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abstract: Service-learning is an important practice in higher education, allowitig institutions to
combine essential campus functions of research and learning with meaningfulrengagement in the
community. As service-learning has made its way into institutional strategic plans, libraries have
sought to support this work by integrating community engagement $xito such library functions as
collection development, instruction, reference work, and events or displays. This article explores the
need to assess the support libraries provide for service-learningyi{roducing the “Self-Assessment
Rubric for Development of Service-Learning Programs irpAcademic Libraries” by Katherine
Kott. The rubric is comprehensive, touching on missiop-arid culture, information access, space,
programming, relationships, and organizational lead&tship, with four tiers for each dimension.
Thoughtful completion of the rubric, with modifications based on one’s institutional context, allows
libraries invested in service-learning pedagogy ¢ identify their strengths, improve their work,
and tell their story to stakeholders and degision makers. Adoption across multiple institutions
would benefit efforts to tell the story of libtaries” impact on service-learning.

eflection is “sometinies described as the hyphen in service-learning; it is the link
that ties student expeérience in the community to academic learning.”” This paper
will hyphenateservice-learning except in cases where an original source does not.

Introduction

The Association of American Colleges & Universities (AAC&U) has identified service-
learning’ sometimes called community-based learning, as a high-impact practice in
higlier education, one thatis especially effective in achieving desired learning outcomes,
as-well as increasing student retention and engagement.? More specifically, Janet Eyler
supplies this definition: “Service learning in higher education is an experiential learn-
ing pedagogy that balances the needs of student and community members involved
[and] links the service and learning through reflective processes.”® Service-learning is
also one element within a broader constellation of community engagement efforts by
institutions of higher education. While semantics may differ from institution to institu-
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tion, community engagement and service-learning are often campus priorities. They
appear in mission statements, strategic plans, course catalogs, marketing messages for
potential students, and other materials. Indeed, more than 450 college and university
presidents and chancellors signed a 2016 pledge with Campus Compact, a national
coalition of colleges and universities committed to community partnerships, renewing
their pledge to the public purposes of higher education.?

Aslibrarians assert academic libraries’ value for student learning and other campus
impact measures, library backing of community engagement, while not widely institu-
tionalized, is a natural fit. Campus libraries exist to support the university curriculum
and the research conducted by their constituents, including community-based learning
research projects and undergraduate research within and beyond the classroom. Higher
education professionals, however, may have gaps in their understanding of the library’s
role in high-impact practices, such as community engagement. Adam Murray@rd Ashley
Ireland surveyed provosts and chief academic officers nationwide aboyit their percep-
tions of the library’s part in institutional initiatives; respondents ranked sérvice-learning
and internships last in terms of library contributions to high-impact practices.® There
is a clear need for tools to assess and communicate the work fibrarians do to support
service-learning, especially to audiences outside the library:

In response to the national conversation about the impact of higher education, the
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACREY<tonvened an initiative to help
its member libraries demonstrate their value and gupport for the missions of their par-
ent institutions.® Promoting civic and community engagement is not only a natural fit
with many institutional

Promoting civic and community<rigagement

missions but also an
outgrowth of librari-

is not only a natural fit with piany institutional ~ anship’s core values,
missions but also an outgréwth of librarianship’s Which include democ-

racy, the public good,

. ) 1 .
core values, which include democracy, the public .4 social responsi-
good, and social responsibility. bility.” Libraries have

been called “hubs of de-

liberative democracy,”
providing programming in physical and virtual spaces for dialogue and helping students
“learn homto identify, evaluate, and utilize information essential for the critical thinking
necessary to make choices essential to a self-governing society.”® Librarians supporting
community engagement and service-learning are “furthering the civic mission of librar-
ies, thereby upholding the values of the profession while fulfilling their obligation to
the university community.”’

Whether campus- or library-initiated, community engagement and service-learning
efforts need to be evaluated. While there has been significant research into assessment of
service-learning, which includes the creation of a rubric to measure the institutionaliza-
tion of service-learning campus-wide by Andrew Furco,! there is no published study
on the institutionalization of service-learning within libraries. To date, the evidence
demonstrating the academic library’s role in supporting service-learning is primarily
anecdotal, which will be explored further in the “Literature Review” section. As academic
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library staff and faculty began to think more programmatically about the integration of
service-learning, Katherine Kott, an organizational development consultant, created and
developed the “Self-Assessment Rubric for Development of Service Learning Programs in
Academic Libraries.” This document provides a useful framework for academic libraries
to use in building and assessing service-learning programs (see Appendix A). Conduct-
ing a self-assessment using Kott’s rubric is a means to evaluate a library’s performance
in supporting service-learning experiences, providing a measurement that speaks to
the library’s contribution to institutional missions, including community engagement.

This article shares a method for assessing library involvement in service-learning
Specifically, it addresses how Kott’s rubric could help librarians evaluate the status.ot
their libraries, in terms of both practical elements and also broader value. It describes
Kott’s process of creating the rubric, grounds it in relevant multidisciplinary {iierature,
and shares the authors’ insights about completing it. Additionally, the autfiors suggest
improvements to the rubric and consider future directions for the instittitionalization
of service-learning and community engagement programs in acadesiic libraries. The
authors hope that the pilot implementations of Kott’s rubric, as presented here, will
encourage other libraries to implement and perhaps modify:the rubric for their own
purposes.

Background and Rubric Pevelopment

Kott, who holds an MA and PhD in human*and organizational systems, began the
work to create the rubric as she researched.the status of service-learning programs in
academic libraries."! Her findings shoywed that “while academic libraries were begin-
ning to think about programmatic afiproaches to service-learning, there were not yet
tools for assessing service-learning programs in academic libraries.”*? She decided that
a rubric would assist libraries to build and evaluate a service-learning program within
their institutional context. Mhile drafting the self-assessment tool for service-learning
programs in academic libraries, Kott referred to two existing program-level rubrics, one
institutional and one departmental, by Andrew Furco® and Kevin Kecskes,' respectively.
She presented theutibric to librarians at Libraries and the Public Purposes of Higher
Education (seeh§tps: / / digitalcommons.Imu.edu/libraries-and-service-learning /2016 /),
an embeddédeyinstitute held in conjunction with the 2016 Campus Compact Conference.

At tlie nstitute, librarians worked in small groups to review the developmental
stage€in the draft rubric. Participants contributed additional components and assess-
mentmeasures for four of the six dimensions: mission and culture, relationships with
external stakeholders for service-learning, programmatic support to information literacy
and service-learning, and organizational and leadership support.’® Within each dimen-
sion, Kott identified four stages: build awareness, build critical mass, build quality, and
institutionalize. Librarians at the institute suggested replacing stages with tiers, which
were more consistent with an instructional approach. Kott combined this feedback with
the broader literature on academic libraries and service-learning to complete the current
version of the rubric.
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Literature Review

To situate Kott’s rubric, this literature review provides an overview in which service-
learning and academic libraries intersect, providing context about the programs the rubric
is meant to evaluate. Kott's work is grounded within other program-level rubrics and
within service-learning and academic libraries programs separately. For the purposes
of this literature review, program-level is defined as institutional (university-wide) or
departmental (library-wide).

Academic Libraries and Service-Learning

A dedicated group of academic librarians who have supported service-learning courses
have contributed their experiences to the professional conversation. Best documéited in
the literature are case studies of information literacy (IL) instruction in servi¢g-iearning
courses. These range from instruction sessions'® to embedded librarianship in service-
learning courses at the request of a faculty partner.'” Additionally, a few ¢ase studies have
described incorporating service-learning pedagogy in credit-bearingIL courses.” This
work has gained enough traction that the 2019 ACRL Environ¥iental Scan, a biannual
summary of key themes in libraries and higher education, specifically noted service-
learning as an IL instruction method with which librarians-are “experimenting.”"

How does library support for service-learning ¢o@tses differ from that for other
courses? One primary distinction is that faculty, sitidents, and their community part-
ners may need to find and integrate nonacadetpic resources with scholarly informa-
tion, thereby requiring higher-level information literacy skills and so unique library
instruction. As described by librarian resgarcher Megan Stark, “Rather than performing
a keyword search in a known databage@nvironment, students will need to brainstorm
the types of information they might(be looking for and think broadly about who might
produce the information, where\it might be held, how they might formulate a request
for the information and whetlier the information is available to the public.”?

Beyond library instruction, other opportunities exist for academic libraries to sup-
port service-learning cotuises. One such example comes from Anne Marie Gruber, Angela
Pratesi, and AngelatWaseskuk, who supported a service-learning art course through
information literaéy instruction and provided access to the final course projects via the
campus onlint’repository.! Well before then, William Miller and Marilyn Billings high-
lighted the\creation of a community engagement section within the digital repository
of the University of Massachusetts Amherst,? intended to provide a more complete
recerd of campus community engagement efforts. Miller and Billings concluded, “Digital
repositories have the potential to make complex information about engagement with
community partners more visible, more valued, and more thoroughly understood.”*

Efforts to support service-learning among librarians are not yet widespread. In a
national survey to gauge librarians’ civic-mindedness and interest in and experience with
service-learning, roughly one-quarter (28 percent) of respondents indicated they had
somehow been involved with service-learning courses; less than one-fifth (18 percent)
had no previous experience with service-learning but expressed interest in supporting
such courses. A significant number of respondents (46 percent) reported they had no
experience with or interest in service-learning. When prompted for their reasons, many



Jennifer E. Nutefall, Maureen Barry, Anne Marie Gruber, and Olivia Ivey 13

(67 percent) said they had never been asked, others (44 percent) cited time constraints, and
still others (20 percent) admitted they had never thought about supporting service-learn-
ing.* Sharing the Kott rubric
in the library literature has

the potential to raise aware-
ness about service-learning percent) reported they had no experience
among a wider audience of yyjth or interest in service-learning.
academic librarians. For those

with service-learning expe-

rience, Kott’s rubric provides a framework for considering and implementing more
comprehensive models for supporting service-learning and evaluating such_efforts.
Additionally, the self-evaluation tool helps libraries to align their intent and jiractice in

A significant number of respondents (46

service-learning support and engagement.

Overview of Program-Level Rubrics

The growing use of rubrics for evaluating programs is mainiy concentrated in the
education and health fields.” As such, literature about prograin-level rubrics in higher
education provides relevant grounding for Kott’s rubrie. (Zhis section explores existing
scholarship, most of which comes from a broader higher education perspective but is
reinforced in the service-learning and academic libpary literature. In doing so, the section
explains the purposes and characteristics of program-level rubrics in higher education,
along with the benefits and drawbacks assogiated with using them. These factors (pur-
poses, characteristics, benefits, and drawba¢ks) are often the same or similar, whether the
creator’s intent is to evaluate an individiial student’s performance or that of a program.

Put simply, “a rubric often lookslike a table or matrix that describes different levels
of performance.”? The key com@onents are evaluation criteria and performance stan-
dards.” Also essential is “rich-diescriptive language” that specifies for stakeholders what
constitutes quality.® Julian-King, Kate McKegg, Judy Oakden, and Nan Wehipeihana offer
a concise explanation if the purpose of rubrics as evaluation tools: “The very endeavour
and purpose of rulics in evaluation is to assist in the reconciling and integrating of
values and to proyide a warrantable basis for evaluative judgments.”?

The beneftts of using rubrics are substantial. Most notably, many researchers high-
light transparency as a hallmark. Krystin Martens indicates that “systematic evaluative
judgmerits” can be made “based on reasoning that is transparent and explicit.”* Pauline
Diclnson and Jeffery Adams describe it well: “Rubrics allow the communication of
specific goals or intentions to key stakeholders so that everyone knows what is expected
and what behaviour or characteristics constitute the different levels of performance.”!
Rubrics are also flexible and adaptable. Program evaluators interviewed by Martens
emphasize the iterative nature of adapting criteria based on previous experiences and
lessons learned.

Researchers acknowledge some challenges associated with rubric use. Among these
are the need for significant time to develop, use, and adapt rubrics;*? training assessors
who must be familiar with and knowledgeable about their use; and the lack of reward
for assessment efforts in institutional promotion and tenure processes or performance
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evaluations.®® Additionally, stakeholder buy-in can be challenging in the beginning, al-
though scholars agree that including stakeholders throughout the development process
leads to a sense of ownership.* Scholars

Scholars present a strong case that ~presentastrong case that transparency and
d flexibilit k flexibility make rubrics useful evaluation
transparency and fiexibility make tools, despite the challenges.
rubrics useful evaluation tOOlS, Guidance on evaluation practices in
the organizational development field em-
phasizes the need for tools that reflect the
values of an organization while engaging
employees in the conversation throughout.* Due to Kott's background in organizational
development, her rubric meets this need, which also aligns with the sense of gwnership
valued by those conducting program evaluation.

despite the challenges.

Program-Level Rubrics in Service-Learning

Program-level rubrics are one of many assessment tools focuséd.on measuring institu-
tionalization of community engagement; others include chécklists, indicators, bench-
marking, and matrices.* A few were used successfully in\assessing service-learning at
the institutional level in higher education.”” Kott condalted Furco’s “Self-Assessment
Rubric for the Institutionalization of Service-Leatning in Higher Education” while
developing her rubric for assessing library serpice-learning programs. Evidence sug-
gests that Furco’s rubric has been successfuliysemployed both in its original form and
in modified versions. While several schaolars documented their use of Furco’s rubric,?®
others indicated that it informed theitf‘efforts to develop a tool better suited to their
institution-specific needs. For exataple, Dianne Thurab-Nkhosi, Sandra Gift, Lynda
Quamina-Aiyejina, and Claudia Harvey adapted a checklist based on the rubric to
analyze the level of institutiendlization at a branch campus,® while Jennifer Amborn,
Yorton Clark, and David Wegley developed a tool specific to faith-based institutions.*
Carol Mitchell, Kirsty Trotter, and Sherril Gelmon used the Furco rubric, among other
tools, as they investigated institutionalization of service-learning at University of Natal,
Pietermaritzburgif/South Africa.”! They credited the Furco rubric for reminding “institu-
tions to evalu&te and measure their progress in areas that are important in the success
of SL progifammes and their institutionalisation,”*? and they acknowledged a few areas
of potential improvement. They observed that the rubric did not account for balancing
seryiceslearning with competing institutional priorities, and it lacked specific mention
of budget or resource constraints, which are certain to impact an institution’s ability to
integrate service-learning. Mitchell, Trotter, and Gelmon also suggested that additional
stages would better accommodate campuses that are in the conceptual phase, or, at the
other end of the spectrum, campuses where service-learning is already well-integrated.

In addition to Furco’s rubric, Kott used “Creating Community-Engaged Depart-
ments: Self-Assessment Rubric for the Institutionalization of Community Engagement
in Academic Departments”* by Kevin Kecskes while developing her tool to assess
service-learning programs in academic libraries. In comparison to Furco’s rubric, the
literature does not reflect widespread use of the Kecskes evaluation tool by academic
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departments. The authors identified one study which proposed the use of an adapted
Kecskes rubric as a tool to support an organizational improvement plan for institutional-
izing community-engaged scholarship at a research university.*

Some scholarship, however, highlights the role academic departments play in
advancing community engagement. In the late 1990s, Campus Compact developed
educational programs called Engaged Department Institutes.®” During the institutes,
participating departments received support for integrating community-based work in
their classrooms, their scholarship, and their requirements of students, and for developing
“a level of unit coherence that will allow them to successfully model civic engagement
and progressive change on the departmental level.”# According to Kecskes, “To méve
higher education community engagement to level 2.0, we must find ways to collectivize
our efforts; one particularly challenging yet promising practice is to move deepey toward
the heart of higher education by engaging one idiosyncratic academic départment at
a time.”* Similarly, Edward Zlotkowski and John Saltmarsh concludsd that service-
learning must become an “integral part of the core work of academig departments” to
“contribute to the renewal of American higher education.”*

One challenge that stands in the way of engaging departrierits is faculty autonomy.
As Richard Battistoni, Gelmon, Saltmarsh, Jon Wergin, and-Zlotkowski put it, “Faculty
culture is highly privatized; as a faculty member, mycigaching, research, and service

are my work.”* In addition, how col-

laborative work is rewarded, or not, in __ hgw collaborative work is reward-

promotion and tenure systems plays a { ti i dt
role in the struggle to achieve engaged €0, 0or not, 1n promotion and tenure

departments.” These challenges, among, - Systems plays a role in the struggle

others, may explain why applicatioas to achieve engaged departments.
of the Kecskes rubric are largely-#bsent

from the literature. Regardless, Kott

found it useful as she developed her own. Although the Kecskes rubric considers a level
of community engagement beyond that of service-learning alone, the department-level
focus provides relevant context for the academic library unit.

Program-Level Rubrics in Academic Libraries

For theirfart, academic librarians also employ rubrics for program evaluation. In fact,
the IrStitute for Museum and Library Sciences funded a multi-institutional research
project from 2010 to 2014 to advance the use of analytic rubrics for assessing informa-
tion literacy at both classroom and program levels.! Megan Oakleaf posited that library
personnel would benefit from using rubrics because they “facilitate the translation of
unmanageable facts and figures” produced by library processes “into data that can be
used to support decision-making.”*? The processes to which Oakleaf referred included
IL instruction in addition to other areas. Several studies detailed the use of rubrics to
collect data from such student work as portfolios,” research papers,* journals,* and
worksheets,* all with at least one common objective: to inform necessary changes to IL
instruction programs. Librarians at Carleton College in Northfield, Minnesota, devel-
oped a rubric to assess student IL skills that ultimately also contributed to information

15



16

Assessing Service-Learning Programs in Academic Libraries: A Rubric in Action

literacy program development.” Others adapted the Carleton rubric to evaluate student
paper samples and thereby identify improvements to their IL instruction programs.*®
Employing a similar method, Melissa Beuoy and Katherine Boss used a rubric to analyze
syllabi while identifying ideal placement for IL instruction in an academic curriculum.”

Another example of rubric use for program evaluation came from librarians at
Shippensburg University in Shippensburg, Pennsylvania, who developed a rubric to
assess their library liaison program. In doing so, they produced a “snapshot” of their
performance as a department® that allowed them to make decisions about refining liaison
services. Aaron Dobbs and Doug Cook used data from their own self-designed rubric
to better communicate the responsibilities of librarians to campus leaders.®? Similarly,
employing or adapting the Kott rubric provides an avenue for academic librarians to
plan for future service-learning support.

Finally, Sarah Passonneau and Heather Lewin conducted a study to deterfirine avail-
ability of assessment data on the websites of Association of Research Libraties member
libraries. They advocated for a standardized approach to assessmeniyefforts and the
description of those efforts, and they developed a rubric as “an attempt to negotiate best
practices and encourage some consistency regarding assessment activities within the
library community.”*®® Comparably, the Kott rubric provideg,airamework for conversa-
tions among academic library personnel about best practicgs for service-learning at their
own institutions and as a national professional comnzuiity.**

Rubric in Action

In the wake of Kott presenting the rubric gt the 2016 Colloquium on Libraries and Service
Learning, the authors found it importafd to put the rubric in action and impart it to the
growing community of service-leafning librarians. Upon Kott’s 2018 retirement, they
sought and received her permisgion to share the assessment tool.

The authors drew on theizbwn experiences from their functional roles as service-
learning librarians and a libvary dean with a service-learning background and focus to
offer insights about and xéactions to using the rubric, including its benefits and draw-
backs. They also corapared it with the existing service-learning rubrics on which it was
based. There are sifriilarities and areas of intersection among the Kott, Furco, and Kecskes
rubrics. Each @mponent of the Kott rubric with related elements from the Furco and
Kecskes riibrics is outlined in Appendix B. The connection is particularly strong under
the heading “Mission and culture” but weaker under “Student support.” The process for
completing the rubric is manageable, and the authors’ results generally landed in Tier
one (Build critical mass) or Tier three (Build quality), despite that some of the libraries’
strategic plans specifically include community engagement (see Appendix A).

At this time, there is no electronic option for completing the rubric, and the authors
took various strategies of circling or using check marks within each component. For-
matting changes would aid in usability and might include repeating column headings
on each page, selective bolding, and using consistent column widths. It is also unclear
if all aspects described within a tier box must be met for that box to be selected, or if
it is sufficient for one or several aspects to be satisfied. Some components may not ap-
ply to every library, thus adding an N/A option could be beneficial. A space for adding
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notes may be useful as well. An overall rating or score for each dimension would help
libraries by allowing simple comparisons among institutions or at the same institution
over time. Another drawback to implementing the rubric in its current form is a lack of
guidance on specific actions for libraries to take in each dimension that could increase
their support for service-learning.

Although it would add complexity to the task of completing the rubric, bringing
in colleagues from within the library and other stakeholders on campus would result

in a more useful process and holistic view of the
library’s implementation of service-learning work.  «.. br mngingin colleagues

Collaboration within the library is necessary to  from within the librarv
accurately complete the rubric, and instructions y

could indicate which individuals might be best to and other stakeholders on
execute it, such as an information literacy program campus would résult in a
coordinator or collection management librarian,

more usefulprocess and

who could provide details related to those areas.
Kott likely intended this collaboration, as inclusive holistic yiew of the libr al’Y’S
participation throughout an organization is a core implementation of service-
tenet of her field, organizational development.

Employees at every level of an organization are leak ilng work.

expected to engage with “assessing the current state
and in planning for a positive future state.”® Additienally, evaluation scholars recognize
that rubrics “create demand for evaluative thinking well beyond the group of people
who think of themselves as evaluators.”®

The benefit of using Kott’s rubricito.assess the integration of service-learning in
academic libraries is that it looks heligtically at the library and includes multiple points
of intersection. The rubric shoyldJserve as a guide to begin conversations within a
library to generate a shared utnderstanding of what service-learning program develop-
ment might look like. Recgninendations for modification and implementation follow,
including both guidance'fbr using the rubric overall and specific suggestions relevant
to each dimension (see’Appendix C).

Discussion and Conclusion

The Kott{rubric has potential as a method to gauge existing levels of library support
for sevyice-learning and to determine strategies for strengthening such assistance at
the intstitutional level and within the profession. Kott brought her combined expertise
int librarianship and organizational development to bear on the task of developing this
rubric. Understanding the unique approach of organizational development practitioners
can help libraries get the most out of this rubric, or adapt it to meet their own needs.
Organizational development asserts a need for patience and long-term effort. Using the
rubric once will give a library an understanding of how its current practice aligns with its
goals. To be truly effective through the lens of organizational development, however, a
library should revisit the rubric at predetermined intervals to inspire continued growth.

Future directions include revising the rubric. Unlike the Furco rubric, the Kott tool
does not provide detailed instructions. However, this can be easily remedied with future
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iterations, which could provide additional guidance regarding what library staff may be
best positioned to complete the rubric, with emphasis on collaboration. The role of those
carrying out the rubric is important. The authors, for example, completed the rubric from
their perspectives as library faculty, and they were already familiar with the library’s
role in community engagement. Those with less experience in this area, however, may
have a different perspective. While the authors completed the rubric independently, the
process revealed a need to collaborate with others both within the library and elsewhere
on campus to be most effective and accurate. Instructions accompanying the rubric could
include recommendations for what documents to consult while using the rubric (for
example, library mission or vision statements, annual reports, and the like). It might be
valuable to suggest regular completion of the rubric and adapting it, if necessary, ideally
every three to five years as libraries and institutions change priorities.

A broad research agenda should be developed to better analyze and co@imunicate
both existing library service-learning collaborations and areas of potentiai:growth. The
authors’ institutions represent the following Carnegie Classifications: Magter’s Colleges &

Universities; DoctoralyProfessional Uni-

A broad research agenda should
be developed to better analyze and  the authorsiknowledge, been field-tested

versities; and Docteral Universities: High
Research Actigily. The rubric has not, to

communicate b Oth existing library at institions with other classifications,
suchyas community Colleges or Research

serv1ce—learn1ng collaborations 1ctiniversities, doctoral universities with

and areas of potential growth, “very high research activity.” This would
be a logical next step to determine ad-

ditional improvements. Libraries that
use or adapt the Kott rubric could,also add relevant dimensions, such as support for
online service-learning courses,\community engaged scholarship, professional devel-
opment for library personnel;and funding. The rubric could also be adapted for other
campus offices that supportservice-learning, such as institutional research, student life
(especially student actiilties), centers for teaching and learning, and other units. In ad-
dition, it would be-4clvantageous to develop a library rubric focused more broadly on
community engdagement, going beyond the service-learning focus and aligning more
closely with th@institutionalization efforts of Furco,” as well as the engaged department
initiativeg;of Kecskes.®® Use of the rubric and similar tools can illuminate community
engageiaent initiatives, but their usefulness is limited if librarians fail to tell the story
to @ther campus stakeholders. Any research agenda should focus on communicating
with constituents beyond libraries.

Librarians are well-positioned, because of their professional values, to be important
leaders and partners in campus service-learning. Evaluating the work that is already
happening and using the results to plan for future engagement will ensure that library
contributions to this high-impact practice achieve their full potential.
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