during trip, and post-trip). 

Table 3.2: Phases of Research Study 

Pre-trip During trip                         Post-trip 

September October 1-14  October 15-21 October 22-31 November 

Villanova Waslala Waslala Waslala Villanova 

Observations 

of pre-trip 

meetings 
Interviews 

with 

community 

participants 

Participant 

observations 

of trip 

activities 

Interviews with 

community 

participants 

Observations 

of post-trip 

meetings 

Interviews 

with 

university 

participants 

Interviews 

with 

university 

participants 

 

In September, I spent time at Villanova observing pre-trip meetings and 

conducting interviews with the university administrators and faculty. In October, I 

travelled to Waslala to conduct interviews with community organization representatives 

and residents. From October 15
th

 -21
st
, I spent the one-week trip engaged fully in 

participant observation and informal interviews. I conducted observations of: meetings 
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between the university and community participants in town, meetings/ reflection sessions 

held among the university participants themselves, university participant visits to 

villages, and meetings in villages between the university and community participants. 

Since I acted as the translator, I was directly involved in facilitating these meetings. I 

remained in Waslala after the university faculty and students left to conduct interviews 

with the community participants – both organization representatives and residents- in the 

end of October. I then returned to the U.S. and conducted observations and interviews 

with the university students in November. 

Observations – Villanova & Waslala 

 

 Each year at the beginning of the fall semester, engineering students apply to 

participate in the GSL partnership with Waslala, Nicaragua through a one-week fall break 

trip in October. Their involvement includes pre-trip meetings with faculty and other 

students, a one-week trip to Waslala in October, and post-trip meetings and work on 

capstone projects related to work in Waslala. In September I observed three pre-trip 

meetings at Villanova (90 min, 105 min, and 45 min). I was a participant observer since 

students asked questions about Waslala during the meetings since they are aware of my 

involvement in the region over the past 12 years. 

 Once I arrived in Waslala in October, I spent time conducting observations in the 

focus villages. I spent one full day in village #1, #2, and #3 prior to the Villanova visit. 

During the one-week trip I acted as a translator for the Villanova group so I was involved 

in and facilitating the meetings and village visits with the university and community 

participants. Throughout the week, I was able to conduct participant observations and had 

many opportunities for informal conversations with different participants. I conducted 
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full day observations of the Villanova students’ visit to Village #1, #3, and #4. During the 

one-week trip, I also observed the Sunday celebration (similar to mass) that the Villanova 

group attended in town with Waslala community organization representatives and 

residents in town. I also observed Villanova trip meetings and other informal meetings 

throughout the week. Each night, after the group returned from the villages and the 

students showered and got ready for dinner, I spent time typing field notes from the notes 

I’d jotted down in my notebook throughout the day. After the Villanova group departed, I 

remained in Waslala and visited Village #1, #2, and #3 to conduct post-trip interviews 

with community residents after recent interaction with university students. 

   Table 3.3 - Observations 

September October 1-15 October 15-21 

Villanova Waslala Waslala with Villanova group 

 

Pre-trip meeting – 90 

min 

Class – 105 min 

Pre-trip meeting – 45 

min 

 

Village #1 – full day 

Village #2 – full day 

Village #3 – full day 

Informal 

conversations 

 

Village #1 – full day 

Village #3 – full day 

Village #4 – full day 

Celebration – 3 hours 

Informal conversations 

 

 

Interviews 

 

I conducted interviews with university administrators/ faculty, university students, 

community organization representatives, and village residents. Interviews were semi-

structured with open-ended questions that focused on: goals, outcomes for the community 

and university, student learning and community learning, motivations for involvement, 

characteristics of a desirable partnership, challenges, recommendations, and suggested 

questions for other stakeholder groups. See Appendix B for interview protocols for 

university administrators/ faculty, university students, and community participants.  
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In September, I conducted interviews at Villanova with university administrators/ 

faculty. These administrators, faculty, and staff have all travelled to Waslala at least one 

time and have been involved with this GSL partnership for years. These interviews all 

lasted between 60 and 90 minutes except for the interview with the Director of 

Engineering Service for the College of Engineering that ran for slightly over two hours. 

Once I arrived in Waslala in October, I conducted interviews with community 

organization representatives and village residents. The community organization 

representatives have worked or currently work with one of the organizations in Waslala 

that partners with Villanova University’s College of Engineering through one of the 

projects: La Parroquia (former partner), Agua para Waslala (WfW), Telesalud, and the 

Ministry of Health of Nicaragua (MINSA). I interviewed three representatives from La 

Parroquia, three representatives from WfW, two representatives from Telehealth, one 

representative that works with both WfW and Telehealth, and two representatives from 

MINSA. Interviews with representatives of the organizations lasted between 40 and 90 

minutes with one exception that lasted for two hours.  

While in Waslala, I also conducted interviews with community members/ 

residents in three rural villages. The table below shows some characteristics of each of 

the selected villages. Interviews with community residents lasted between 10 and 30 

minutes with the exception of one interview that lasted close to one hour. In addition to 

the interviews, for purposes of triangulation I also asked a local community organizer to 

conduct two additional interviews without me present to explore whether community 

members shared different ideas and perspectives. The local community organizer had 

worked in this community for over twenty years and had close relationships with 
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community members. I shared specific interview questions with her ahead of time and 

she recorded the interviews so I could listen to them later. These interviews were 

conducted with two additional women in Village #1. 

   Table 3.4: Village characteristics 

 Year of 1
st
 CoE 

involvement 

Student trip visit (Y/N) Travel time from town 

Village #1 2006 Y Vehicle – 1 hour 

Village #2 2008 N 

[note – two student 

visits in past years] 

Vehicle – ½ hour 

Village #3 2010 Y Vehicle – 2.5 hours 

   

Village #4 * 

2012 Y Vehicle – 1 hour 

Foot – 2 hours 

*only for purpose of triangulation of participant observation 

 

After I returned to Villanova in November, I conducted interviews with all twelve 

students who had travelled to Waslala as part of the Villanova October trip. I met with 

students in the engineering building on Villanova’s campus to conduct post-trip 

interviews. These interviews lasted between 21 and 48 minutes each. 

Participants 

 

The participants were composed of members of both the University at Villanova 

and the Community in Waslala. The participants of the study included: university 

administrators (3 participants), faculty (3 participants), students (12 participants), 

community organization representatives (11 participants), and community residents (15 

participants). 

University participants – Administration, faculty & students 

I interviewed six university administrators/ faculty in the College of Engineering 

including the Dean, the Associate Dean, the Director of Service, and one faculty member 

from each of the three engineering departments that have worked in Waslala (Mechanical 
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Engineering, Civil and Environmental Engineering, and Computer and Electrical 

Engineering). All administration/ faculty members had traveled to Waslala on student 

trips at least once.  

After the trip, I interviewed all 12 university students who participated in the 

October 2012 trip about their experience. Of the university students who participated, the 

majority were juniors (nine juniors, two seniors, one sophomore) and male (eight males 

and four females). There were six ME students, three EE students, two ChemE students, 

and one CE student. Only one was bilingual and most had no experience with Spanish. 

Ten of the twelve students were traveling to Waslala for the first time. In terms of prior 

experience with engineering service, many students were new to international 

engineering service experiences, but most did have some prior experience with either 

domestic service or international travel during high school. 

Table 3.5: University student trip participant characteristics 

Student 

# 

M/F Year Depart

-ment 

Spanish 

speaker 

Prior 

travel to 

Waslala 

Prior experience in 

engineering service 

program 

1 M Junior ME N N Y – Panama & will go 

to the Philippines 

2 F Senior CE N N N 

3 M Junior EE N N N – did participate in 

service trips in HS 

4 M Junior ME N N Yes – Cambodia 

5 M Junior EE Y- 

bilingual 

Y Y – prior experience in 

Waslala 

6 F Junior EE N N N – weekly service 

through Campus 

Ministry  

7 M Junior ME N N N – Habitat for 

Humanity in HS 

8 

 

 

F Junior Chem

E 

N – 

Spanish in 

HS 

N N 

9 M Senior ME N N N – enrolled in gravity-
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flow class 

10 M Junior ME N Y Y – Prior experience in 

Waslala 

11 F Sopho

more 

Chem

E 

N N N – international service 

trips in HS 

12 M Junior ME N N N – Habitat in NC 

 

Community participants – Organization representatives & residents 

 

The participants from the community organizations represented the four different 

community organizations that have either worked with the CoE in the past or currently 

work with them. Initially, the CoE worked only through the Parroquia (local parish) for 

all projects; however, after an unexpected transition in the church, all social programming 

was shifted out of the Parroquia and the CoE now works through the Associación de 

Desarrollo Integral y Sostenible (ADIS). ADIS serves as the umbrella organization under 

which both WfW and the Telehealth projects function. It was important to include 

representatives who worked with the Parroquia until the shift in 2011 in order to explore 

the history of the partnership with the CoE. To understand the current situation and 

perspectives in Waslala, I included representatives from both projects – WfW and 

Telehealth – that function under ADIS as well as MINSA which partners with the 

Telehealth project. In the next chapter, I describe the partnership components and phases 

in greater detail and provide a diagram that shows an overview of the partnership.  

    Table 3.6- Community organization representatives 

Rep. 

# 

M/F Organization Native Waslalan  

(Y/N)  

Interaction with 

Villanova since… 

1 M Parroquia N  2002 

2 M Parroquia N  2004 

3 F Parroquia Y 2002 

4 M WfW N 2011 

5 F WfW Y 2009 

6 M WfW Y 2005 

7 M WfW/Telehealth Y 2007 

8 F Telehealth N 2004 
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9 F Telehealth Y 2011 

10 M MINSA Y 2002 

11 F MINSA Y 2011 

 

The table above provides descriptive information about the community 

organization representatives. There was more than one representative from each of the 

four community organizations and each organization was represented by at least one male 

and one female. As the table shows, there are a number of non-natives living and working 

in Waslala, many whom have lived there for extensive periods of time – three years, 10 

years, 12 years, and 16 years. These non-natives are from different countries – U.S., Italy, 

Canada, & Brazil. It is important to note that each organization is represented by at least 

one native Waslalan in addition to any representatives from other countries. All 

community organization representatives have worked with the partnership with the CoE 

and interacted with Villanova students in some capacity for multiple years. There are 

three participants that have only worked with the CoE since 2011; however, the majority 

of participants have been working with Villanova students for many years.   

The community resident participants lived in three different rural villages. In each 

of the villages, I interviewed several community residents who had directly interacted 

with the students during the trip. Since men tend to be more vocal and more likely to 

occupy leadership roles in villages in Waslala, I specifically worked to ensure the 

inclusion of men and women as participants in each of the villages. In Village #1, I 

interviewed three men and two women. In Village #2, I interviewed two women and one 

man. In Village #3, I interviewed, three men and one woman. 
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     Table 3.7 – Community resident participants 

Village 

# 

Participant 

# M/F Minutes Notes 

1 

1 M 15   

2 F  10   

3 F 10   

4 M 12   

5 F 10 

Interview conducted by local w/out 

researcher present 

6 F 5 

Interview conducted by local w/out 

researcher present 

4 & 7 F & M 60 

Informal conversation with 2 

participants - not recorded 

2 

8 F 20   

9 F 10   

10 M 14   

3 

11 F 30   

12 M 30   

13 M 10   

14 M 15 

Informal conversation - not 

recorded 

Data collection and analysis 

 

The data consisted of field notes from all observations, transcripts of the 

interviews, and transcripts from participatory analysis. I wrote conceptual memos every 

week during my time in Waslala and after I returned to Villanova in order to examine 

emerging themes and patterns in the data.  

I analyzed the data by major themes and coded the data using Atlas.ti (Charmaz, 

2004). Codes included: program factors, outcomes, learning, motivation, knowledge, 

power, international development, interaction, and partnership characteristics.  See 

Appendix C for code book and code book with sub-codes.  After initial analysis, I created 

documents that included main topics, themes within each, and evidence that supported 
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each finding. See Appendix D for the English version of the document we utilized for the 

participatory analysis conversations with community organization representatives.  

Participatory analysis  

 

Although I initially planned to conduct member checks after initial analysis, when 

I returned to Waslala in January to do so, this process led to much more in depth 

conversations with community organization representatives that developed into co-

analysis that shifted my thinking on certain initial findings and added depth to the 

findings overall. I met with a community organization representative from each of the 

four community organizations (Parroquia, WfW, Telehealth, & MINSA).  In total I had 

these co-analysis meetings with five community organization representatives (two 

representatives from one of the partner organizations). These conversations lasted 

between 25 and 73 minutes.  

    Table 3.8: Participatory analysis participants 

Participant 

# 

Organization Minutes 

1 Parroquia 73 

2 Telehealth 40 

3 MINSA 25 

4 WfW 55 

5 WfW 69 

 

The participatory analysis explored the following four areas or topics: (1) 

outcomes – positive and negative, (2) learning – student and community, (3) motivations 

– of university and community, and (4) characteristics of a desirable partnership. After 

initial analysis, I created documents that included these four main topics, themes or 

findings within each, and evidence (examples and quotations) that supported each 

finding. These documents were shared with the community partner representatives and 



 
65 

 

then we went through them together and discussed their interpretations of the evidence 

and responses and ideas about the findings. 

Renato Rosaldo (1993) presents an argument for multiple positions of analysis,  

Each viewpoint is arguably incomplete – a mix of insight and blindness, reach and 

limitations, impartiality and bias – and taken together they achieve neither 

omniscience nor a unified master narrative but complex understandings of ever-

changing, multifaceted social realities (p. 128). 

 

One critique of member checking and having participants included in the analysis process 

relates to the possibility of different interpretations by the researcher and the participants 

or among the participants themselves. The possibility of different and disagreeing 

interpretations can lead to clarity or, in the case of this study, more in-depth and nuanced 

understandings of the research questions. The weakness of the participatory analysis 

process in this study connects back to questions of participation: who participated could 

lead to elite capture and heavily influence the participatory analysis process. In this case, 

I conducted participatory analysis conversations with only community organization 

representatives as opposed to community residents who occupy very different power 

positions within the community of Waslala. Even though I only conducted participatory 

analysis with a subset of the participants, this process added a great deal of nuance and 

depth to the analysis and findings. Not only did participants correct minor details related 

to language and culture (since I am not a native speaker and I’m not from Waslala), but 

multiple participants pushed back on how I interpreted certain quotes or themes in the 

initial analysis. Our conversations added additional details, data, and interpretations to the 

overall study. 
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Limitations 

 

My unique, changing, and complicated positionality in this study presented both 

strengths and weakness. While trust and relationships developed over time with 

participants can serve as a strength, my tacit knowledge and past experiences can also 

create researcher bias. Although I have described efforts I made to mitigate and check 

biases, such as the research journal and utilizing Spivak’s hyper-reflexivity as a guide, I 

can never pretend that these steps created a completely objective research project – nor 

do I believe that such a possibility exists. Instead I made efforts towards researcher 

reflection and shared openly and honestly here about who I am and how I approached this 

research study. I have also intentionally utilized participatory methods as another effort to 

ensure multiple interpretations are present especially as I conducted research in a 

language and culture different than my own.  

Also, community members were well aware that my work with Water for Waslala 

has the potential to bring clean drinking water to a community and I worried about this 

influencing people’s answers to questions- they may have told me what they think I 

wanted to hear since they have an idea about my work and goals of my organization.  

Generally speaking, I worry about participants in research studies answering questions as 

“performance.”  In this case, I worried that my work in the region may have influenced 

“performance” even more heavily than in research in general. Despite my initial 

concerns, I did hear numerous critiques and recommendations during my study. 

This case study explored one specific GSL partnership and only captured one 

slice of time. The value of case study is the depth and nuance provided about a complex 

phenomenon with specific focus on context.  This strength can also be a weakness. As 
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discussed above, the “community” of Waslala is not homogenous. This study explored 

the multiplicity of perspectives and voices within this community and I acknowledge the 

impartial sample of the “community.” From these multiple community perspectives, I 

drew out themes, but these themes cannot pretend to represent THE one truth or 

perspective of Waslala, Nicaragua. Instead, I hope these perspectives enable additional 

voices previously absent to enter the conversation, challenge assumptions, enrich the 

dialogue and improve partnership planning, in this specific partnership. These themes 

may also provide a starting point for reflection and dialogue in other GSL partnerships.  

Research aims to produce knowledge and seeks to apply that knowledge 

elsewhere. This partnership in this context is unique – as is every context – and therefore 

this study does not allow broad generalization. I utilize Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) idea 

of transferability. Instead of a focus on broad generalization, they employ an idea about 

sending and receiving contexts and place responsibility for transferability on the person 

seeking to apply the findings in a different context. They call the person who wants to 

apply the findings to a new context to seek “contextual similarity” and the original 

researchers to provide adequate description of the context to allow these comparisons. In 

this study, my pursuit of transferability lies in thick description and providing enough 

data to enable future researchers to compare this specific context to another context in 

which they are interested. This notion of transferability again draws attention to the 

importance of context as espoused by case study methodology and post-colonial theory. 

The next chapter is dedicated to investigating and describing this one context:  

history of Nicaragua, Waslala, the US role and complicity in this history, the current 

situation in Waslala as it relates to basic needs and power dynamics, the community 
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organizations involved in the partnership and the different projects implemented. The 

thick description provided in the following chapter is one step I take to pursue Lincoln 

and Guba’s (1985) definition of transferability and enable other scholars examine 

“contextual similarities” or differences.  
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CHAPTER 4 

CONTEXT: PAST & PRESENT 

In efforts to provide thick description of the context of this study, I have dedicated 

this chapter specifically to describing the history and the different actors involved in this 

GSL partnership. I begin the chapter by tracing the history of the partnership: how did 

Villanova University begin involvement in the rural region of Waslala, Nicaragua? I then 

dedicate a substantial part of this chapter to recounting the past of Nicaragua, Waslala, 

and La Parroquia Inmaculada (the original community partner). After delving into the 

history, I turn my attention to the present by describing the different actors involved in 

this partnership: Villanova Engineering Service Learning (VESL), Associación de 

Desarrollo Integral y Sostenible (ADIS), Water for Waslala (WfW), and the Telehealth 

program. This detailed description of the context of the partnership sets the foundation to 

share the findings related to each research question in chapter 5 and 6. 

Villanova University in Waslala, Nicaragua 

 

A friend of mine in Waslala recently asked me how WfW first got involved 

building water systems here. I told her the story of the Villanova students who 

first came here nearly a decade ago, who returned not only impacted by the 

injustices they witnessed here, but also having fallen in love with Waslala and the 

Waslalan people. My friend smiled and added, “and in love with Padre Nelson, I 

imagine.” (Hunt, 2012) 

 

Behind many international collaborations, there is a love story – this one is no 

different. When I was a senior in college at Villanova, my friend Bridget Fednick, invited 

a group of us to accompany her to Waslala, Nicaragua for a two-week trip following 

graduation. Bridget had interned with Free the Children in Canada the previous summer 

and learned about the organization’s work in Waslala. As typical for Bridget, once she 

learned about something – anything – she started doing something. She quickly 
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mobilized support from her church in New Jersey for work in Waslala and subsequently 

traveled along with her mother, Mary, to visit. During her first visit, Mary and Bridget 

were hosted by the charismatic Brazilian priests, Father Cleto and Father Nelson. Fast-

forward a year and Bridget was planning another visit to Waslala – of course, there was 

an ulterior motive. The trip created a chance for Bridget to cross paths again with Pablo, a 

Waslalan seminarian she had met during her first trip. Twelve years later, Bridget and 

Pablo are married, living in Managua with an eight year old daughter and another baby 

on the way.  

During my senior year at Villanova, Bridget posed the idea of a post-graduation 

trip to Waslala to a group of our friends as a last chance to spend time together before 

everyone headed off in various directions (I was moving to Madrid, Spain). Initially, I 

declined – I had basically spent all my savings during senior year and couldn’t afford the 

plane ticket. When my mom, never one to give up opportunities for travel, caught wind of 

this situation, she offered to buy me the plane ticket to Nicaragua for my graduation gift. 

Little did we know at the time, this graduation gift would fundamentally shape my future 

personal and professional paths. 

Graduation at Villanova passed by and a week later we all boarded the plane from 

Newark, New Jersey to Managua, Nicaragua. We were a group of ten – mostly Villanova 

students/ alumni at this point, Bridget’s mom, Mary, and two other acquaintances. Half 

the group would only stay for one week and half of us would stay on for a full two weeks. 

Looking back, I knew little about any plans for the two weeks – I was 21 years old, 

excited to travel with friends, see a new place, and use my Spanish. I think Bridget had 
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mentioned something about painting a school and told us that the Brazilian priests were 

amazing! At 21, that is about all the information that you think you need, so off we went.  

We landed in Managua and piled into a vehicle that fell somewhere on the 

spectrum between small bus and a beat up mini-van to begin the eight+ hour drive over 

unpaved roads to Waslala. Once in Waslala, we met Father Cleto and Father Nelson, the 

two Brazilian priests who have been described by Villanova faculty and trip advisors as 

“liberation theology in vivo” and “the closest person I’ve ever met to a saint.” One time, 

a male engineering professor from Villanova with tears in his eyes asked me to translate 

his sentiment about feeling like he had met a saint in Father Nelson. When I did, Father 

Nelson did not miss a beat before responding as he lifted the beer he was holding in the 

air and chuckled, “Santo con cerveza!” (“Saint with a beer!”).  

During that first trip, there are a few memories that are still crisp in my mind 12 

years later – first, a meeting with several community members in one of the rural villages 

and, second, sobbing uncontrollably as I headed to the airport at the end of only a two 

week trip. The first marked the true beginning of WfW and the second was evidence that 

it only took me two weeks to fall in love with Waslala. One afternoon, Father Nelson told 

our group that some community residents had asked to meet us and he told them “¿como 

no?” (or “why not?”). When we met the community at their village school, they asked us 

to support them in building a water system to serve the school.  

What did they need from us? To help provide the necessary funds to purchase the 

PVC pipes needed for the water system. They would contribute all of the manual labor 

needed to build the system. They needed roughly $3,000 to purchase the PVC pipes. Our 
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group had ten members so we decided that we could commit to raising the funds needed 

(only $300 per person).  

Although I had arrived in Waslala interested in issues of education in the 

developing world, the community members showed us that before we could think about 

education and school attendance, it was important to make sure that the school children 

had access to clean drinking water. There are 90 rural communities in Waslala, many of 

which are facing this same challenge. Many of which are equally committed to 

organizing themselves to dedicate months of free labor to ensure that their children have 

access to clean drinking water at school. We had to ask ourselves: why stop after 

supporting one community? Matt Nespoli, one of the group members, spent his senior 

year in college writing a plan for how to get WfW off the ground and the Augustinian 

Volunteers supported him in spending the year following his graduation doing just that. 

We did not go to Waslala focused on water nor did we have any ideas of starting an 

organization. Community members told us what was needed and since we knew that we 

could support them in reaching their own goals, we felt it was our responsibility. Twelve 

years later, I can’t imagine my life without Waslala! 

Two more plane tickets: Padre Nelson & Padre Cleto at Villanova 

After our first trip in May 2002, I moved to Madrid, Spain to pursue my masters 

in International Development and Matt spent his academic year working on plans to get 

WfW officially off the ground. He approached Villanova’s Campus Ministry, the office 

that managed all mission trips over Fall and Spring breaks each year and the director of 

the break trip program supported Matt in planning the first trip to Waslala that was 

affiliated with the university in March 2003. One of the students who was on that trip was 
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incredibly influenced and impressed by the Brazilian priests. After his grandmother heard 

his stories about the “padres,” she offered to cover plane tickets to fly Padre Nelson and 

Padre Cleto up to Philadelphia to visit Villanova that summer. Matt called me in Madrid 

to tell me the news and plan for this opportunity since I would be back in Philadelphia by 

the time of the visit. My mom offered to host the Padres at her house. They spent the 

week staying with my mom and me in West Chester while attending numerous events 

and meetings at Villanova including with faculty members in the College of Nursing and 

the College of Engineering. During those meetings the seeds were planted for a 

relationship between La Parroquia Inmaculada and Villanova University that extended 

beyond a few current students and alumni from that trip in May 2002.  See Appendix E 

for a timeline of Villanova CoE activities in Waslala.  

Past: Nicaragua, Waslala, & La Parroquia 

Heeding cautions in post-colonial theory about ahistorical work, I dedicate this 

section to exploring the history of Nicaragua, Waslala, and the Parroquia Inmaculada (the 

original community partner). Although I present only an overview here, I specifically 

highlight information from unique sources that enable a peak into the particular context 

of Waslala and La Parroquia that I gathered through document review from the 

community organizations’ archives as well as a documentary created by WfW, “Waslala: 

Past, Present, Future” (Nespoli, 2005). These sources allow me to describe the history of 

Nicaragua, Waslala, and La Parroquia as experienced by individuals living in Waslala.  

Nicaragua 

It was 2002 and I was 21 years old. Sitting next to a fork in the dirt road in a 

remote area of Nicaragua, I suddenly had that feeling sink in – I was really in the middle 
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of “nowhere.” There were a few huts in view, but there was no electricity or means of 

communication – no phone lines or even two-way radio to town. Our truck had just 

broken down and Padre Cleto hitched a ride back to town to buy a new part and just told 

my friends and I to hang tight and wait until he returned.  

As we sat there, a community resident approached us. I responded to a few of his 

questions about where we were from and what we were doing here. I struggled with my 

somewhat limited Spanish, but I did grasp his last statement…“you killed my family,” 

which he muttered as he turned and walked away. I felt like someone had punched me in 

the stomach. In those few words, this gentleman had captured so much of the history of 

the relationship between the U.S. and Nicaragua as experienced on the level of individual 

families in the mountains of Waslala. Every time I pass that same fork in the road, this 

moment still flashes back through my memory. 

The history of Nicaragua, marked by colonial rule, dictatorships, war, and natural 

disasters, sheds light on the current context in Nicaragua as one of the poorest countries 

in the Western Hemisphere. Nicaragua first became a Spanish colony in the early 16
th

 

century, with the goal of exporting commodities such as gold and cocoa. Although they 

broke away in 1821, according to Cupples (2013), “colonial legacies were extended and 

exacerbated by what we might refer to as U.S. imperialism” (p. 80). The location of 

Nicaragua, and the resulting U.S. political and economic interests in the region, led to a 

history marked by recurring U.S. interventions (see Cupples, 2013, p. 82 for list of U.S. 

interventions in Latin America).  

 After breaking away from Spain, Nicaragua’s history was characterized by 

continued power struggles between the U.S. and Great Britain and internal struggles 
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between Nicaraguan conservatives and liberals. When the U.S. assisted the Nicaragua 

National Guard in assassinating Augusto Sandino, who wanted the U.S. out of Nicaragua, 

and installing Anastasio Somoza Garcia, as president in 1937, it marked the beginning of 

the Samoza dictatorship that would last 42 years. Under the Samoza dictatorship, which 

supported the U.S. foreign policy interests in the region during the Cold War, the gap 

between rich and poor in Nicaragua grew and led to the formation of an opposition 

movement in the 1960s, the FSLN (Frente Sandanista de Liberación Nacional). In 1972, a 

massive earthquake struck Managua killing over 10,000 people and destroying the 

capital. Samoza stole much of the international aid that poured into the country for 

reconstruction and when this was publicized, it only added strength to the FSLN 

movement. By 1974, the National Guard had started a civil war against the FSLN that 

lasted until 1979 when the FSLN, or Sandanistas, took the capital. In 1979, the 

Sandanistas set up a five member junta with Daniel Ortega as president to run the 

country. Under Ortega and the Sandanistas, redistributive programs directed money 

towards social programs for the poor such as healthcare and education (Cupples, 2013).  

During this time, some people began forming guerrilla groups in the mountains to 

overthrow Ortega and the Sandanistas – the Contras. As described by one Waslalan in the 

2005 documentary, “what happened in the 1980s, Nicaragua divided, the families divided 

including brothers who fought on one side and brothers who fought on the other side.”  

During this time, the Sandanistas were facing major opposition from the U.S. who 

wanted the Sandanistas out of power because of the alliance with Cuba and Russia. A 

comment from the Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs at the time, 
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demonstrates the U.S. political interests in Nicaragua as a result of the geographic 

location. He stated, 

We live here. This is not some place half way around the globe where you can 

just say “oh the hell with it”. We live here. The area between the Panama Canal 

and Mexico is of obvious security interest to the country. There is no debate about 

that in the United States (Nespoli, 2005) 

 

Reagan became president of the U.S. and, although Congress was forbidden by law to 

supply funds to the Contras to overthrow the Sandanistas, the U.S. funded the Contras 

through bases in Honduras and Costa Rica. U.S. aggression against Nicaragua was later 

condemned by The Hague in 1987; however, the U.S. never recognized the verdict 

(Cupples, 2013, p. 94). This history of civil war coupled with U.S. intervention and 

natural disasters has left Nicaragua a “multiply wounded country” (Cabrera, 2002). 

Waslala 

Since Waslala was a hotspot during the US-funded Nicaraguan Contra War 

during the 1980s, much of the infrastructure was destroyed. Throughout the War, the 

most stable organization was the Catholic parish, La Parroquia Inmaculada. During and 

after the War, the national and municipal government did not provide services for the 

rural villages so La Parroquia Inmaculada engaged in work around education, health care, 

and agricultural services with the rural villages. Although the Contra War technically 

ended in 1990 with the first democratic election, it was not until 1998 that the last major 

guerilla leader was killed in Waslala.   

During the Contra War, Nicaragua was a country divided, but certain regions 

were more heavily influenced than others – Waslala was one of the two municipalities 

most affected by the war. In the 2005 documentary, Waslalans shared the following 

descriptions of that period in time: “there were dead people in the streets,” “I had the bad 
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luck of losing a brother that was killed…and soon after that, another brother,” “I lost my 

husband and my youngest brother,” and “no one studied, no one left their homes…in the 

morning a battle, in the afternoon another battle, and at night.”  

In the 2005 documentary, Father Nelson shared one particularly vivid story about 

an experience in a rural village named Dipina Central, a community where WfW recently 

worked to construct a water system in 2014. Although today Dipina Central is an 

excellent example of community organization and collaboration, Father Nelson told me 

the following story in 2005 as he held a crucifix in his hands,  

We were celebrating mass one day in a community named Dipina Central when 

there was a confrontation between the Contras and the Sandanistas. We were in 

mass and this cross was hanging on the wall…so everyone had to protect 

themselves however they could, they had to protect the children and find a way to 

protect themselves from the bullets. And the cross, since it could not leave the 

wall, remained. And there, it took several bullets. From behind, you can see 

better, various bullet holes – one, two, three, four, five – there are five bullet 

holes.  

 

Although the war has ended, these experiences have influenced and shaped Waslala in 

many ways. In the documentary, Sister Tanny, one of the nuns associated with La 

Parroquia commented, there are “marks that remain on the family: a child killed, your 

husband killed…they are wounds that remain in the town.” In the documentary, many 

Waslalans reflected about the “problem of vengeance that remains” and the difficulty of 

changing the idea that “he is my enemy, he killed my family.” Today Waslala has a 

population of 62,828 inhabitants with a distribution of 86% rural and 14% urban. The 

municipality includes 12 neighborhoods in town and 72 villages in rural areas. In the 

most recent census (Municipalidad de Waslala, 2005), INIDE reported 42.3% illiteracy, 

59.6% of the population without access to potable drinking water, and 36% with no 

access to latrines or sanitation.  
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La Parroquia Inmaculada 

The poor have very much to give. And the riches of the poor at times are better 

than material wealth. And this is priceless. Look at the hills, the sun is beautiful, 

the birds, the moon…those who like the moon, hey you guys and girls who are in 

love, the moon, all of that. This is important – truly this is the beauty of life! 

You’re not going to come here and leave only with an image of ‘the poor people’. 

You enjoy yourself! Because the poor have a beautiful smile, the poor sing, the 

poor dance, it’s joyful here! You can go to the disco and…maybe you even fall in 

love and get married here in Nicaragua as well! (Father Nelson, 2005) 

 

In 2005, as part of filming the WfW documentary, I stood behind the camera 

asking questions and translating responses for the film crew. By that point, I had known 

Father Nelson for three years so it was common for him to poke fun at me about trying to 

set me up with someone in Waslala so I would get married and move there. As he shared 

the above quotation, he laughed out loud and looked right at me as he found a way to 

poke fun at me even while we filmed a documentary with a whole film crew. Underlying 

Father Nelson’s jokes though, is the foundation upon which La Parroquia Inmaculada 

was built and that shaped so much of the initial relationship between Villanova and 

Waslala. He alludes to the problematic, yet common depiction of “the Other” or the 

community in SL/ GSL from a deficit orientation – “the poor people” – and instead flips 

to an asset-based framework that draws attention to common human interactions and 

relationships that cross borders – the beauty of nature, dancing at the disco, and even 

falling in love.   

Father Nelson described “the wealth of La Parroquia [as] the solidarity” – 

working with groups of Italians, Germans, North Americans, among others who “have 

gotten to know our reality and support in order to help this community recover so one day 

it can walk on its own feet.” In his quote, there is an underlying reference to history and 

its continuing effects on the current situation in Waslala. During this study, I asked 
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community organization representatives about the history of the partnership between 

Villanova and La Parroquia and specifically about the work of La Parroquia with so 

many foreigners. Responses about La Parroquia’s many foreign relationships focused on 

liberation theology (Boff, 1987), the “open doors” of La Parroquia, and the nature of 

interactions with visitors. Father Nelson described La Parroquia’s approach to their work 

based in liberation theology, 

I cannot say mass for a town that is hungry. We cannot say mass to the sick and 

force ourselves to say it is the will of God. I think that the Church is pushed to go 

find where it is most needed. And the Church in Latin America has made an 

option for the poor and the children. And so, here we are not afraid of working 

with the poor. And the day that we say mass for money or obligation I think we 

are no longer church. 

 

Based in liberation theology, La Parroquia created a number of ministries employing 

locals to serve the people of Waslala not only physically, but also spiritually, 

economically and socially. These ministries included: health, education, production, 

promotion of the woman, vulnerable children, and, more recently, water. In reference to 

the foundation of liberation theology shaping the work of La Parroquia, one community 

organization representative attributed the involvement of foreigners to their search for 

this type of church.S/he commented,  

So the Church on the global level is moving towards a path focused on spirituality 

and forgetting a bit the social side. So, when people from other countries discover 

and get to know the work that La Parroquia was doing in different areas – health, 

education, production, they feel committed to this different model of the Church.  

 

Another community organization representative attributed the relationships with so many 

foreigners to the “open doors” of La Parroquia. This community organization 

representative commented,  

A characteristic of La Parroquia is to be open to anyone who wants the 

experience. All the work they have done has started from open doors. So it is not 
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so much that they wanted foreigners, but that they started with open arms and 

welcomed anyone who arrived, from outside or inside.  

 

As this representative continued, they described the interactions with visitors as another 

factor. They described the experience that foreigners had once they arrived,  

I think the relationship was really good, very affectionate. They always stayed at 

La Parroquia in the priests’ house where there was very much an atmosphere of 

community or sharing of the table.  

 

Similar to the previous quotation, this community organization representative did not 

think La Parroquia sought out relationships with foreigners as much as they were open to 

everyone and then foreigners found in them something they desired – they fell in love 

with La Parroquia (with Padre Nelson) and with Waslala.   

Transition of La Parroquia 

In December 2011, an abrupt change happened in La Parroquia and, by extension, 

in Waslala. The bishop on the Atlantic Coast (responsible for Waslala) began putting 

pressure on La Parroquia to redirect time and attention on evangelism and communion 

and away from their work in social programs – education, health care, water, etc. During 

a period of time, there were many heated discussions, disagreements, and even protests in 

Waslala. This fundamental disagreement about where La Parroquia should direct its work 

resulted in the Brazilian priests being called back to Brazil and a Nicaraguan priest from 

another region installed as the head priest in La Parroquia. This transition resulted in 

closing or ending the work of most of the ministries created by La Parroquia over the 

years – education, health, vulnerable children, etc. At this time, the bishop also tried to 

close the Instituto Agropequario – a secondary school that provides high school education 

while also teaching topics relevant to Waslalan youth such as better farming techniques, 

how to better care for animals, organic production, marketing and selling goods, 
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reforestation, etc. Although an Italian organization had funded the construction of 

Instituto through La Parroquia and there was a contract that it would be used for this 

purpose at least for five years, the bishop threatened to violate that contract.  

This transition not only stopped work on education, health care, etc., but also 

undermined years of work La Parroquia spent building relationships and trust in rural 

villages in a post-civil war context. One community organization representative discussed 

his/ her ideas about the influence of this transition, 

Time will tell how things will continue to develop, but a lot of the gains that have 

been made over something like 25-30 years prior with the relationship between 

the Waslalan communities and the Catholic parish with all the social initiatives 

going on in the Catholic parish.  With this change a lot of those relationships have 

been damaged, and those are the things that aren't as easy to rebuild.  It's hard for 

me to say at this point how that will play out. 

 

During my data collection, I spent weeks in Waslala shortly after this parish transition. 

Through my time there, I had numerous people – from organization representatives to 

residents – come up to me in the street and ask whether WfW would, in fact, continue 

working in Waslala. I had never felt the impact of my physical presence in such palpable 

ways. After the parish transition, many if not most of the international organizations and 

individuals who had worked with and supported Waslala for years and years, had now 

pulled out since the ties with the La Parroquia, and therefore Waslala, had been abruptly 

cut. During my time in Waslala, one community organization representative commented 

about the importance of physical presence for trust and relationships especially during 

such an uncertain time, 

I don't think I realized how important it was for people to see you guys here, 

physically and, yes, there is a parish but it's a different parish and you're still here 

and you're still spending time in your communities because I think the fear was 

that everyone would leave . . . all the international partners. 
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This transition has influenced the work and organizations in Waslala, community 

residents and their trust and relationships to the organizations and parish, and 

relationships or partnerships between international organizations and individuals and 

Waslala. As one community organization representative’s comment refers to La 

Parroquia before the transition,  

If you asked me, how is the relationship between Villanova and La Parroquia? I’d 

tell you, awesome. I don’t have any negative points…because before we’d head 

out in La Parroquia’s truck together, you all would live in our house, you all 

would know how we lived. But today we are talking about a relationship between 

Villanova and Waslala, we’re no longer talking about Villanova – La Parroquia.  

Before it was a relationship that was very experiential –I would accompany the 

students, we would greet each other, eat together, laugh together, maybe start 

dancing, it was a beautiful relationship. I think it was, I think with Villanova we 

are losing this. We are losing this coexistence – where it is not just a project, we 

are also talking about human relationships…relationships of interaction in the 

[villages] too. 

 

Present: Villanova CoE & Waslala 

 

Since that first trip in 2002, the relationship between Villanova and Waslala has 

continually changed. Although there are numerous parts of the university that have been 

and continue to be involved in various ways, this study only explored the relationship 

between the College of Engineering and Waslala. The CoE conducted its first assessment 

trip to Waslala in 2004 and since that time has been involved in providing technical 

assistance primarily related to water supply system design (through WfW) and mobile 

health care (through the Telehealth program). The timeline (Appendix E) provides a 

glance of the CoE’s involvement in Waslala from 2002 – 2013 related to WfW and 

Telehealth.  
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Villanova Engineering Service Learning (VESL) 

 

One university administrator described the natural fit between engineering and 

international service and the foundation of engineering international service experiences 

in the CoE,  

We look at engineering as taking the laws of the physical sciences and applying 

them to satisfy a need in society, to build something to benefit society. And, being 

a part of an Augustinian community, what better way to try to satisfy the needs of 

society than to satisfy the fundamental needs of people who need a particular, a 

fundamental piece of sustenance, like water, like food, like healthcare and other 

things. So, it’s really natural, I think, from an engineering standpoint. 

 

We teach that to our students. It should be a sustainable system and it really gets 

to the heart of the matter that it’s not simply a technical thing. It is bigger than 

that. It’s a societal thing. It’s an organizational thing. It is a management thing. It 

is a communication thing. It’s learning to work with people in a collaborative, 

productive, efficient way. And that’s what all engineers need to do. So, that’s 

what sustainable is and that’s the role that sustainability plays in SL projects.” 

 

The CoE has been involved in international service and relationships over time and the 

Villanova Engineering Service Learning Office (VESL) was officially established in 

2011. The table below provides an overview of the CoE’s involvement in different 

countries and the associated partners, activities, and dates of initiation.  

Table 4.1 – VESL partnerships 

Country Partner Activities Initiation 

date 

Honduras Amigos de Jesus  Design & construction 

 School/ orphanage 

2001 

Nicaragua ADIS – WfW & 

Telehealth 
 Water supply system design 

 Mobile healthcare 

2004 

2010 

Panama EWB- Cheypo-

Bayano 
 Water resource master planning 

 Renewable energy project 

1999/2009 

Philippines SITMo  Humanitarian technology initiative 

 Small business development 

program 

 Micro-hydro electrification 

2009 

Haiti CRS  Capacity-building initiative 

 Water resources engineering 

2011- 

2012 
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This work is now under the umbrella of VESL. The mission of VESL is to:  

 

Manage and run a high quality service learning program that engages engineering 

students in experiential learning while providing design services that reinforce 

engineering fundamentals, a commitment to life-long learning, and service to 

society.  

 

The VESL program aims to “create engineering service learning opportunities for every 

engineering student.” The two strategic goals that relate most closely to this study are: (1) 

establish sustainable partnerships and (2) create field opportunities for engineering 

students (from one week volunteer trips to summer internships to graduate research 

opportunities).  

Associación de Desarrollo Integral y Sostenible (ADIS) 

 

After the transition of La Parroquia, Villanova’s partnerships in Waslala also 

transitioned. Previously, Villanova CoE worked through La Parroquia’s pastorales or 

ministries – water and health – for their work related to WfW and Telehealth. The 

Pastoral de Agua (water ministry) was formally established in 2009 under Padre 

Vanderlei (another Brazilian priest).  The Pastoral de Salud, the public health ministry of 

La Parroquia, oversaw the local management and implementation of the Telehealth 

project. Hunt (2012) traced the history of the Pastoral de Salud, the public health ministry 

of La Parroquia,  

In the late 1970s, a group of Brazilian nuns first established a mission in Waslala, 

and it was they who began the community health initiative that would later 

become the parish’s Pastoral de Salud (Health Ministry), and now, ADIS. They 

began forming a network of community health leaders, promoters, and midwives 

that now numbers over 150, and training people in the cultivation and use of 

natural medicines. 

 

After the transition of La Parroquia, the new priest ended the work of the various 

ministries including water and health. Four years prior to this transition, several of the 
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leaders who worked in the various ministries of La Parroquia, sensing growing tensions 

and possible changes, began the process of establishing an independent public health 

organization in Waslala by applying for legal recognition by the Nicaraguan government, 

Asociación de Desarrollo Integral y Sostenible (ADIS – Association of Integral and 

Sustainable Development).  

ADIS is a not-for-profit association registered according to the laws of the 

Republic of Nicaragua, independent of any political or religious affiliation. ADIS' work 

profile includes the strengthening of local capacities, gender equality, environmental 

protection, and health. Currently ADIS is working with a network of health leaders and 

promoters in all the communities of Waslala and has previous implemented projects 

focused on sexual and reproductive health, HIV-AIDS, community organization, and 

prevention and mitigation of disasters. Presently ADIS is involved in projects promoting 

dental health and nutrition, Telehealth, and WfW's projects. 

The foresight demonstrated by these leaders in establishing ADIS was 

fundamental to the continuation of the partnership between Villanova and Waslala. After 

the transition of La Parroquia, the CoE’s work with both WfW and the Telehealth 

program changed to a partnership with ADIS. ADIS serves as the umbrella and legal 

entity under which both programs and teams operate. Appendix F provides a diagram to 

show the different components of the partnership between Villanova and ADIS.  

Water for Waslala (WfW) 

The trip to Waslala in 2002, described above, led to creation of WfW and through 

WfW, the connection between Villanova and Waslala. WfW was formally established in 

2004, and through the Waslalan partners, hired the first employee in 2005. Today, WfW 
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has a team of five in Waslala. Over the last 10 years, WfW has raised over $600,000 and 

built 18 water systems, and reached 7,000 residents in Waslala. One community 

organization representative described WfW and the approach to work, 

It was always focused in the [rural villages] and in what the people really need. 

We have to remember that many projects arrive to places, not just Waslala, and 

many of these projects do not originate from the needs of the, they don’t respond 

to what the people need and want. 

 

WfW has encountered numerous challenges and obstacles over the past ten years. As one 

community organization representative described WfW, 

WfW is a project that has been learning for ten years. Bit by bit, it has continued 

learning. Today I think they have very clear objectives and are working well with 

the [rural villages]. 

 

Over the years, WfW has continually adapted how work is done in Waslala. One university 

administrator described how they had seen WfW change the work over the years,  

The ways that we did projects differently from year to year. We've done projects with just 

volunteers and a paid contractor. We've done projects with a paid contractor and an 

international volunteer. We've done projects with a paid contractor and a part time staff 

person and an international volunteer. So there's a lot of things that change from year to 

year. That's really what I would call putting men into a position to be successful, giving 

them the resources and the staffing that they need to do a good job. Which I would say 

about eight years into it we're just getting there. 

 

Telehealth: “A way of getting higher quality healthcare to the community members”  

  

 The Telehealth program aims to improve communication between the rural 

villages and community health leaders (CHLs) in the villages and the health care system 

in the town of Waslala. It is a multidisciplinary program involving Electrical and 

Computer Engineering, Nursing, and Business at Villanova. Although the Telehealth 

program originally worked under La Parroquia in the Pastoral de Salud (public health 

ministry), it not operates under ADIS. In Waslala, ADIS employs a coordinator, two 

nurses, and an administrator as well as working with a nurse at the local hospital who is 
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employed by the Nicaraguan Ministry of Health (MINSA). There is also a full time 

volunteer based in Waslala, an engineering alum from Villanova. In Nicaragua, the 

program also works with Claro (phone company that provides cell phones and airtime), 

the Nursing program at Universidad Autonomous Nicaragua, Matagalpa, and the 

Electronic and computer engineering program at Universidad Nacional de Ingenieria in 

Managua.  

Pali Singh, Chairperson of Electrical and Computer Engineering at Villanova, 

originally met with Padre Cleto and Padre Nelson during their trip to Philadelphia in 

2003; however, he did not travel to Waslala until 2010. In May 2010, a group 

representing the colleges of engineering, nursing, and business travelled to Waslala for an 

assessment trip. During that trip, the group assessed the health and resource challenges in 

the rural villages (Levy, 2012 details that assessment). Almost immediately following 

that trip, Dr. Singh was invited to attend the IEEE Humanitarian Technology Conference 

in June. One area of focus at the conference was communication technologies related to 

health care. Since Dr. Singh had heard that there was little collaboration between 

engineering and nursing in work in Waslala – a collaboration that seemed natural – he 

began conversations with Betty Keech and the College of Nursing. By October 2010, 

they had compiled and submitted a proposal for the Telehealth program and by January 

they found out they were funded.  

The Telehealth team has presented both the progress and the challenges they have 

confronted at several conferences (see Singh et al, 2011 and Singh et al, 2013). In one 

conference paper, Singh et al (2011) acknowledged the importance of “meet[ing] the 
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needs of the community itself and gain[ing] its acceptance” and explained why they 

chose to work in Waslala, 

A close relationship with the community and its leaders is essential. For eight 

years, Villanova University Schools of Engineering and Nursing have partnered 

with the local parish in Waslala to design and implement gravity-fed clean-water 

distribution systems from sources located above the animal grazing line and to 

impart health education to the community and to CHWs…For this reason, we 

chose to work in the communities around Waslala with the parish as our main 

partner (p. 194).  

 

In this paper, the authors describe the way that the Telehealth program explicitly builds 

on the relationships and work of WfW. One of the main challenges the Telehealth 

program is struggling with relates to a model for financial sustainability. Also, explicitly 

linking their work to that of WfW (but not mentioning WfW by name), they describe how 

they based their initial business model on WfW’s methodology. They wrote,  

This model was pioneered in the region by an NGO that funds and installs 

gravity-fed clean-water-distribution systems in Waslala. Each household 

benefitting from the water system (either through water coming directly to their 

home or to a stand-pipe by a local school) would contribute monthly to a reserve 

fund to cover operation and maintenance costs. The initial cost of the installation 

was based on a mix of philanthropy from the funds raised by the NGO, 

government funds where available, and “investment” from the villages – both 

money and “sweat equity” – labor in digging the trenches necessary to bury the 

pipe(s) (p. 198). 

 

The Telehealth program found that this model did not work for them. Singh et al (2011) 

explained that “the major difference is that every day people will have clean water or 

electricity or both. However they will not need a CHW to use his/her cell phone to make 

a health related call every day” (p. 198).  

During data collection, the community participants described additional 

“differences” that influence the success and challenges encountered by the Telehealth 

program related to sustainability. Comments described the origin of the program in the 



 
89 

 

University instead of in the community, a lack of clear goals or objectives, and poor 

communication. One community organization representative commented, 

They had the idea…my personal feeling is that it was lacking a goal. It is a tool 

not a goal. So, the person’s been so focused on making the tool work, that the 

goals have been secondary, so collect information on blood pressure and on 

temperatures, but that doesn’t excite people in the community…there’s no use to 

the community, directly. 

 

The Telehealth program is still in its nascent phases and community representatives 

commented that objectives are becoming clearer and communication is improving; 

however, if the program was, indeed, not initiated in response to community goals, it will 

be difficult to ever address that challenge.   
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CHAPTER 5 

 

SERVICE: WHAT COUNTS AS OUTCOMES? 

 

In this chapter, I explore this question: From the community’s perspectives, what 

are the outcomes in Waslala of the projects and partnership with the CoE? The findings 

described here demonstrate how an intentional focus on the community’s perspectives 

leads to a broader conceptualization of outcomes in GSL and highlights more nuanced 

views of how communities perceive and understand outcomes in partnerships. The 

community’s perspectives and participation in analyzing the findings drew attention to 

the importance of participation in social interaction to achieve socially just GSL 

partnerships.  

I examine the outcomes described by the community participants that go far 

beyond the tangible project outcomes identified by the university participants. Next, I 

show how a participatory analysis process demonstrated how categorizing outcomes as 

positive or negative represents an oversimplification of how communities perceive and 

understand outcomes in GSL partnerships. Finally, I explore how Fraser’s framework of 

social justice is a useful tool to analyze GSL partnerships. 

Findings from this study call for a more nuanced understanding of what 

constitutes outcomes as well as draw attention to the importance of a focus on parity of 

participation in order to achieve community-perceived positive outcomes. In this section I 

compare the differential perception in outcomes by university and community 

participants, report on an issue described by the community residents as negative to 

demonstrate the importance of having all community parties – residents as well as 

community organization staff – weigh in on how outcomes are viewed, and discuss the 
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value of not only gathering community resident as well as organization representative 

data/feedback, but also the significance of involving the community in the data analysis.  

Overlapping Perceptions of Tangible Outcomes 

Data from university and community participants illuminate differential 

perceptions of outcomes. In interviews, university participants reported intended project 

outcomes related to improved access to clean water, electricity, and healthcare. 

University faculty and students described these intended project outcomes: “they get 

some electricity…they get clean water…and then with our low cost suction device they 

find a cheap way to help out their infants” and “they can call a health care professional 

when they don’t know what to do.” Their understandings, common in international 

development and GSL, represent a politics of redistribution in which the university 

directs resources aimed to ensure that, in this case, Waslalans have their “basic needs 

met.”  

Community organization representatives and community residents confirmed the 

intended project outcomes described by the university participants. As an example related 

to healthcare, prior to the Telehealth project, initiated in 2010 that utilizes mobile phones 

in rural villages to enable real-time communication with healthcare professionals, village 

health leaders and residents had to send someone on foot to town to communicate about a 

health emergency. One community organization representative described improved 

access to healthcare as a result of the Telehealth project: 

Coverage for the whole population is improving because someone calls and [we] 

are able to tell them what to do or if it is something that they cannot manage and 

then refer them to health care services. Or, with pregnant women, which is our 

biggest danger or our biggest concern, we immediately leave in the ambulance to 

see her. I think that the results are really significant.  
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Another community organization representative shared a specific healthcare example 

related to water quality testing: 

A group of Villanova University students, along with the guidance of the 

professor, were instrumental in establishing a water quality testing regime on the 

ground.  That was something we didn't have before, and the work students put in 

to researching different testing methods and then coming and visiting Waslala last 

October to begin to implement those methods and work with people here to take 

samples and to perform the tests has been an important gain over the last year. 

 

In addition to improving access to clean drinking water and healthcare services, the 

community participants reported multiple instances of “saved lives” as a result of the 

projects. During my interviews, community residents and community organization 

representatives recounted numerous stories about using mobile phones to contact the 

hospital and/or ambulance when women were having childbirth complications. One 

community organization representative described instances of saved lives: 

There was a woman having complications in childbirth and she was dying. The 

ambulance arrived and transported her… and everything ended well. The health 

leaders call us when they have a problem and according to their reports there have 

been six pregnant women transported by ambulance from the [villages]. 

 

Additional Community Perceived Outcomes 

While community participants described the same tangible outcomes as the 

university participants, they also described additional outcomes: confianza, sense of 

community pride, and consciencia.  

Confianza (Trust/Confidence)  

Community residents in all three villages mentioned confianza, directly translated 

as trust/confidence, in their interviews. Since the original data from the community was 

in Spanish, I have left the terms used to describe findings related to confianza and 

consciencia in the original language of the community participants. Writing specifically 
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about engineering-for-development work, Nieusma & Riley (2010) warn that “when 

language is viewed merely as a logistical concern rather than a critical site of power 

relations, the consequences for process, project, and social justice are likely considerable” 

(p. 53). The idea that “translation is always an approximation” (Cortazar & Wohlfeiler, 

1981, p. 12) is particularly salient with the word confianza. Although confianza can be 

directly translated as trust, its full meaning also incorporates ideas related to confidence; 

understandings between partners; relations between people and institutions; expectations 

about future behavior; and exchange of favors, goods, service, and information (Aguilar, 

1984; Laso, 2010).  

The community participants’ perspectives showed a belief that university faculty 

and students’ presence and participation ensured that resources go where they are 

intended and that the partnership will be sustained: “having this human contact creates 

confianza.” One resident’s comment highlighted the community’s ideas about the 

importance of student presence to ensure resources go to the community: 

This is the one project in which people come and it is better…when people come 

with the funds, it ensures that the funds go directly to the project and the 

community and don’t end up lost somewhere in the municipal government which 

happens a lot. 

 

Community organization representatives also discussed the importance of confianza 

during the initial interviews and during the participatory analysis. Referring to past 

experiences when international development organizations had terminated work in 

Waslala and disappeared overnight, one community organization representative discussed 

how the student trips provide assurance that this partnership will continue. The 

representative stated: 
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For me if [the students] stop coming…I’d think that they are starting to pull the 

project out, slowly disconnecting, without creating much noise, and then, by the 

time we realize, it would be ended. Because I’ve had that experience before. 

 

Sense of Pride  

Community residents in all three villages as well as organization representatives 

from all four organizations described a sense of pride in the villages as a result of the 

student visits. Because visiting rural villages requires strenuous, lengthy travel, this may 

be the only international group that visits a rural village in an entire year. So the implicit 

message to the community is that if an international group comes to their village there 

must be something special about their village. One community organization 

representative identified the sense of pride this way:  

I think it also gives people pride in what they do. You know, the people come 

there because they're working well, because they're organized, because they 

organize the community water system because they're working in health, because 

they're working in education and to see how foreigners appreciate what they 

have…I think that's a big deal for the remote [villages]. 

 

Another community organization representative commented, “we know the economic 

investment that you all make, but the people ask, ‘and when are they coming to visit?’” 

Concluding the comment, this representative drew attention back to the community’s 

sense of pride by saying, “the community feels important because they are taken into 

account.”  

Interestingly, the community members indicated that the university participants 

may actually contribute more and even interact more with the community than some of 

the Nicaraguans who are in a position to help. They repeatedly indicated that in 

Nicaragua, “when someone studies and receives their credentials,” there is “a gap.” They 

no longer “want to visit the [rural villages]” and they “look at [community residents] with 
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contempt.” According to the community organization representatives, the manner in 

which the university faculty and students interact with the villagers – “they arrive to help, 

to hug, to talk together” – is really important to the villagers. The community 

organization representatives highlighted the fact that the university participants interacted 

with the community participants “as equals.”  

Consciencia (Awareness)  

Consciencia is directly translated as awareness, but the participants’ descriptions 

refer to meanings related to connection, integration, and inclusion as well. They describe 

this outcome as the opposite of being isolated. As a result of limited infrastructure (no 

paved roads to access Waslala and very limited internet or cell phone service until 

recently), Waslala could easily remain very isolated. Community organization 

representatives credit international partnerships, including the one with Villanova 

University, as “putting Waslala on the map.” Referring to horrific historical events that 

could happen to communities because of isolation (such as Chiapas, Mexico, and 

Guatemala), one community organization representative’s comment highlighted just how 

important outside awareness of an isolated community can be: “the fact that the world 

knows Waslala, makes us stronger.” 

An event reflecting consciencia happened in 2011 as a result of the bishop in 

Nicaragua making the decision to close the Agricultural Institute in Waslala, effectively 

eliminating one of the only opportunities for village farmers to pursue secondary 

education. The bishop made this decision despite signed agreements between the Catholic 

Church and the community organizations in Waslala. When he made the decision, 

Waslala erupted in protests. An excerpt of a letter that was sent to U.S. students and 
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faculty who had previously visited Waslala through the partnership reflects how the 

community participants believed that their partnership with Villanova had created an 

awareness of the community such that the community, with the university’s support, 

could advocate for reinstating the Agricultural Institute. The letter stated: 

We want to make clear that the world is watching the actions the Church is taking, 

against the future of Waslala, against life, and against justice….if people within 

the Church (maybe from Villanova University) can write, I think that will be extra 

powerful. 

 

Representatives from Villanova did write to the bishop supporting the community’s 

stand. A community organization representative described how the partnership resulted in 

the reversal of the decision to close the Agricultural Institute: 

Look at the case of the Institute, why is the Institute open? Because of the people 

that had gotten to know Waslala and had experience with the parish and the 

Institute. In the moment of need, these people had the willingness to send a 

letter…to create pressure. This was fundamental.  

 

Nuancing the Perception of the Community as Laboratory 

While the community participants’ overall sense was that the projects and 

partnership were positive, community residents and organization representatives also 

related stories that depicted using the community as a laboratory. One story repeated 

often dealt with four solar panels that the university participants had installed in one of 

the villages during a previous trip. When the student group returned the next year, they 

went back to see the solar panels. One representative described how during this 

subsequent village visit, the students ended up breaking parts of the existing project that 

the university had installed. The representative stated, “when [they] arrived, one did not 

work and three did work and when [they] left three did not work and only one worked. 

And now, none work, so what happened? Something happened.”  
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In telling me stories such as this one, community participants were suggesting that 

they saw the students perceiving the community as a laboratory. This view was 

reinforced by the comments of a community organization representative:  

The students have a lot of great ideas and I feel like a lot of times they are tried 

out sooner than they should be, and without the proper guidance. In talking about 

the solar panel that was in place that went all wrong, a lot of things, the suction 

instrument that they’re already using in the hospital without having gone through 

any kind of proper testing phase. Stuff like that. I feel like here it’s easy to get 

away with a lot of things that you couldn’t get away with back home, and a lot of 

corners are cut a lot of times, that wouldn’t be cut back home…. I feel like those 

are things that are better dealt with if there’s guidance in the broader sense, not 

just technical guidance.  

 

However, in the process of involving community organization representatives in the data 

analysis, some of them pushed back on this outcome being categorized as negative. 

Although they all acknowledged the negative potential of the community as laboratory, 

they also focused attention on the importance of how the project is initiated, planned, and 

implemented. One community organization representative stated:  

I don’t think it is solely negative… In the case of trying something, well, the fact 

is that all of history is made up of tests…What I think is negative is when it has 

more to do with a person’s health…but if you want to test a system, for example, 

of combining ten solar panels to light up a community, this is a great experiment, 

because [in the U.S.] why would you do this? …What are they going to light up? 

If all the houses already have electricity…you have to put it in practice, but put it 

in practice in a town that does not have electricity.  

 

Another community organization representative also described ways that perceiving the 

community as a laboratory can be understood as a positive or a negative.  

I think a lot of it has to do with clarifying the objectives right at the beginning, 

right? So, if the objective is to do a pilot project, create a laboratory, then say, “we 

are making a laboratory. Are you interested in participating?” to the local 

community. So, it can be viewed as a negative when the local community is not 

completely aware of this.  
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Yet another community organization representative discussed the importance of 

clarifying up front that a project is an experiment that can preclude perceptions of the 

community as a laboratory.  

Thinking about the solar backpack or the backpack with a solar panel 

incorporated behind. So, when [the professor] proposed it, the first time, I listened 

and then afterwards I came back and talked about it here with everyone and we 

said, ‘It is going to be really difficult to get the leaders to take care of this little 

solar panel. Now, if you put it in the backpack, the backpack gets wet, it is under 

the sun and water.’ So, we told him, I said, ‘Look, this idea of the backpack. I 

think it is going to be really difficult for this reason.’ And, he answered, ‘okay, 

the truth is that this is just an idea and we can do a little experiment and see how it 

goes, okay?’ So, that is okay, right? So, we now know, so…when we know it is 

an experiment, it doesn’t matter if we think it will work or not, we are all going to 

experiment and from there we will come to a conclusion whether it works or not 

and why. 

 

In this example, the representative did not think it was negative because the community 

and local team were able to participate as peers and share their ideas with the university 

participants. 

Discussion 

Consistent with Nancy Fraser’s (2009) all-subjected principle, this study aimed to 

include the voices and perspectives of the community to better understand this GSL 

partnership. Fraser’s theory of social justice, based on parity of participation in social 

interactions, provided a framework to better understand the community participants’ 

perspectives about the outcomes of the projects and the GSL partnership. The findings 

demonstrate how utilizing Fraser’s framework for social justice illuminates how GSL 

partnerships can create arrangements that facilitate participation and social justice. 

The community participants’ perspectives highlight the importance of 

redistribution (a) in tandem with recognition and representation and (b) as a pathway 

toward participation in order to avoid negative outcomes.  Efforts to address 
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redistribution alone without also considering recognition and representation as well as 

fostering participation falls short of engagement for social justice. 

Beyond Redistribution 

Nieusma and Riley (2010) argue that engineering-for-development projects often 

focus too heavily on technology, which can lead to a narrow definition of outcomes. In 

the project under investigation in this study, the tangible project outcomes focused on 

improving access to clean water, electricity, and healthcare. These were described as 

positive by both the university and community participants and capture what Fraser refers 

to as redistribution. However, the community participants described additional positive 

outcomes for Waslala that highlight the added importance of recognition and 

representation. The findings in this study align with those of Nieusma and Riley – the 

community participants described outcomes much more broadly than the university 

participants. In addition to tangible project outcomes, the community participants also 

described confianza, a sense of community pride, and consciencia as positive community 

outcomes.   

Comments about confianza highlight the specific post-civil war context in 

Nicaragua and the troubled history of international development projects there, the latter 

marked by uncertainty and volatility (Desai & Kharas, 2010). In the GSL partnership in 

the present study, the community perspectives demonstrated a reaction to past 

experiences where they were not able to participate as peers in international development 

efforts. Their comments show that redistribution, i.e., bringing resources, alone is not 

sufficient to contribute to social justice. Their comments favorably compare the student 
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trips that enable interaction and participation against their past experiences with 

international aid and development projects that focused only on redistribution.  

The community participants’ perspectives about confianza in the projects and 

partnership illuminate the potential negative results when there is a strict focus on 

redistribution as an end unto itself instead of redistribution as a means to enable parity of 

participation. Without the focus on participation as equals, past international development 

projects actually eroded confianza. As documented in development literature, face-to-

face interactions are vitally important to building trust (Bergdall, 2003; Mawdsley, 

Townsend, & Porter, 2005) and here the student and faculty trips involved face-to-face 

interactions. In this case the GSL partnership mitigated the community’s negative 

perspective of past international development experiences where the sole attention was 

on redistribution.  

The community participants also described how the university visits created a 

sense of pride, reflecting Fraser’s principle of recognition. Making the long trek to 

isolated rural villages reflected the university participants’ valuing of the community 

residents’ work and knowledge, and this facilitated a feeling of social interaction “as 

equals.” This GSL partnership redressed misrecognition present even amongst fellow 

Nicaraguans and instead enabled residents to be involved in community efforts.  

When the community participants described consciencia, they implicitly credited 

the GSL partnership with facilitating representation and parity of participation. The 

community of Waslala was able to interact with people far beyond Waslala (and even 

Nicaragua) in order to advocate for their community Agricultural Institute. This idea is 

echoed in Risse and Skikkink’s (1999) description of the power of international networks 
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to create domestic change by building outside pressure to complement local advocacy. 

GSL partnerships represent structures that create transnational networks and, in this case, 

community participants’ perspectives highlight university participants’ role in responding 

and taking action to advocate for the Waslala community. Here the GSL partnership 

served as an arrangement promoting justice through representation and participation that 

would otherwise not have been possible. 

The discussion about community as laboratory highlighted the risks inherent in 

the traditional international development model’s singular focus on redistribution. When 

university participants drive decision-making about what is needed absent representation 

of individuals in the community, they run the risk of treating the community like a 

laboratory. Although examples such as the installation of solar panels in rural villages 

with no access to electricity and innovative medical devices could easily appear to 

represent a positive redistribution, they also represent a risk. This outcome highlighted 

the inherent risks of a politics of redistribution without concurrent consideration of 

recognition and representation.  

In SL and GSL research, examples of the community as laboratory often align 

with a politics of redistribution by sending resources to the community. However, a 

process of participatory analysis with community organization representatives 

highlighted the risks of viewing redistribution as the goal instead of as a platform to 

encourage community participation and enable Fraser’s recognition and representation 

principles. Focus on recognition and representation alongside efforts at redistribution can 

actually mitigate the negative perception of this outcome from the perspective of the 

community participants.  
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GSL Partnerships as an Arrangement to Pursue Social Justice 

Data from the community demonstrated how this GSL partnership represented a 

structure that utilizes Fraser’s three principles – redistribution, recognition, and 

representation – to foster participation in social interaction for all stakeholders and 

therefore established the conditions to pursue social justice. University trips and student 

presence enabled participation in rural villages; built confianza, sense of pride, and 

consciencia; and even helped mitigate negative influences of past experiences with 

international development projects that focused only on redistribution without any 

participation. When university participants recognized the knowledge and work of village 

residents enough to make the long journey to visit the villages, the GSL partnership 

created opportunities for the university and community participants to “interact as 

equals.” When the GSL partnership facilitated representation, where the community 

participants were able to have a voice in deliberations and reach audiences beyond 

Waslala in order to advocate for themselves, the decision to close the Agricultural 

Institute in Waslala was reversed.  

The findings suggest that those involved in GSL partnerships need to intentionally 

involve the community in as many ways as possible with a project. Additionally, it is 

important to ask the community partners – both organization representatives and 

residents – about their desired outcomes beyond the project and then acknowledge these 

additional outcomes as priorities that are reflected in program planning and evaluation. 

Further, involving the community in evaluating the project and the partnership is 

imperative for comprehensive understanding of the tangible and intangible outcomes.  
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Fraser’s framework serves as a useful guide for stakeholders to consider 

redistribution, recognition, and representation altogether as a pathway to pursue 

participation of all stakeholders as well as partnerships that contribute to social justice 

goals. From the community participants’ perspectives, efforts to address redistribution 

alone without concurrent consideration of recognition and representation fall short of 

social justice goals. The framework also enables the identification of missing or weak 

areas in a partnership. For example, is redistribution occurring without intentionally 

utilizing it as a method to encourage participation, and is there concurrent attention to 

recognition and representation alongside redistribution? The all-subjected principle also 

serves as a guide to plan research on GSL that intentionally incorporates many voices and 

perspectives in all phases of the research process. 
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CHAPTER 6 

 

LEARNING: WHAT ARE THE EDUCATIONAL GOALS? 

 

This chapter responds to the second research question which focuses on learning: 

From the community participants’ perspectives, what are their educational goals for the 

university students in this partnership? In this GSL partnership, both community 

participants and university administration/ faculty are motivated by student learning. 

Since the common narrative of SL describes institutions of higher education helping or 

serving the community, it is logical to assume that CBOs are motivated to participate in 

SL in order to meet their own needs or to access resources, however, several studies 

disprove this assumption. While Basinger and Bartholomew (2006) and Bell and Carlson 

(2009) document a multitude of different motivations, Worrall (2007) and Sandy and 

Holland (2006) both specifically found that community partners were committed to and 

motivated heavily by their role as co-educators for the undergraduate students. In this 

study, the community organization representatives confirmed this wide range of 

motivations, from organization-serving to self-giving; however, the community 

organization representatives’ comments illustrate a focus on university student learning 

and development and a desire to serve as co-educators.  

Similarly, the university administrators/ faculty recognize the community 

participants as helping to educate their students. My conversation with the Director of 

Engineering Service for the CoE provided a great example of how he would describe 

VESL at Villanova and what might distinguish their approach from other programs. His 

statement highlights his ideas about what counts as knowledge, who teaches and who 

learns, and how students learn: 



 
105 

 

What do a rural farmer in Nicaragua, a school child in Cambodia, a village chief 

in Panama, and an indigenous medicine man in the Philippines all have in 

common?...They have all improved the way that Villanova engineers understand 

and see the world. Those individuals have all helped us to improve engineering 

education and improve people’s understanding of the impact of engineering in a 

global context. So, it’s actually the opposite of what most people would expect. I 

think that’s probably an important distinguishing characteristic of the approach 

we take with all of the work that we’re doing. 

 

In describing the program, the Director clearly acknowledges and focuses on the fact that 

the community actually helps him and the university to educate the students. 

The community participants want to serve as co-educators of the students and the 

university administration/ faculty acknowledges the community participants as co-

educators of their students; however, before the trip the university students describe their 

motivations as “helping,” “applying their skills and talents,” and “giving back.” In 

contrast to the motivations of community participants and university administrators/ 

faculty, the student comments about their motivations reflect the “modern/ colonial 

global imaginary” (Stein & Andreotti, 2015) where privileged individuals from the North 

have a responsibility for “helping” the poor.  

Educational goals: Global citizenship and engineering 

 

My findings indicate that the community participants hope for a transition in 

students related to ideas about learning, knowledge, and their role in engagements with 

the Other. Community participant perspectives describe a desired shift in students from 

“knowing” to “not knowing,” from helping/ teaching to learning, from responsibility for 

the Other to responsibility to the Other (Spivak, 1988). The community participants’ 

perspectives illuminate the importance of post-colonial theory in informing and shaping 

this partnership and highlight critical global citizenship education (Andreotti, 2006) as a 
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useful framework to understand the community participants’ educational goals for 

students.  

While I intentionally centered the chapter on the community participants’ 

perspectives, I also explored areas of alignment and areas of difference between the 

different stakeholder groups’ perspectives about learning and knowledge. Motivated by 

student learning, the community participants and university administrators/ faculty 

describe their educational goals for students in this partnership: (1) global citizenship 

education and (2) engineering education. Although global citizenship surfaced in 

interviews with community and university participants, the community participant 

perspectives push farther than the university administrators/ faculty and call for critical 

global citizenship education (Andreotti, 2006).  

After exploring global citizenship education, I then explore engineering education 

to illustrate the stakeholder groups’ alignment in terms of how learning happens. 

Although international development discourse and the traditional epistemology of higher 

education are characterized by a positivist epistemology (universal truths and knowledge, 

focus on science and technology as solutions to problems, etc.), in this GSL partnership, 

the community and university participants all describe ideas about learning that 

demonstrate a constructivist epistemology. My findings indicate alignment between the 

stakeholder groups’ perspectives about how learning happens – applied and in context.  

Global citizenship education: Student transition 

In this partnership, the community participants’ perspectives on what they want to 

teach the students related to critical global citizenship (Andreotti, 2006) with emphasis on 
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complicity and humility that reflect hyper-reflexivity. Describing his motivations to 

pursue this GSL partnership, one community organization representative commented, 

The consciousness and the relationships from having known, known with your 

own eyes and your own hand, will give you more motivation to support, to 

support and to understand the Other, right? It is a manner to respect us also. 

Afterwards someone might be interested in Waslala and others head to Africa and 

other work within the United States…but it is the same mentality. 

 

This comment situates student learning and development in history, North-South 

relations, and ethical engagement with the Other.  

Community participants articulated their ideas about global citizenship education 

as a desired transition in students – a move beyond notions of soft global citizenship in 

the direction of critical global citizenship (Andreotti, 2006). Reflecting ideas from 

postcolonial theory, their educational goals in this GSL partnership call for a move away 

from charity, helping, or a responsibility for the Other and instead propose a 

responsibility to the Other because of our past relations in history (Spivak, 1988). The 

community organization representatives described their educational goals for university 

students related to global citizenship as a desired shift from “knowing” to “not knowing,”  

If you come here with an attitude that I’m a big bad engineer and I have all this 

knowledge and I’m going to come here and help all these people. I hope these 

experiences kind of change that perspective a little bit in that they see the 

difficulties of working in this kind of context. That in spite of formal education, 

you don’t necessarily have all the answers, and I hope the experience can be kind 

of humbling. 

 

This shift from knowing to not knowing or a call for humility reflects a move from soft 

global citizenship to critical global citizenship (Andreotti, 2006). Another community 

organization representative provided a cautionary example from past experiences with 

students from the university, 
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You have to be careful about the manner in which you enter other countries 

especially if we are talking about “developing countries” then…you can create a 

false expectation on the part of the student that they are there to teach 

something…it seems to me that the example is [X] who arrived with the idea that 

he was here to help and not to learn. So, I think it was important to turn that 

upside down and orient the student. Students from other countries need time to 

understand things and cultural mediators to understand. 

 

Alongside humility, we heard a call that students and international volunteers recognize 

and acknowledge their own complicity in past relations as a means to pursue ethical 

engagement. An understanding of history, culture, and politics represents a means to 

understand complicity.  

The most important considerations in selecting volunteers to visit Waslala, 

according to one community organization representative, are “that they have historical, 

socio-cultural, economic and political knowledge about Waslala and Nicaragua.” This 

knowledge is considered more important than any technical skills or knowledge related to 

the work or projects. In another statement, this same community organization 

representative commented on the importance of shared austerity (Bergdall, 2003) and 

accompaniment (Griffin & Block, 2013) for students to learn about structures or history 

and the influence on current circumstances in Waslala. He stated,   

In the sense that [the students] will never forget the experience they had, til the 

last day of their lives they will remember that they were in Nicaragua, that they 

dealt with challenges, that they walked in the mud, that they stepped in cow poop 

and that people need someone to share with them because they were not born in 

the same reality, they did not have the opportunity to have a good job, they did 

not have the opportunity for a quality education and it is not their fault.  

 

This comment reflects Spivak’s call to acknowledging complicity and Andreotti’s (2007) 

related explanation of learning about not only human rights, but also “human wrongs.”  

Another community organization representative commented about the U.S. role in 

the history of Nicaragua, specifically the Contra war, and the importance that Villanova 
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students understand some of that history. Echoing the desire for student volunteers to 

learn about history, culture, and politics before coming to Waslala, s/he stated,  

I think it would be good if it is not just an experience with a water system or with 

a group of health leaders, but also related with some of the history. It helps to 

understand that it was a war financed by the U.S. and it is hard when people come 

from the U.S. to talk about the past and the role of the U.S…but the U.S. has had 

a fundamental role in the history of this country. 

 

This alludes to Spivak’s call for recognizing complicity in hyper-reflexivity when 

engaging the Other in the developing world. Spivak calls for a responsibility to the other 

not to help, but a responsibility because of our complicity in past relations in history.  

Student transition: “How am I helping right now?” 

Before the trip, the university students describe their motivations for participation 

as: (1) have a new and different experience, (2) help others, and (3) apply what they are 

learning in the classroom. Students commented about “the chance to go somewhere 

[they’d] never been before, experience something that [they’d] never really experienced 

before” and referred to “the international travel part.” Students also described their desire 

to “help others;” however, in numerous comments the students seemed to focus on 

themselves. They said things like “I wanted to do something good, you know, feel good 

about myself” and talked about how “trying to help them out is really rewarding for me.” 

University students expressed a desire to apply what they are learning in the classroom 

and talked about “trying to apply [their] skills and talents and interests to do something 

tangible” and the goal to “use something that I learned in the classroom and [be] able to 

give back in more ways than just my time.”  

While the community organization representatives focus on their desire to help 

teach students which shows they are confident that that they have knowledge to teach 
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students and the university administration/ faculty directly acknowledge the community 

as teachers, before the trip the students do not seem aware that the community has 

knowledge to teach them. The students’ comments indicate ideas about knowledge and 

learning that seem to align with a positivist epistemology where knowledge is constructed 

in the mind and can be scientifically applied. Students indicate a view that they possess 

knowledge and skills that have been developed through coursework in the university and 

can apply that knowledge to “help” those in the community instead of “learn” from the 

experience. In SL and GSL research, there is concern about recognizing local knowledge 

and the community as ‘knowers’ because of the positivist orientation of higher education. 

Before the trip, university students’ comments, related to applying their knowledge and 

skills they had learned in the classroom to “help others.”  

One day during the trip, we had returned from a particularly grueling hike and we 

met our ride back along the roadside. When one of the engineering faculty members 

asked the students how the day went, one student replied, “Today undid me and then 

rebuilt me…It just, tore me down. I didn’t have any strength. I was just like, how am I 

helping right now?” This comment describes learning and knowledge with uncertainly 

through doing and results in students changing their perspective of their role, what they 

know, and what they are able to do.  

Before the trip, students expressed the desire to use their skills and learning to 

help others; however, after the trip they talked extensively about their own learning and 

were stumped when asked what they think the community might have learned from them. 

When I asked the students what they thought the community learned, overall students 

were stumped and even surprised by the question. Several responded with comments like, 
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“it’s hard because I didn’t even think about them learning from us. I don’t know…”, 

“that's a good question,” “I don't know. That's a toughie. What would they learn from 

us?..I don't know…I'm trying to think about it,” and “that's a tough one. I don't know.”  

When they took a few minutes to think about it, most of them concluded that the 

community learned that “we care.” These comments indicate that the university students 

did transition from knowing to not knowing and from helping to learning from the trip 

experience. 

In interviews after the trip, students also specifically commented on their learning 

related to history and seem to move in the direction of acknowledging complicity as 

called for by postcolonial theory. The students specifically referred to learning about 

another perspective about the role of the U.S. in the world. Students commented, 

I think it’s an eye-opening experience for students to finally realize that the U.S. 

isn’t the only country in the world. That we influence other people, that we have 

an effect on other parts of the world that none of us normally see.  

 

Another student referred to the historical context of relations between the U.S. and 

Nicaragua. The student commented, 

I thought [about] what I miss being an American. We only say the Iran-Contra 

part of it, but then actually getting to hear [a Waslalan’s] part, it’s like “wow, 

there’s a whole different side of this”. It was really interesting to be able to hear 

that.  

 

The community participants’ described their educational goal for the university students 

to learn critical global citizenship and transition away from ideas that reflect the 

“modern/ global imaginary” (Andreotti). Even during a one week trip, the university 

students change their ideas about learning and seem to move away from a desire to 

“help” and instead begin to understand this GSL partnership and engagement with Other 

with emphasis on humility, complicity, and history. 
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Engineering education: Learning is applied and in context 

Bacon (2002) examined notions of knowledge and learning specifically related to 

SL through focus groups with community partners and faculty members. She noted that 

faculty members’ ideas aligned more with traditional ideas of knowledge and learning in 

higher education, while community partners expressed ideas that were more 

constructivist. Bacon’s relatively small sample (four community partners, four faculty 

members) and brief data collection period (one afternoon) calls for additional exploration 

of notions of knowledge and learning in SL partnerships.  

Existing research would predict that university stakeholders would express beliefs 

about learning and knowledge that align with the traditional epistemology of higher 

education. In this case; however, both community and university administration and 

faculty shared ideas about learning and knowledge that align more with a constructivist 

epistemology. Interestingly, the university students appear to transition to a more 

constructivist epistemology after their GSL trip experience.   

Interviews with the multiple stakeholders (from community and the university) 

involved in this partnership about engineering education illuminate notions of learning 

and knowledge that mark a departure from the positivist epistemology that has 

traditionally characterized institutions of higher education. Although Bacon (2002) 

reported that faculty and community partners described different ideas about knowledge 

and learning, this study showed that university administrators and faculty hold beliefs 

similar to community partner representatives. 
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Applied engineering: “I couldn’t grasp the concept…until I actually saw it” 

The different stakeholder groups all expressed ideas about the importance of 

learning through practice as opposed to learning being a “cognitive activity that takes 

place in the mind” (Schwandt, 2005, p. 316). University administrators and faculty 

members repeatedly described how the student trips to Waslala provide students with an 

opportunity to apply what they are studying in the classroom. The statements highlight 

ideas about how learning happens highlighting a constructivist epistemology. One faculty 

member commented, 

The outcomes, the technical outcomes, are to learn practical applications. To see 

things in practice, that they design. They don't, surprisingly enough, even know 

what some of these things are that they design. I've had a person ask me, "what is 

this thing?"  It's a rebar. They've studied it, they've designed things using it, but 

they didn't know what it was. What is this, what are we doing, well we're bending 

rebar, so what's rebar. They've seen it in books, but they don't really understand. 

 

Another university administrator/ faculty member specifically drew attention to the 

difference between experiential learning versus learning from a book. S/he commented,  

It’s very different designing a system that’s going to go through the jungle and up 

and down these mountains and so on versus something they see in the back of a 

book or a diagram or something like that. 

 

Community organization representatives echoed the university participants’ comments 

related to providing an opportunity for students to apply or practice engineering. These 

comments also showed a belief that learning happens through doing. One community 

organization representative stated, 

I think that for [the students] it also provides an experience, to do their first 

project and the teacher evaluates and can see their abilities and it provides an 

opportunity to really practice this work. 

 

Again, similar to the university administrators/ faculty members, community organization 

representatives drew specific comparisons between theory and practice. One organization 
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representative stated, “it is really important that [the students] learn the practical…theory 

alone isn’t worth anything.”  

 Not only did community organization representatives share ideas about the 

importance of learning through doing, but community residents focused on this as well. 

When I asked community residents if they thought that the students learned also, they 

were quick to respond in the affirmative. Their subsequent comments also directly 

referenced the difference between theory and practice such as, “you can study, but you 

also need to learn how to actually do things.”  

The students affirmed the university’s goals related to applied engineering and 

how they learned and improved their understanding through practice or application. One 

student commented,  

I couldn't grasp the concept of the stream crossings until I actually saw it. When 

we talked about it in the meetings, I was kind of like, I kind of get it.  But, 

actually seeing it being done, seeing how they're making it happen, I definitely 

learned some stuff from that, how they're implementing that was interesting.  I 

didn't know how actually difficult it was to actually make these and how long it 

actually took. 

 

Again, students specifically weighed the value of theory and practice in how they learn. 

One student commented,  

In the classroom it’s all theory and you’re using your equations and everything 

else, but you don’t necessarily get to see it in a practical application. If this fails, 

it’s a problem for a lot of people or, if it works, you’re doing something good. So, 

it’s really cool to see what you’ve learned put into something where there are 

actual results for people. 

 

In this case, comments from university administration and faculty, community 

organization representatives and residents, and students all demonstrated notions of 

learning through practice or application.  
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Development of professional skills: “I’ve got to find a way to a solution” 

 In addition to discussing the development of technical skills, the university 

administration and faculty and community organization representatives described ways 

that the students’ experiences in Waslala encourage the development of professional 

skills such as problem solving. The comments also move away from a positivist 

epistemology in that they acknowledge the presence of “uncertainty” and “ambiguity” 

and focus on a notion of knowledge as related to “wise judgment” (Schwandt, 2005, p. 

321).  The Dean of the College of Engineering told a story about how students learn to 

problem solve.  

[The student] had a whole bag of parts and two filers…and we sent him and 

another [student]… to the institute to go install it while went up the mountain. 

And, of course, [the student] doesn't know any Spanish and didn't have all the 

right parts and by the time we got back off the mountain, he had been into town, 

figured out where all the stores were and negotiated for all the parts and paid for 

them and come back and worked with all the people at the institute who didn't 

know English either, got it all installed and was training them on it when we came 

off the mountain. To me that's a problem solving experience that engineers are 

able to do it say okay, so I don't have all the information I need, I don't have all 

the sources I need, so somehow I've got to find my way to a solution.  

 

The community participants also described how the trips provide the opportunity for 

students to develop professional skills. One community organization representative 

commented about improvising and the importance of practice. His response highlighted 

his goals for student learning, 

Just kind of see the need to improvise sometimes, to see that a lot of times you do 

the really cool designs and stuff, but that your designs don’t always work out. At 

the end of the day you have to shift stuff around in the field. I think it’s a good 

experience… kind of intersecting the theoretical and the practical in a different 

kind of context. 

 

Students’ responses affirmed that they did learn professional skills and developed those 

skills through the presence of uncertainty. One student commented, 
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At the time, I was like, "Why did no one warn me of this?" but now I'm like, "It 

was cool to not know." I'm not going to be able to go into a job and know every 

day what's going to happen… you can't prepare for that stuff. 

 

The students do report learning the desired learning outcomes related to technical and 

professional skills that were described by the university administration/ faculty and the 

community participants. Comments from the university and community stakeholders 

about how students learn technical and professional skills highlight the important of 

learning through practice and the presence of uncertainty (Schwandt, 2005). This 

departure from the positivist epistemology even among university administrator and 

faculty members might indicate a shift in notions of learning and knowledge within 

institutions of higher education.  
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CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSION 

Introduction 

In this study, I sought to increase understanding of GSL partnerships by analyzing 

them as North-South engagements. The insights gained from this deeper understanding of 

GSL partnerships raises questions about ethical engagement with and representation of 

the Other. Informed by post-colonial theory which draws attention to history, context, 

and power, I explored both the possibilities and challenges for ethical engagements and 

representations of the Other in North-South relations. This theoretical orientation 

illuminates tough questions about why it seems so natural for university students from the 

U.S. to “help” in international communities. This understanding raises questions about 

the ways we, as GSL researchers and practitioners, see and interpret international 

engagements between us/them, North/ South, developed/ developing, those who serve/ 

those who receive service, those who teach/ those who need to be taught, those who give/ 

those who need – all false binaries that are often clearly evident in university GSL 

marketing materials.   

The pressures and incentives to market these experiences to students are not 

surprising when “voluntourism” represents more than a two billion dollar industry each 

year (Hartman, Paris, & Blache-Cohen, 2014). These international immersive “service” 

experiences will happen and students will seek them out and sign up; however, I propose 

that universities are uniquely positioned to shape the reality provided by these 

experiences instead of respond to the reality as it exists at present(Andreotti uses in 

reference to educators – I use here in reference to higher education). Technology and the 

internet present a new challenge to HE since any organization or actor can now capture 
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the attention of the young person, the student, or the volunteer. Universities can either 

succumb to the pressures and adopt the marketing techniques and profit goals of these 

alternative programs or they can chose to “step up their game” (Andreotti) and honestly 

address the gap between the common narrative of SL/GSL and the realities for host 

communities. I hope they chose the latter and, when they do, I will be excited to be a part 

of the process. 

In describing critical global citizenship education in this study, the community 

participants call for humility; however, this educational goal seems to work directly in 

opposition to the common narrative of SL/ GSL in which U.S. university students “help” 

or “teach” the Other in a developing/ Third World country. Unfortunately, this narrative 

or the “colonial global imaginary” is often perpetuated by universities’ marketing 

messages to students and parents and, often, by administration/ faculty as well. If we 

want our GSL partnerships to be community-driven in order to pursue sustainable 

community development outcomes and impacts (Hartman, Paris, & Blache-Cohen, 2014) 

and our community partners are calling for humility and the reversal of the common 

narrative of “helping,” then we as universities, as both individuals and institutions, need 

to acknowledge complicity, unlearn privilege and learn to learn from below (Kapoor, 

2004). As university administrators/ faculty, we must first (hopefully), but at least 

concurrently engage in these types of learning in order to pursue ethical international 

engagements and to enter these engagements with the humility called for by our 

community partners.  

If the facilitators of the GSL programs and partnerships and the institutions for 

which they work hold onto the image of themselves as the “helpers,” “teachers,” 
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“developed,” or “problem solvers,” then it is not surprising that our university students 

enter these experiences with ideas reflecting a new colonialism. They do not enter and 

approach the experience as learners. But, that is not their fault. Too often, they have been 

sold the idea of the “single story” and their responsibility to “help” and “save” the Other. 

This study, by intentionally privileging the perspectives of community participants, seeks 

to shed light on the multiple stories in this GSL partnership, other community-university 

partnerships, and international development.  

Given the tormented history of development projects around the globe (Carr, 

2011; Easterly) and the fact that GSL and engineering-for-development often engages 

students in development interventions (Crabtree, 2008), it is critically important to 

explore the impact of GSL projects and partnerships not only on student learning, which 

has received ample attention, but also on the international host communities. Although 

there is increasing research on student outcomes of participation in SL, there is a lack of 

research focusing on the outcomes related to the community where the service takes 

place (Cruz & Giles, 2000; Crabtree, 2008). Research focused on the impact on 

communities should include the wide range of perspectives that compose the community- 

participants, organization leaders, residents, and others (Cuban & Anderson, 2007).  

This study responds to this need by exploring the community participants’ 

perspectives in Waslala, Nicaragua about the projects and partnership with Villanova 

University’s CoE. As discussed earlier, the “community” of Waslala is not homogenous. 

This study explores the multiplicity of perspectives and voices within this community and 

I acknowledge the impartial sample of the “community.” From these multiple community 

perspectives, I draw out themes, but these themes cannot pretend to represent THE one 
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truth or perspective of Waslala, Nicaragua. Instead, I hope these perspectives enable 

additional voices previously absent to enter the conversation, challenge assumptions, 

enrich the dialogue, and improve partnership planning in this specific partnership. By 

exploring these themes, I argue that all of us engaged in GSL partnerships need to 

interrupt the false binaries of us/them and work to re-conceptualize the way that 

university stakeholders approach GSL partnership in order to reach the potential of GSL 

to work towards sustainable community development and mutual learning. 

The following sections explore the findings for the two research questions from 

this study and pose associated questions for consideration for those engaged in GSL 

program planning and decision-making, research, and engineering-for-development/ 

engineering GSL. Although I believe that these questions are helpful for all stakeholder 

groups involved in GSL partnerships, I intentionally target university stakeholders and 

specifically those in engineering GSL as my audience in this chapter. Because of my 

complicated positionality - a community organization representative and now also a 

university researcher- I have a unique opportunity (and responsibility) to privilege those 

voices that are often absent, potentially misinterpreted, or silenced in university GSL 

planning, decision-making, and research.  

Although my data collection and analysis incorporate perspectives from 

university and community participants, my positionality and theoretical frameworks, led 

me to research questions that specifically highlighted the perspectives of community 

participants. I hope that the findings and the questions that I pose in this section can 

instigate reflection and conversations for all stakeholder groups and contribute to 
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improved GSL program planning/ decision-making, sustainable engineering-for-

development work, and socially just GSL partnerships. 

Roadmap of chapter 

I review the findings related to both of my research questions. The first research 

question focused on service: From the community participants’ perspectives, what are the 

outcomes of the projects and partnership with the CoE? The second research question 

focused on learning: From the community participants’ perspectives, what are the 

educational goals for the university students? First, I synthesize the findings and present 

implications for practice by posing specific questions for consideration and 

recommendations. Second, I describe how the community participant perspectives 

highlighted the importance of post-colonial theory in framing ethical engagement with 

the Other and the utility of both Fraser’s theory of social justice, and Andreotti’s notion 

of critical global citizenship education to inform GSL partnership planning and decision-

making. Next, I delve into the participatory orientation of the study - synthesizing 

findings and transparently sharing some of my own lessons learned and missteps. I utilize 

this discussion to present implications for methods and again specify questions for 

consideration and recommendations. Last, I identify several future directions for research 

exploring this GSL partnership and others with the CoE and community-university 

partnerships more broadly.  

Implications: Practice 

 

Research question 1: What counts as outcomes? 

Like SL and GSL generally, there is limited research on the actual as opposed to 

assumed or intended benefits to the communities in international engineering service 
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projects (Budny & Gradoville, 2011).  After decades and substantial investment of 

resources in engineering development projects abroad, there is still a gap between 

invested resources and “successful, sustained outcomes” (Nieusma & Riley, 2010, p. 

33). What in this context, then, constitutes success?  And how is it defined?   

The focus on technology in engineering all too often leads to a narrow definition 

of outcomes that only includes functional sustainability of projects. George & Shams 

(2007) define a successful engineering service-learning project as “desirable and 

sustainable for the partner community” (p. 65) and argue for the inclusion of the 

perspectives of the community recipients in assessment efforts. They propose questions 

that must be addressed related to whether the customers’ needs have been met and 

whether the project is sustainable and maintainable by the customer (pp. 67-68). The only 

way to better understand the community’s needs and satisfaction and whether the project 

is sustainable is to incorporate the community’s perspectives in all phases of planning 

and assessment and continue to do so over time in a long-term relationship. 

Nieusma & Riley (2010) call attention to risks present in engineering-for-

development projects that can serve not only as a cautionary tale, but also as a framework 

to question and improve our own work. Nieusma & Riley (2010) argue that engineering-

for-development projects often focus too heavily on technology at the expense of other 

important considerations related to power relations, economic policies, and context. They 

draw attention to non-technical dimensions of projects that are crucial to successful, 

sustainable projects. To understand context, they argue, requires “investing both time in a 

community and a systematic effort to learn about it” (p. 48), an argument that echoes 
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post-colonial theory, hyper-reflexivity, and the associated cautions about ethical 

engagement with the Other.  

The findings in this study align with those of Nieusma and Riley (2010) – the 

community participants described outcomes much more broadly than the university 

participants. In addition to tangible project outcomes such as improved access to health 

care, water and electricity, the community participants also described confianza, a sense 

of community pride, and consciencia as positive community outcomes. It is important to 

ask the community partners – both organization representatives and residents – about 

their desired outcomes beyond the project and then acknowledge these additional 

outcomes as priorities that are reflected in program planning and evaluation. Further, 

involving the community in evaluating the project and the partnership is imperative for 

comprehensive understanding of both the tangible and intangible outcomes. If the 

community participants’ perspectives about outcomes argue for a broader 

conceptualization of what counts as outcomes, how can (or should) this shape GSL 

partnership planning? 

Question #1: If community participants identify confianza, sense of pride, and 

consciencia as perceived community outcomes from this GSL partnership with the CoE, 

are these outcomes prioritized, or even considered, in program planning and decision-

making? 

University stakeholders note challenges related to limited resources, bandwidth, 

and time in GSL partnerships – concerns that emphasize the importance of directing 

limited resources and time in the direction of the most potential impact. Community 

participants (including residents) commented about the importance of face-to-face 
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interaction and physical presence to create confianza and a sense of pride in rural 

villages; however, there are examples of programming decisions that illustrate a different 

focus by university stakeholders. For example, some programs send bigger student 

groups or spend less time in rural villages – decisions might result from pressures 

experienced by university actors to internationalize their university programs (Green & 

Johnson, 2014).  

Recommendation #1: Use the limited time (one week) in one rural village or in 

homestays to intentionally create increased opportunities for face-to-face interaction 

between university students and community residents instead of rushing to visit more 

villages in efforts. 

Interestingly, community and university participants in this study identified 

“time” as an important characteristic of a desirable GSL partnership; however, time had 

very different meanings to the stakeholder groups. The university participants described 

“time” as doing while community participants described “time” as being. One 

community organization representative called for time to “sit together and talk a lot” 

while one university participant called for time in order to “get this job done, get going.” 

This shift from using time to do to using time to be may feel uncomfortable to university 

participants, especially with institutional pressures to produce for coursework or research; 

however, spending time differently is an important first step to demonstrate a response to 

and prioritization of community participant desires.  

Question #2: If a positive community outcome from community-univeristy GSL 

partnerships is the creation of transnational networks for advocacy, are we, as university 
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partners, willing to step up? When a topic or issue arises for our international community 

partners that requires advocacy, will we act?  

This community outcome has the potential to be positive and powerful if the 

answer is “yes” and tragic if the answer is “no”. If our community partners are in a 

difficult situation and reach out to us, their partners of many years, to support their efforts 

to advocate and they are met with silence or a response such as “I can’t because…”, this 

negative feeling has the potential to undermine the creation of consciencia, one of the 

potential positive outcomes identified by community participants.  

Recommendation #2: Pull on university resources related to advocacy – faculty or 

departments that focus on or conduct workshops or courses that engage in activities on 

lobbying or political advocacy. Either secure these faculty/ staff to teach associated 

coursework or shape and conduct pre- and post- trip preparation/ reflection or to support 

and train GSL faculty and facilitators. 

Research question 2: Educational goals 

Motivated by student learning, the community participants and university 

administrators/ faculty describe their educational goals for students in this partnership: 

(1) global citizenship education and (2) engineering education. The community 

participants want to serve as co-educators of the students and the university 

administration/ faculty acknowledge the community participants as co-educators of their 

students; however, before the trip the university students describe motivations that reflect 

the “modern/ colonial global imaginary” (Stein & Andreotti, 2015) where privileged 

individuals from the North have a responsibility for “helping” the poor.  
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Community participants articulated their ideas about global citizenship education 

as a desired transition in students – a move beyond notions of soft global citizenship in 

the direction of critical global citizenship (Andreotti, 2006). Reflecting ideas from 

postcolonial theory, their educational goals in this GSL partnership call for a move away 

from charity, helping, or a responsibility for the Other and instead propose a 

responsibility to the Other because of our past relations in history (Spivak, 1988). The 

community participants’ perspectives on what they want to teach the students related to 

critical global citizenship (Andreotti, 2006) with emphasis on complicity and humility 

that reflect hyper-reflexivity.  

Community participants called for students and international volunteers to 

recognize and acknowledge their own complicity in past relations as a means to pursue 

ethical engagement. The most important considerations in selecting volunteers to visit 

Waslala, according to one community organization representative, are “that they have 

historical, socio-cultural, economic and political knowledge about Waslala and 

Nicaragua.” This knowledge is considered more important than any technical skills or 

knowledge related to the work or projects.  

Question #3: If community participants are motivated to engage in this GSL partnership 

because they want to serve as co-educators of the university students, in what specific 

ways are community participants involved in determining educational goals for the 

students in coursework, pre- and post-trip preparation/ reflection, and assessment of 

learning goals? How are community participants positioned (or not) as co-educators in 

GSL programs? 
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Recommendation #3: Recognizing the limited ways that relatively inexperienced 

engineering students can contribute to development projects, we might want to consider 

“development training camps” (Nieusma & Riley, 2010, p. 54) or programs where 

students “act as apprentices to community members” (Riley & Bloomgarden, 2006, p. 

57). These ideas formally recognize the knowledge that the community partners and 

residents have and encourage a two-way transfer of expertise.  

Question #4: Are the faculty of the departments/ disciplines that facilitate these GSL 

programs prepared themselves to pursue critical global citizenship educational goals for 

students? 

In comments about critical global citizenship education, the community 

perspectives focus on the importance of understanding the history, politics and culture of 

Nicaragua and Waslala as the key qualification of engineering volunteers as opposed to 

any technical qualifications. Interestingly, this finding reflects the idea that the students’ 

contributions to technical development outcomes may be negligible, or at the very least, 

are not the focus of the community participants. The community participants do not focus 

on the technical qualifications of the student volunteers because they may depend on the 

students or university presence for development projects – instead they want to educate 

the university students. This idea echoes ideas of post-colonial theory with cautions about 

ahistorical work and a move away from technocratic solutions to the world’s problems 

and draws attention to the importance of program facilitators’ background in the history, 

culture, and politics of Nicaragua and Waslala.  

Recommendation #4: The silo effect (Thorp & Goldstein, 2010) is still present in higher 

education and often results in GSL partnerships that are housed in one discipline, 
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department, or college. In this case, the partnership is with the CoE despite community 

participants calling for attention to history, culture, and politics. It is important to pursue 

ways to build interdisciplinary work in our institutions in order to increase focus on 

history, culture, and politics in GSL partnerships and incorporate these areas into pre- and 

post- trip planning and reflection and associated coursework. Seek ways to incorporate 

community partners and faculty from other disciplines (i.e. economics, history, 

sociology, language departments) into GSL partnership planning, coursework, and pre- 

and post- trip preparation and reflection. 

Implications: Theory 

For the purpose of this study, I focused on the community participants’ 

perspectives and demonstrate the importance of post-colonial theory to pursue ethical 

North-South engagements related to student trips, community-university partnerships, 

and research on GSL partnerships. In addition, the community participant perspectives 

highlighted the utility of both Fraser’s framework of social justice and Andreotti’s notion 

of critical global citizenship education as frameworks to better understand, evaluate, and 

inform GSL partnerships. 

Since universities engaged in GSL partnerships most frequently partner with 

communities in the developing or “Third World,” issues related to ethical engagement 

with and representation of the Other are critical. GSL, situated within North-South 

engagements, reflects many of the same patterns critiqued by post-colonial theory. Too 

often, in GSL (especially involving research) the assumption is that expert knowledge – 

“teaching” – flows from North to South/ university to community and raw data for 

research “to help” flows from the South to the North/ community to university. Pulling 
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on post-colonial theory works to flip this tendency and provide specific tools (i.e. hyper-

reflexivity) in order to pursue ethical engagement.  

Fraser’s framework serves as a useful guide for stakeholders to consider 

redistribution, recognition, and representation altogether as a pathway to pursue 

participation of all stakeholders as well as partnerships that contribute to social justice 

goals. From the community participants’ perspectives, efforts to address redistribution 

alone without concurrent consideration of recognition and representation fall short of 

social justice goals. The framework also enables the identification of missing or weak 

areas in a partnership. For example, is redistribution occurring without intentionally 

utilizing it as a method to encourage participation, and is there concurrent attention to 

recognition and representation alongside redistribution? The all-subjected principle also 

serves as a guide to plan research on GSL that intentionally incorporates many voices and 

perspectives in all phases of the research process. This framework is useful to explore 

other GSL partnerships and identify areas of strength and weakness and ways to shape 

planning and decision-making in order to pursue socially just GSL partnerships.  

Andreotti (2006) provides a useful framework – critical global citizenship 

education - that differentiates between notions of soft global citizenship and critical 

global citizenship education. The community participants’ described their educational 

goal for the university students to learn critical global citizenship and transition away 

from ideas that reflect the “modern/ global imaginary” (Andreotti). Community 

participant perspectives describe a desired shift in students from “knowing” to “not 

knowing”, from helping/ teaching to learning, from responsibility for the Other to 

responsibility to the Other (Spivak, 1988). Even during a one week trip, the university 
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students changed their ideas about learning and seemed to move away from a desire to 

“help” and instead begin to understand this GSL partnership and engagement with Other 

with emphasis on humility, complicity, and history. The community participants’ 

perspectives illuminated the importance of post-colonial theory in informing and shaping 

this partnership and highlight critical global citizenship education (Andreotti, 2006) as a 

useful framework to understand the community participants’ educational goals for 

students, but also as a framework to shape coursework and pre- and post-trip student 

preparation and reflection in future programming. 

Implications: Methods 

This study serves as an example of participatory methods in GSL research. 

Informed by post-colonial theory/ the all-subjected principle (Fraser, 2009) and 

responding to concerns about the ethics of research (representation and relevancy), 

participatory methods flip the traditional research paradigm. There is increasing 

acknowledgement of the importance of “participation” in both SL/ GSL and international 

development; however, there is ambiguity about the term and increasing critique in 

engineering-for-development (Nieusma & Riley, 2010) and in international development 

efforts (Cooke & Kothari, 2001).  These challenges highlight the need to explore specific 

characteristics and approaches to GSL partnerships that encourage genuine participation. 

Question #5: How can we create checkpoints for ourselves, as researchers from the 

North, engaged with communities in the Global South conducting research “on” or 

“with” our partners to remember that each of us only has one perspective, one 

understanding, and together we can co-construct a more complete understanding of the 

situation or question. 
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Recommendation #5: Utilize participatory methods at all stages of the research process. 

Consider ways that participatory action research can be implemented in research on GSL 

partnerships. Seek ways to collaborate with local researchers or partners as co-

researchers.  

My multiple and complicated positionality in this study, was formative in shaping 

its participatory and action orientation. During the formulation of my research proposal, 

continued communication with university faculty/ administrators and non-profit leaders 

in Nicaragua continued to shape and re-shape the research questions, research plan, and 

goals and objectives of this project. I have also intentionally utilized participatory 

methods as another effort to ensure multiple interpretations are present especially as I 

conducted research in a language and culture different than my own.  

The participatory analysis in this study illuminated my desire, as a researcher 

from the North, to categorize outcomes as positive or negative which reflects ideas of the 

Enlightenment and positivist epistemology – a desire to define right or wrong, the 

answer, or the truth. This desire stands in contrast to post-colonial theory and the 

importance of context. My initial research question was focused on positive and negative 

outcomes of the partnership and sought to categorize, to answer, to define in a 

generalizable way. The process of analysis alongside community partners highlighted just 

that – my own way of understanding and interpreting the world was influencing my 

interpretation of the data and findings in this study and this GSL partnership. If we want 

to truly better understand the multiple perspectives in our partnerships – particularly 

between international host communities and universities in the U.S – we must seek ways 

(methods) to intentionally push against this tendency.  
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Question #6: Does lack of participation lead to inaccurate research findings when 

research on GSL partnerships is often carried out in a language and culture that is 

different than that of the researcher? 

During data collection, discussions about past experiences in research with 

community organization representatives identified concerns about accuracy of research 

findings. They recounted numerous examples when they believe that the university left 

with inaccurate information that they would later report in findings. In one example, the 

university representatives actually conducted interviews with a different group of 

community leaders than they intended because they did not communicate effectively with 

the community organization. As the community organization representative described 

this example to me, s/he concluded, “imagine was a distortion of reality there was talking 

about the results when you were talking to the wrong people!” 

The cautionary tales about past experiences with research pointed to the 

importance of a participatory orientation in research working closely with local 

community organizations and ensuring the presence of “cultural mediators.” Another 

example highlighted the difference between a translator who speaks both languages and a 

cultural mediator that understands the context. A community organization representative 

described a situation where university participants went off with one of the translators 

from the university to conduct interviews without communicating with the community 

organization. Later that evening, the community organization representative starting 

asking about the results and concluded, “so, there was a misunderstanding in the 

translation of the question and a misunderstanding in the translation of the answer!”  
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While I conducted data collection for this study in Waslala, one of the community 

organization representatives came to me with a published article s/he had found online 

about her program. S/he asked me what it said about the organization that s/he leads. I 

was shocked at first, but this example helped push my own thinking about how to 

intentionally build in processes to share findings and ensure that all research participants 

could have access to the study in which they had participated. When we (as researchers) 

feel confident that are research participants are unlikely to read our research, it may 

influence how we tell their story. 

Even when this example was etched in my mind, I myself encountered my own 

discomfort when I worked to translate and share research findings from this study with 

community participants in Waslala. After I published my first article from this study 

(Reynolds, 2014), I translated the full article and sent it back to one of the community 

organization participants. The excerpt from my research journal describes how I felt: 

When I hit ‘send’ I realized that a feeling of nervousness hit me. Since my 

dissertation had utilized a participatory orientation, I had shared initial findings 

with [community organization representative name], gone through analysis and 

interpretation of data with him/her, discussed disagreements about interpretations 

during analysis, and even changed some findings based on this co-analysis 

process. Somehow, translating and sending what was a “finished product” felt 

different. As this nervousness sank in, I knew it was my own uneasiness with a 

lack of participation at the dissemination stage of research. (Research journal, 

October 2, 2014) 

 

Despite having heard the cautionary tale referenced above where a community 

organization representative could not read what was published about his/her organization 

and despite my initial reaction of shock upon hearing that story, my research 

dissemination process was not so different! Because of how the research process is 
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structured, it is all too easy to fall into these traps of traditional research unless we 

intentionally build in check points and requirements to work against these tendencies.  

 When I sent that translated version of the article, the community organization 

representative responded with a long reflection – the overall reaction was alignment with 

the findings; however, s/he also added additional analysis about some of the themes. 

From this email exchange, we decided to co-author a chapter about both of our 

perspectives working in the same GSL partnership for ten years (Reynolds & Gasparini, 

2016).  

Recommendation #6: In addition to utilizing participatory research methods, ensure that 

feedback loops or sharing with host community participants are built into the research 

process. In research on GSL partnerships, many times this would require translation of 

research into a language other than English to ensure that research participants have 

access to read the research reports or findings. I would recommend that this question 

should be built into IRB applications when research is conducted with participants who 

speak a language other than English in order to ensure access for all participants.  

Question #7: In order to pursue participation, what level of language should we require 

for team members participating, leading, and researching international engineering 

service programs? 

In engineering research and engineering-for-development projects, there is 

increasing acknowledgement of the importance of relationships, trust, and community 

participation as important for successful, sustainable projects and partnerships. Similar to 

SL and GSL literature more broadly, there are numerous claims with little input or 

substantiation from the community’s perspective. What counts as participation? 
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Statements such as “the trust we have built with the community over the past year and a 

half” (Magoon et al, 2010, p. 62) and “the community gained confidence in EWB” 

(Ogunyoku et al, 2011, p. 30) both show an awareness of the importance of relationships 

and trust; however, the community’s perspective is absent. 

Nieusma & Riley (2010) highlight the problematic ways that engineering-for-

development projects often handle participation. They write, 

Community involvement morphed into a narrow form of market research, where 

students first conducted a community needs survey, then carried out 

brainstorming and idea evaluation without participation from community 

members, and returned with a second community survey to elicit feedback on 

final design concept…community participation was superficial over the entire 

duration of the project [which] calls into question the priorities of the partners in 

determining what (and whose) involvement was essential to the project and what 

(and who) could essentially be left out (p. 39).  

 

For those of us who facilitate international engineering service experiences, it is 

important to interrogate our assumptions about relationships and trust and explore when 

and how real participation happens. Language ability and power imbalances influence 

and complicate communication and participation. Even when using in-country 

translators, Nieusma & Riley (2010) acknowledge challenges to communication. They 

report “some clarity on what was said, but [there was] often disagreement or confusion 

about what was meant” (Nieusma & Riley, 2010, p. 38). Language requirements are still 

often absent in engineering education and often language is not required for participation 

in international engineering service projects. Nieusma & Riley (2010) warn, “when 

language is viewed merely as a logistical concern rather than a critical site of power 

relations, the consequences for process, project, and social justice are likely considerable” 

(p. 53). 
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Recommendation #7: Prioritize language skills in selecting GSL trip facilitators and 

participants. Form interdisciplinary courses and travel groups that are problem-focused 

(i.e. world water crisis) instead of discipline-focused.  

Leverage resources that exist in the university to create trip groups (faculty, 

facilitators, and students) that bring various and multiple skills to the group as a whole. 

For example, in discussing this topic and recommendation with the CoE this past year, 

the Director of VESL, opened up the Waslala trip to students in the CoE and other 

departments in the university. As a result, students joined the group from the College of 

Arts and Sciences (majors in communication, English, and cultural studies), one of whom 

spoke Spanish (Franke, 2015). 

Directions for future research: Next steps in motion 

In addition to posing many questions for consideration in this chapter that 

highlight areas for future research, I am embarking on specific next steps already. When I 

initially discussed research ideas with colleagues in the CoE, the repeated question 

always returned to “measurement” – but, what are you measuring? In addition to 

conversations about the value and rigor of qualitative research methods, this case study 

was exploratory because there is limited research on the community outcomes in GSL 

partnerships or specifically engineering GSL. If I had developed surveys to explore these 

research questions, there are topics and findings that would not have been included in the 

surveys. Now, having conducted this exploratory qualitative case study, the findings can 

inform the creation of surveys about community participant perspectives that can be 

piloted in this engineering GSL partnership.  
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Initially my colleagues in the CoE encouraged me to think about this study as the 

first step with the goal to subsequently develop surveys from the findings to help them to 

better understand the perspectives of their community partners around the world. Because 

the CoE has partnerships in five other countries, the VESL programs lend themselves to 

case study comparisons taking into account the different contexts of these partnerships. It 

would be interesting to conduct similar case studies with the other “communities” with a 

local co-researcher to examine similar and different themes and findings. Also, after 

piloting the surveys in Waslala, the second version of the survey could be piloted with the 

other VESL partners before utilizing the surveys with other universities and their 

community partners. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

GLOBAL CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION 

 

(Andreotti, 2006) 

 

 Soft Global Citizenship 

Education 

Critical Global Citizenship 

Education 

Problem Poverty, helplessness Inequality, injustice 

Nature of the 

problem 

Lack of ‘development’, 

education, resources, skills, 

culture, technology, etc. 

Complex structures, systems, 

assumptions, power relations and 

attitudes that create and maintain 

exploitation and enforced 

disempowerment and tend to 

eliminate difference. 

Justification 

for positions of 

privilege (in the 

North and in the 

South) 

‘Development’, ‘history’, 

education, harder work, 

better organisation, better use 

of resources, technology. 

Benefit from and control over 

unjust and violent systems and 

structures. 

Basis for caring Common humanity/being 

good/sharing and caring. 

Responsibility FOR the other 

(or to teach the other). 

Justice/complicity in harm. 

Responsibility TOWARDS the 

other (or to learn with the other) - 

accountability. 

Grounds for acting Humanitarian/moral (based 

on normative principles for 

thought and action). 

Political/ethical (based on 

normative principles for 

relationships). 

Understanding of 

interdependence 

We are all equally 

interconnected, we all want 

the same thing, we can all do 

the same thing. 

Asymmetrical globalisation, 

unequal power relations, Northern 

and Southern elites imposing own 

assumptions as universal. 

What needs to 

change 

Structures, institutions and 

individuals that are a barrier 

to development. 

Structures, (belief) systems, 

institutions, assumptions, cultures, 

individuals, relationships. 
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What for So that everyone achieves 

development, harmony, 

tolerance and equality. 

So that injustices are addressed, 

more equal grounds for dialogue 

are created, and people can have 

more autonomy to define their 

own development.  

Role of ‘ordinary’ 

individuals 

 

Some individuals are part of 

the problem, but ordinary 

people are part of the 

solution as they can create 

pressure to change structures. 

We are all part of problem and 

part of the solution. 

What individuals can 

do 

Support campaigns to change 

structures, donate time, 

expertise and resources. 

Analyse own position/context and 

participate in changing structures, 

assumptions, identities, attitudes 

and power relations in their 

contexts. 

How does change 

happen 

From the outside to the 

inside (imposed change). 

From the inside to the outside. 

Basic principle for 

change 

Universalism (non-

negotiable vision of how 

everyone should live what 

everyone should want or 

should be). 

Reflexivity, dialogue, contingency 

and an ethical relation to 

difference (radical alterity). 

Goal of global 

citizenship education 

Empower individuals to act 

(or become active citizens) 

according to what has been 

defined for them as a good 

life or ideal world. 

Empower individuals to reflect 

critically on the legacies and 

processes of their cultures, to 

imagine different futures and to 

take responsibility for  decisions 

and actions. 

Strategies for global 

citizenship education 

Raising awareness of global 

issues and promoting 

campaigns. 

Promoting engagement with 

global issues and perspectives and 

an ethical relationship to 

difference, addressing complexity 

and power relations. 
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Potential benefits of 

global citizenship 

education 

Greater awareness of some 

of the problems, support for 

campaigns, greater 

motivation to help/do 

something, feel good factor. 

Independent/critical thinking and 

more informed, responsible and 

ethical action. 

Potential problems Feeling of self-importance 

and self-righteousness and/or 

cultural supremacy, 

reinforcement of colonial 

assumptions and relations, 

reinforcement of privilege, 

partial alienation, uncritical 

action. 

Guilt, internal conflict and 

paralysis, critical disengagement, 

feeling of helplessness. 
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APPENDIX B 

 

INTERVIEW PROTOCOLS 

 

Community participants 

 

Background 

What is your name? 

Where are you from (Waslala, outside Waslala)? 

Where do you live in Waslala (town, rural village)? 

If rural village, which one? 

Who do you live with? 

What do you do for a living? 

How long have you been doing that for a living? 

 

Involvement with organizations 

Are you involved with any of the following organizations? If so, please describe how you 

are involved or what you know about them. 

The parish 

The municipal government 

ADIS (the public health organization) 

The agricultural institute 

The local water organization 

Have you worked with foreign people or organizations here in Waslala? 

If yes:  Which ones? 

Can you describe your experiences working with them? 

Do you still work with them? 

If yes, can you describe how you are working with them now and what they are 

working on in Waslala? 

If not, why?  

 

Involvement with Villanova 

Do you know anything about Villanova? If so, what do you know? 

Can you describe how Villanova has been involved in Waslala? 

Can you describe what projects Villanova has worked on in Waslala? 

Are there similarities and differences between these projects? 

Have these projects been successful? 

In what ways? 

What made them successful? 

What would make them more successful? 

Can you describe the relationship between Villanova and Waslala? 

What is the history of that relationship? 

What would make the relationship better? 

Can you describe the Villanova professors? 

Can you describe the Villanova students? 
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Why do you think the students come to visit? Can you describe the role of the 

students? 

Do you think the students are well prepared?  

Examples  

Recommendations 

 

Perspective of the community 

What does Waslala gain from their involvement with Villanova?  

What would you like to see Waslala gain from their involvement with Villanova? 

What do you think that Villanova gains from their involvement in Waslala? 

What do the students learn while they are here? 

What do you learn from the students? What do the community residents learn from the 

student visits? 

 

Looking forward 

How would you describe a desirable project? 

How would you describe a desirable partnership with a foreign organization? 

Anything else that I should ask you? 

What questions should I ask Villanova faculty and students? 
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Community organization representative interview with community residents 

 

Can you share your name and if you have a specific role in the community? 

How was your experience with the students last week?  

Why? Can you explain or share some stories? 

Why do you think the students come to visit? 

What were the students doing here during their visit? 

 

What do you think the students learn? 

What did you learn from the students? 

Any other comments or ideas about how the students acted or their work? 

 

What are the results of their visit? 

What was the best part of the visit? 

What was the worst part of the visit? 

 

Anything else about the students staying here for the night? 

What do you think of this? Did you feel good? Did you feel bad? Did you like all the 

activity? 

For the future, do you have any recommendations that they can improve? 

Are there things you think we should improve? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
157 

 

 

University participants – Administration, faculty, and staff 

 

Background information 

What is your role in the College of Engineering (COE) [administrator, faculty, staff, 

student]? 

How long have you worked at Villanova? 

In what ways have you be involved in the engineering service-learning program? 

In what ways have you been involved in the CoE’s projects or partnership with Waslala? 

 

Service-learning/ Engineering Service-learning 

Can you describe engineering service-learning at Villanova? 

What are the goals of the engineering service-learning program? 

Can you describe your experiences with engineering service-learning? 

What is working? 

What would you like to improve? 

Where does Villanova CoE work? 

What projects are implemented/ being implemented through each one of these 

partnerships? 

How are these partnerships similar or different from one another? 

How would you describe a desirable partnership in general? 

What are the elements or characteristics of a desirable partnership? 

How would you describe a successful project? 

How would you describe an unsuccessful project? 

How does something get categorized as success or failure? 

Have you had experiences with a partnership or project that didn’t work?  

Why did it not work? 

In ISL projects, what is “completion”- how do you define it?  

 

Waslala 

How would you describe Waslala, Nicaragua? 

What has Villanova CoE done in Waslala? 

Can you describe the relationship between Villanova/ Villanova COE and Waslala? 

What is the history of that relationship? 

How would you describe the role of the CoE in this partnership? 

Can you describe your involvement in Waslala, Nicaragua? 

Have you been to Waslala before? If so, in what capacity? 

What are your impressions of… 

Waslala 

The community-based organizations – WfW, ADIS, Institute, MINSA, etc. 

The projects – water systems, telehealth, nursing, etc. 

The partnership 

Can you describe the past projects and partnership with the CoE and Waslala? 

What do you think the outcomes are of the partnership and projects in Waslala? 

What do you think that the CoE gains from their relationship with Waslala? 

What do you think Waslala gains from their relationship with Villanova? 



 
158 

 

 

Looking forward 

How would you describe a desirable project in Waslala? 

How would you describe a desirable partnership between the CoE and Waslala? 

How is this partnership different or similar to other partnerships that the CoE has abroad? 

What are the challenges in this particular partnership?  

What makes it easy? 

How would you define: partnership, project, service-learning, partner? 

What topics/ questions would you find interesting for me to cover during my time in 

Waslala? 

Do you have any misgivings? 

sAnything else that I should ask you? 
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University participants – Students (post-trip) 

 

Background information 

Name, year, major… 

 

Service-learning/ Engineering Service-learning 

In what ways have you been involved in service and/or service-learning at Villanova? 

Why did you participate in service-learning? 

Can you describe your past experiences with service and/or service-learning? 

Can you describe engineering service-learning at Villanova? 

What are the goals of the engineering service-learning program? 

Why did you get involved specifically in engineering service-learning? 

In what ways have you been involved in engineering service-learning? 

Can you describe your past experiences with engineering service-learning? 

 

Trip 

Why did you want to go on this trip? 

What did you know about Waslala and Water for Waslala before the trip? 

How do you describe the trip to your friends or roommate? 

What did you expect? 

What most surprised you? 

What was the best part? 

What was the worst part? 

What do you wish you would have known beforehand? 

How could you have been better prepared? 

 

Projects & partnership 

What as Villanova CoE done in Waslala? 

How would you describe Waslala, Nicaragua? 

What do you think the community members learn from the VU groups? 

What do you think the students learn from the community members? 

What did you learn about yourself? 

Can you describe the relationship between Villanova/ Villanova COE and Waslala? 

What do you think Waslala gains from their relationship with Villanova? 

What do you think that the COE gains from their relationship with Waslala? 

 

Looking forward 

Do you plan to stay involved in any way?  If so, in what ways? 

What feedback or suggestions do you have about the partnership with Waslala or 

program and trip planning in the future? 

Anything else that I should ask you? 
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APPENDIX C 

 

CODE BOOK 

 

Description – any description of the following categories: participants, research site, 

Villanova SL program, partnership, community partner organizations, projects- water, 

microhydro, telehealth, medical suction device, context- Nicaragua, Waslala, parish 

transition; the description code includes both description of the current situation and the 

history of the projects, partnerships, etc.; this code will compose the majority of the 

descriptive chapter 

 

Terms/ definitions- any reference to how participants would define certain terms such as 

service-learning, sustainability, partnership, etc. 

 

Rationale- discussion or description of why participants called for this study, 

participants’ hopes for the study, the research questions, or certain methods of research 

 

Outcomes – participant responses related to results of either the projects or the 

partnership; these described results might be positive, negative, unintended outcomes, 

desired or actual outcomes, and outcomes for the community, the students, or the 

university 

 

Learning – what did the community learn from the students or the university, what did 

the students learn from the community; learning is an outcome, but this code is more 

specific 

 

Desirable partnership – any description of the characteristics, elements or components 

of a desirable relationship or partnership between a community and a university 

 

Motivation/ goals – what motivates the community, university, or students to participate 

in the program or partnership; the goals of the projects, program, or partnership; the goals 

from the perspective of the university, students, community partner organizations, or 

community members from participation in the partnership 

 

Program factors- description of the program such as reflection, group size, trip 

activities, pre and post trip meetings, trip participant selection process, etc. 

 

Interaction/ Communication- description of any interaction and/ or communication (or 

lack thereof) between university faculty, administrators, students, community partner 

organization representatives, and community residents; how interaction and/ or 

communication did or did not happen; what was deemed as successful interaction and/ or 

communication; what were challenges to interaction and/ or communication 

 

Language -  as sub-set of interaction/ communication code; how did language (English- 

Spanish) influence interaction/ communication between participants; how does it 
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influence the relationship or partnership; and does it influence research or methods in the 

study 

 

Knowledge & power – any reference to different types of knowledge, power, expertise, 

practical knowledge, theoretical knowledge, teaching; discussion of status afforded to 

different types of knowledge; this code also relates to the learning code 

 

International development – Any reference to international development, community-

driven development, sustainability which informs the community based organizations’ or 

the university program’s approach to the project and partnerships 

 

Challenges- Any description or discussion of challenges to the projects, program, or 

partnerships; topics might include: time, academic calendar, risks & safety, logistics, 

language, communication, etc. 

 

Recommendations- Any suggestions for future planning, programming or 

implementation; ideas might come from community residents, community organization 

representatives, university faculty and administration or students 

 

Future research- any reference to ideas or suggestions for additional research projects 

Code book with sub-codes 

 

Description – any description of the following categories: participants, research site, 

Villanova SL program, partnership, community partner organizations, projects- water, 

microhydro, telehealth, medical suction device, context- Nicaragua, Waslala, parish 

transition; comparison with other projects or partnerships; October trip (including student 

accounts of best and worst part); the description code includes both description of the 

current situation and the history of the projects, partnerships, etc.; this code will compose 

the majority of the descriptive chapter 

 

Outline of descriptive chapter 

 

Context – Can only capture a slice in time (will include quotes and description from 

interviews and observations, but also put on other research, articles, etc.) 

Nicaragua- History & current 

Waslala- History & current 

Parish – History and transition 

 

Partnership – Relationship between the Villanova University and the municipality of 

Waslala (description will represent the perspective of the various stakeholders and 

document review) 

History- how did it get started? 

Current- where are we now? 

Community-based organization- ADIS 

Villanova service-learning program- Goals 
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Projects (include quotes from interviews, observation data and document review) 

Telehealth 

Water 

Other- microhydro, nursing, solar panels, business 

 

Villages 

Yaro Central 

Santa Maria Kubali 

El Guabo 

Other – Ocote Kubali, San Juan Yaro 

 

Participants 

University administration – 3  

Dean, Associate Dean, Director of Service for the College of Engineering,  

University faculty - 3 

Faculty member from Electrical, Civil, & Mechanical Engineering 

University students – 12  

9 juniors; 2 seniors; 1 sophomore 

6 Mechanical engineers; 3 Electrical engineers; 2 Chemical engineers; 1 Civil 

engineer 

Only one was bilingual 

2 had been to Waslala before; 10 to Waslala for the first time 

3 had never done service-learning trips before; 2 had done engineering 

international trips before, but not to Waslala;  5 had never done an engineering 

international service trip, but had either done service trips in high school or other 

domestic Villanova trips; 2 had been to Waslala before on an engineering 

international trip 

4 females; 8 males 

 

Community organization representatives – 12  

WfW (Water for Waslala), ADIS (Public health organization), MINSA (Ministry of 

Health), Parish (former partner) 

Community residents – 15  

3 focus villages- El Guabo, Santa Maria Kubali, Yaro 

 

October trip – activities 

 

Research setting and associated challenges  

 

General descriptions 

Influences on methods 

Connections to positionality 

 

Terms/ definitions- any reference to how participants would define certain terms such as 

service-learning, sustainability, partnership, etc. 
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Rationale- discussion or description of why participants called for this study, 

participants’ hopes for the study, the research questions, or certain methods of research; 

includes positionality and ethics 

 

Methods – rationale for participatory, qualitative or exploratory, importance of member 

checks 

Call for study 

Telling the truth – effects of research on what participants can say 

Ethics 

Accuracy – of information and interpretation from research projects; examples of 

misinterpretation 

Recognition 

Border-crossers (mediador) 

Communication 

Recommendations 

Power 

Positionality 

 

Outcomes – participant responses related to results of either the projects or the 

partnership; these described results might be positive, negative, unintended outcomes, 

desired or actual outcomes, and outcomes for the community, the students, or the 

university 

 

Positive outcomes 

Project outcomes   

Access to health care - Saved lives 

Access to clean drinking water 

Associated capacity-building work 

Catalyst for local partners 

Increase residents’ sense of responsibility to the projects in the villages, 

Increase coordination between local actors 

Assist local organizations in community education efforts 

Partnership & student participation outcomes 

Trust 

Sense of pride 

Awareness 

Negative outcomes 

Reaffirming negative stereotypes of US citizens 

Breaking parts of projects 

Community as laboratory 

Associated costs of hosting students (time and other) 

Creating false expectations 
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Learning and teaching – what did the community learn from the students or the 

university, what did the students learn from the community; learning is an outcome, but 

this code is more specific 

 

Community learning 

Community reports learning 

Technical aspects of work 

Capacity-building 

Organization 

About another country or culture 

Role of women in the community 

From the students’ perspective, the community learns 

When I asked this question, overall students were stumped and even surprised by 

the question.  When they took a few minutes to think about it, most of them 

concluded that the community learned that “we” care. 

From the university administration and faculty perspective, the community learns 

 

Student learning 

The University A & F think/ hope the students learn 

Applied engineering 

Development of soft-skills 

Student transformation – student attitudinal change/ personal growth 

Future career plans 

Global awareness 

The community thinks/ hope the students learn 

Practical engineering experience 

Future career plans 

Global awareness 

Context of a developing country 

How to work 

Community needs 

Another style of life 

Nicaraguan culture 

The students report learning 

Engineering learning 

Soft skills 

Future career plans and involvement 

About self 

Global awareness 

 

Desirable partnership – any description of the characteristics, elements or components 

of a desirable relationship or partnership between a community and a university 

 

Community perspective (which is RQ) 

 

Community-driven 
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Work through a local partner 

Reciprocity 

Trust 

Recognition - humility 

Good communication – clear objectives, language  

Decision-making 

Border-crossers/ mediador 

Know the context 

No economic interest 

Capacity-building of the team 

Mutual benefit 

 

University perspective (comparison)? 

 

Motivation/ goals – what motivates the community, university, or students to participate 

in the program or partnership; the goals of the projects, program, or partnership; the goals 

from the perspective of the university, students, community partner organizations, or 

community members from participation in the partnership; Expectations 

 

University motivation – reported by the university 

Mutual benefit 

ABET standards – technical and professional skills 

Improve engineering education by connecting to real world 

 

University motivation – from perspective of the community 

“To help” 

Practical engineering experience 

Academic credit 

Research interests 

Economic interests 

 

Community motivation – reported by the community 

Student transformation 

Educate the students 

Continued support in the future 

Catalyst 

 

 Community motivation – from perspective of the university 

 

Program factors- description of the program such as reflection, group size, trip 

activities, pre and post trip meetings, trip participant selection process, etc.; role of 

students, selection, reflection, preparation, university structure, awareness of WfW (and 

what’s next?) 

 

Reflection 

Group size 
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Trip activities 

Pre and post trip meetings 

Participant selection 

Student preparation 

 

Interaction/ Communication- description of any interaction and/ or communication (or 

lack thereof) between university faculty, administrators, students, community partner 

organization representatives, and community residents; how interaction and/ or 

communication did or did not happen; what was deemed as successful interaction and/ or 

communication; what were challenges to interaction and/ or communication 

 

Language -  as sub-set of interaction/ communication code; how did language (English- 

Spanish) influence interaction/ communication between participants; how does it 

influence the relationship or partnership; and does it influence research or methods in the 

study 

SOFAR  

How to – types of activities, interactions and how to facilitate interactions 

Challenges  re: organization/ logistics  

Interact as equals 

Age & interaction 

Gender & interaction 

Group size & interaction 

Trust/ confianza 

Border-crosser/ mediador 

Power 

Interaction as pre-requisite for – outcomes, desirable partnership, trust 

Compare 

 

Knowledge & power – any reference to different types of knowledge, power, expertise, 

practical knowledge, theoretical knowledge, teaching; discussion of status afforded to 

different types of knowledge; this code also relates to the learning code 

 

Recognition 

Redistribution 

Expertise 

Theory vs. practice (techne vs. phronesis) 

Local knowledge 

Interact as equals 

Border-crossers 

Power 

History 

Teach vs. learn – references anything related to who is doing the teaching vs. who 

is doing the learning 
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International development – Any reference to international development, community-

driven development, sustainability which informs the community based organizations’ or 

the university program’s approach to the project and partnerships 

 

Compare – with EWB, other development agency projects, and between different 

projects in Waslala (telehealth vs. water, etc.); different perspectives from 

different stakeholder groups about the same situation 

Dependency vs. capacity-building 

Failed projects – examples or reasons 

Roles – of different stakeholder groups 

Requirements/ characteristics for sustainability – connects to desirable 

partnership? 

Who drives? – or identifies community needs? 

Decision-making & participation in planning 

Communication – clear objectives 

Local knowledge 

Redistribution vs. recognition 

Relationships/ trust / connection – with residents, other institutions 

 

Border-crossers/ mediadores 

 

Relationships/ trust/ confianza 

 

Examples/ stories 
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APPENDIX D 

 

PARTICIAPTORY ANALYSIS 

 

Positive outcomes of the projects or 

partnership with Villanova (from 

community’s perspective) 

Negative outcomes of the projects or the 

partnership with Villanova (from the 

community’s perspective) 

 

Change stereotypes- “get rid of a little of 

the curiosity that they have about when 

they hear someone talk about that chele or 

that gringo. So they are seeing with their 

own eyes something that they would never 

be able to see otherwise and they can ask 

questions about how it is there, what is life 

like, open up a bit their perspective”.  

 

Influences student career plans- “The 

university has students who continue 

working in this instead of looking for a job 

just to earn money”.  

 

Sense of pride in the community- “The 

people come to visit because they are 

working well, because they are very 

organized with the water maintenance 

committee, because they are working with 

health, because they are working with 

education…and they see the foreigners are 

impressed with what the community has, 

that they think the community is beautiful, 

that they think that what the community 

does is interesting.” 

 

Trust in the projects- “For me, if they do 

not come or if they have ideas about not 

coming…what I think is that they are 

pulling the project out, slowly 

disconnecting, this is my idea, without 

making a lot of noise and when we realize, 

it is already finished.” 

-“This is the only project where the 

people come and it is better. In other 

projects, the funds arrive but no one 

comes. When the people arrive along with 

the funds, it ensures that the funds go 

 

Reaffirm or create stereotypes – lack of 

professionalism–  “immature…they were 

going around how we say ‘flirty’…when 

they have to take an exam and they spent 

their whole time here swimming in the 

river, playing, this is not work.” 

 

Community as laboratory- “With 

international development you have to be 

careful…the communities cannot be the 

laboratory in which they do their 

experiments.” 

 

Costs- time spent in hosting the students- 

“During a visit to the community, the 

people have to spend time caring for the 

group, the students…time that the people 

are not working on their farm or in the 

house of whatever.” 

 

Creates expectations – “The last time, a 

group of business students came and the 

people in the community were very excited 

because they thought they were going to 

give a loan for work or capacity building 

about better farm management…and in the 

end, they did not do anything.” 

 

Break parts of projects- A group of 

students went to the community to look at 

the solar panels…”When we arrived one 

did not work and three did work and when 

we left three did not work and only one 

worked. And now, none work, so what 

happened, something happened.” 
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directly to the project and to the 

community and don’t get lost in the 

municipal government. This happens a 

lot.” 

 

A feeling of commitment in the 

community- “This helps and it is an 

advantage so that the community also feels 

more responsible to care of the water 

systems because those that donate also 

come to put a grain of sand in the work.” 

 

Role of women in the community- “It is 

important because it helps us teach the 

farmers that they also can serve their own 

food so it is not a huge job for the woman 

of the house…this was really good and 

they, themselves [community members] 

said it. Mrs. ___, said “how beautiful that 

they serve themselves the food and wash 

their own plates.” 

 

Capacity building for the CBO staff and 

community members- “One of the 

benefits is the case of capacity-building for 

the community health leaders.” 

 

Increased access to health services- 

“Really this has increased contact between 

the community health workers and the 

ministry of health…it has saved lives.” 

 

Increased motivation to work in the 

communities- “The students are very 

coordinated. They have their studies, but 

they also arrive like equals, working. Here 

if someone has their studies, they don’t 

want to work with the people. And this 

energizes the people, it motivates them to 

work.” 

 

Increased awareness of Waslala- “As a 

result, Waslala is not as isolated…there is 

more awareness of Waslala…The students 

share information about Waslala when 

they return to the U.S.” 
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Learning- of the students, the CBO staff, 

and the members of the community 

See the next page… 

 

 

 

 

What do the students learn from the 

community? (from the community’s 

perspective) 

What does the community learn from 

the students? (from community’s 

perspective) 

How to work- “haul stone, haul sand, 

maybe how to mix cement”. 

 

About another style of life- “Toast coffee, 

bananas, yucca. How to cook food. The 

participated in everything. If they’d have 

stayed longer, they would have learned 

more. They saw how we life. They saw 

country work.” 

 

What the needs of the community are- 

“Because when they come they better 

understand the difficulties and needs that 

we have.” 

 

The reality of the work- “The study their 

major there, but they come here to do the 

reality of the work with those that are 

doing it.” 

 

The context of a developing country- “In 

the sense that they will never forget the 

experience they had, until the last day of 

their life, they are going to remember that 

one day they were in Nicaragua, that they 

were though difficulties, that they walked 

through the puddles, that they stepped in 

the cow shit and that people need someone 

to share with them because they were not 

born in the same circumstances.” 

 

Nicaraguan culture- “For the students to 

learn about Nicaraguan culture…” 

 

A practical engineering experience- “To 

Technical aspects of the work- “we 

receive how to do the technical aspects of 

the work” 

 

Capacity-building- “They learn how to 

maintain the water system” 

-“I am very appreciative because  [faculty 

member] has been my good teachers and 

with him I have learned many things.” 

 

Organization- “We have to see…how can 

we work, how can we organize, and they 

[the students] come and they organize 

better than us. If one of them puts one 

stone, all of them put a stone…If we each 

have one stone and we pass all of them, 

because instead of one watching the other, 

we are all working more.” 

 

About another country or culture- “We 

learn something good from them, maybe 

part of their culture…” 

 

Role of women in the community- “It is 

important because it helps us teach the 

farmers that they also can serve their own 

food so it is not a huge job for the woman 

of the house…this was really good and 

they, themselves [community members] 

said it. Mrs. ___, said “how beautiful that 

they serve themselves the food and wash 

their own plates.” 
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do their first job and the professor will 

evaluate it and see their capacity and then 

that serves as a practical and reality work 

experience.” 

 

 

 

 

Why does the community want to have 

partnership with the university? (from 

community’s perspective” 

What motivates the university and 

students to be involved? (from the 

community’s perspective) 

 

Student transformation- “So many 

students who have come have seen different 

things here. Maybe that makes them reflect 

and creates different thoughts.” 

 

Continued support of Waslala- “Maybe 

so that they [students] develop a strategy to 

be able to help more for the people here 

who really need it.” 

 

The students learn about the needs of the 

communities- ”Because when they come, 

they better understand the difficulties and 

needs that we have and when they return 

the can do more to support.” 

 

To influence the types of jobs the 

students pursue in the future- “I hope 

that the experience results in the students 

following this type of work later in their life 

instead of pursuing other jobs.”  

 

Awareness of Waslala- “The students 

return to the States and do things to 

fundraise, they create awareness of 

Waslala…to raise funds.” 

 

The communities feel more committed- 

“So the people in the communities also 

look at them [students] and feel more 

committed to do and complete the 

requirement asked of them by the project.” 

 

Future financing- “I hope that they have 

  

Student experience/ practical 

experience- “They are engineering 

students and they are studying and they are 

here doing a thesis in our country, doing 

an evaluation of their studies and 

afterwards they sit down with their 

professors and take a test in this and they 

see their qualifications.” 

 

Academic credit- “The majority come 

because they are receiving academic 

credit” 

 

Research interests- “I have not 

understood clearly if they are just studies 

they are doing in order to do a project so 

they support in something in the future or if 

they are just doing academic studies.” 

 

Economic interests- “I think it is 

important that the representatives of the 

university do not have a single economic 

interest in the work” [referring to stipends 

in research grants] 

 

To help- “I think it is good for them in the 

humanitarian aspect…” 
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more willingness to fundraise and work for 

the community because there $20 that they 

earn in one day, here is a lot.” 

 

Help to educate the students- “Also, the 

possibility to give a service to the students 

en their formancion because we believe in 

[education].” 

 

 

 

 

What are the characteristics of a desirable partnership? (from community’s 

perspective) 

 

Communication- “I think the most important things is to have good communication” 

 

Know the context- “I think that to know the municipality, the organizations, those that 

work there and the their needs” 

 

Language 

 

Community-driven- “If the work is born in the community from their needs, those that 

are affected by the work instead of those from outside.” 

 

Decision-making- “I think the most fundamental thing is who is making the decisions- 

someone from the community, someone working “on the ground” or somebody from 

outside.” 

 

No economic interest for the university- “I think it is important that there is no 

economic interest from the people from the university “ [referring to stipends in research 

grants] 

 

Importance of having someone in the middle- “Have someone like Jordan, someone 

who has experience working ‘on the ground’, in a job with leadership in the university.” 

 

Work through a local partner- “Work with a local organization, an organization that 

already has trust with the communities.” 

 

Border-crossers- “You need two things. You need organizations that have trust with the 

communities, but you also need them to understand the needs of the university and the 

students.” 

 

Trust 

 

Clear objectives- “That they have an objective for long-term, short-term, and 
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established roles. So the role of the students, the role of the professors, the role of the 

counterpart, of the community, and this has to be something written.” 

 

Mutual benefit- “We understand what each one wants and how we can help each other 

so that the two together reach our objectives by working towards and shared objective.” 

 

Capacity-building for the team- “We have to build leadership, we have to form our 

team…a project that wants to maintain a relationship of equilibrium has to form also the 

team members.” 

 

Humility- ”Recognize the work that we do.” 
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APPENDIX E 

 

VILLANOVA COLLEGE OF ENGINEERING IN WASLALA 
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Parroquia transition -
partnership moves to 

ADIS; change in-
country director 

1st assessment trip re 
Telehealth - EE, Nursing, VSB; 
Grant submitted & funded; 
start pilot of mobile phones

WfW now 6 
team members 

in Waslala; 
former director 
in grad school 

at VU
Padres v isit 

Philadelphia 
& Villanov a; 

1st VU 
affiliated trip 
to Waslala

Villanova, CoE in Waslala

50 of 92 
Waslalan 

communities 
cov erered; 

Waslalan team 
of 4 + nurse

1st trip of 
friends to 
Waslala

1st CoE 
assessment 

trip to 
Waslala re: 

water 
systems' 

WfW 
officially 

1st WfW 
employee in 
Waslala; 1st 
water system 
completed Engineering 

& nursing 
students v isit -
1st combined 

trip?

WfW hires 2 
more team 
members -
team of 3

WfW hires 1st 
expat in-
country 
director

Parroquia 
transition -

partnership 
mov es to ADIS; 

WfW begins 
plan to grow; 

1st CoE 
graduate intern 

in Waslala - 6 

Continued trips -
EE, nursing, VSB; 
install system; 
continued 

trainings with 
CHLs

New in-
country 
director 
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APPENDIX F 

 

PARTNERSHIP DIAGRAM 

 

 

 

                                                           
i
 https://engineering.purdue.edu/EPICS 

ii
 http://www.ewb-usa.org/ 

iii
 http://www.eswusa.org/ 

iv
 http://www.ewh.org/ 


