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ABSTRACT

Community engagement is recognized as a high-impact practice in higher education. However,
while best practices in engagement have been broadly accepted, standard metrics for engage-
ment across institutions have not yet been established. The purpose of this research study was to
explore the relationship between community engagement and a variety of institutional charac-
teristics among higher education institutions in a Southeastern state. Findings indicated that a
pattern of engagement existed among the 48 participating institutions.
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INTRODUCTION

Considerable discussion has taken
place over the past several decades about
higher education reaffirming its commit-
ment to the greater community. In the
1980s, observers of higher education con-
demned colleges and universities for pro-
ducing students who were narcissistic and
disengaged from their communities and
their responsibility to the democracy
(Gearan, 2005). Community members de-
manded that colleges and universities return
to their mission of developing the social
consciousness of students, thereby prepar-
ing them to be active and engaged citizens
(Fitzgerald, Bruns, Sonka, Furco, & Swan-
son, 2012; Holland, 1997; Moore, 2014;
Saltmarsh, Hartley, & Clayton, 2009).

Many institutional leaders embrace
community engagement as a viable strategy
for connecting classroom, campus, and
community. Connections like these have
been identified as high-impact educational

practices for student success (Kuh, 2012).
Still, other administrators are at an impasse
between their desire to nurture a culture of
learning and service, and the realities of
their resources and institutional infrastruc-
tures. Because institutional priorities guide
the campus’s level of engagement, various
researchers developed an array of assess-
ment tools ranging from simple checklists
to the more complex Carnegie Community
Engagement Classification framework for
institution leaders to gauge the practical im-
plications of a community agenda (Furco &
Miller, 2009). These tools assist institutions
in making informed decisions about their
strengths and improvement areas toward
engagement (Furco & Miller, 2009) but do
little to establish a baseline for effective
institutionalized engagement efforts. Uni-
form metrics are needed to assist institu-
tions with identifying appropriate infra-
structural priorities such that institutional-
ized community engagement has consistent
and standard meaning across institutions.
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REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE

Defining Community Engagement

The term “community engagement”
is often used interchangeably with other
similar service-related terminologies. Thus,
community engagement became widely ac-
cepted as an umbrella term to describe the
many different agendas for higher educa-
tion’s campus-community endeavors. How-
ever, without consistency of message or
outcomes, community engagement took
many different meanings from campus to
campus. Many campus administrators un-
derstood community engagement as a peda-
gogy initiated by faculty through classroom
teaching and learning (Butin, 2010). Other
campus administrators viewed community
engagement as an economic strategy to de-
velop and prepare students to enter the
workforce and maintain the economy
(Moore, 2014). The Carnegie Foundation
for the Advancement of Teaching took the
lead in developing an accepted definition of
community engagement through their en-
gaged campus classification (New England
Resource Center for Higher Education,
2015). This definition espouses many of the
tenets of community engagement that are
broadly recognized as best practices of
community work, including the ideas of
scholarship, mutuality and reciprocity, and
transformation (Fitzgerald & Primavera,
2013; Fitzgerald et al., 2012; Moore, 2014;
Whiteford & Strom, 2013).

Institutional Characteristics as Predic-
tors of Engagement

Limited data exist related to the ef-
fects of infrastructural attributes on commu-
nity engagement outcomes. However, as
practitioners continue to collect empirical
data on student and institutional outcomes
undergirded by community engagement ini-
tiatives, there is increasing evidence and
acknowledgement that some institutional
structures may positively correlate with
community engagement practices. Commu-
nity engagement has been cited as contrib-
uting to higher retention rates in higher edu-
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cation (Butin, 2010; Buys & Bursnall,
2007; Cress, Burack, Giles, Elkins & Ste-
vens, 2010; Kellogg Commission, 2001).
Bureau, Cole, and McCormick (2014)
found overwhelmingly that private institu-
tions provide greater opportunities for ser-
vice learning than do public institutions.
Similarly, other studies showed that smaller
faculty-student ratios that permit for in-
creased faculty-student interactions are crit-
ical to the successful incorporation of a
community learning strategy (Furco et al.,
2009; Holland, 2009). Additionally, region-
al setting has a strong positive relationship
with community engagement, specifically
land-grant institutions, which were founded
to directly engage with the community to
teach, learn, and develop agricultural
knowledge in their regional locations
(Fitzgerald et al., 2012).

Current State of Community Engage-
ment

The national community engage-
ment agenda continues to gain momentum
through the work of associations that pro-
vide higher education institutions with
guidance, research, and recognition for best
strategies for implementing a community
engagement framework. Organizations and
associations such as the New England Re-
source Center for Higher Education
(NERCHE), the Association of American
Colleges and Universities (AAC&U), the
National Association of Student Personnel
Administration (NASPA), and The Re-
search University Civic Engagement Net-
work (TRUCEN) have adopted missions to
streamline community engagement practic-
es and share knowledge such that all institu-
tions can work toward scholarship, mission
alignment, and the tenets of reciprocity and
mutuality (Fitzgerald & Primavera, 2013).

In addition, the Carnegie Founda-
tion for the Advancement of Teaching and
Corporation for National and Community
Service (CNCS) offer opportunities for in-
stitutions to be recognized for their engage-
ment efforts. In 2006, The Carnegie Foun-
dation announced a new elective classifica-
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tion in community engagement in which it
provided a framework for institutions to
assess themselves for evidence of integrated
engagement (NERCHE, 2015; Sandmann,
Thornton, & Jaeger, 2009). The new elec-
tive classification was based on self-report
and allowed institutions to document their
impact in the community. The classification
was intended to affirm that community
learning and partnership had been infused
in the institution’s identity, culture, and
commitments and was aligned with institu-
tional priorities (Driscoll, 2009). Similarly,
the CNCS established the Higher Education
Community Service Honor Roll in 2006.
The Honor Roll recognizes colleges and
universities for their active role in finding
meaningful solutions to community prob-
lems through student engagement and in-
volvement in the community (CNCS,
2014). Since the inception of the award,
CNCS has recognized over 600 institutions
of higher education in one of three levels:
Presidential Awardees, Honor Roll with
Distinction, and Honor Roll (CNCS, 2014).

Measuring Institutionalized Community
Engagement

The research was grounded by Fur-
co, Weerts, Burton, and Kent’s (2009) as-
sessment rubric for institutionalizing com-
munity engagement in higher education,
one of the most commonly used and accept-
ed tools to assess institutionalized commu-
nity engagement. The rubric identifies five
major dimensions of community engage-
ment in higher education: (a) mission and
philosophy, (b) faculty support, (c) student
support, (d) community partnership, and (e)
institutional support (Furco et al., 2009).
Furco (2002) argues that all of the dimen-
sions do not have to be fully operational-
ized for a campus to institutionalize campus
engagement. However, engagement priori-
ties must be identified, cultivated, and inte-
grated such that the entire campus is aware
of the priority and works toward the effort
of connecting engagement experiences in
meaningful ways.
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METHODS

The purpose of this study was to
explore patterns of community engagement
among state higher education institutions.
Although rubrics, checklists, and other
frameworks outline existing practices that
lead to sustained integration of community
initiatives, there is a scarce amount of work
that quantitatively studied the impact of
unique institutional characteristics on en-
gagement infrastructural priorities. The fol-
lowing research questions were asked:

1. Is there a pattern of engagement
among colleges and universities?

2. Is there a difference in the dimen-
sions of community engagement
based on institution type and con-
trol?

3. Are institutional characteristics pre-
dictors of institutionalized commu-
nity engagement?

4. Are the dimensions of community
engagement predictors of national
recognition?

To answer the research questions, a
quantitative research design was employed
to correlate the institution’s current level of
commitment to community engagement to
institutional characteristic variables. Addi-
tional correlations were made between
community engagement and national dis-
tinction. Participants completed a web-
based survey on community engagement at
their respective college or university. Then,
regression modeling was conducted to es-
tablish a relationship between survey re-
sponses and institutional data collected
from the Integrated Postsecondary Educa-
tion Database System (IPEDS).

Sample

A total of 84 institutions in a South-
eastern state were invited to participate in
this study. This total represents the com-
plete listing of institutions in the researched
state as identified the IPEDS Database of
Institutions. Responses to the survey were
collected from 48 institutions. This is an
overall response rate of 57%. Of the survey
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respondents, 32 institutions were public and
16 were private; 37 institutions were bacca-
laureate degree-granting institutions, and 11
were associate or technical degree-granting
institutions. Personal identifiers about each
respondent was neither requested nor col-
lected for this investigation. Institutional
identifiers were not published in the find-
ings; all data collected were reported and
disseminated in aggregate form to conceal
the identity of the participating institutions
and survey respondents.

Instrumentation

A survey instrument adapted from
Furco et al.’s (2009) rubric for institutional-
izing community engagement in higher ed-
ucation was employed for this research
study. The rubric design was converted into
an electronic survey platform using Qual-
trics survey software. The survey was tested
for internal reliability and validity with two
faculty members who had integrated com-
munity projects into their class curriculum
and two staff members whose work is spe-
cifically to build community connections.
Based on the feedback received, several
adjustments were made to the final survey
layout.

Institution respondents were asked
to rate the current status of community en-
gagement at their institution in each of the
five dimensions. Respondents rated the in-
stitution’s engagement efforts on 22 indi-
vidual items on a continuum ranging from
critical mass building to sustained institu-
tionalization. Critical mass building is the
stage in which a university develops cam-
pus and community support for establishing
engagement as an institutional concern, and
the lowest level of engagement. At the mid-
point of the rubric is quality building, pur-
poseful institutionalization of community
engagement in which institution administra-
tors are intentional about developing quality
opportunities for engagement initiatives to
integrate into the campus community cul-
ture. Sustained institutionalization is suc-
cessful and full integration of community
engagement into the structural framework
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of the institution as evidenced by full cam-
pus and community support, understanding,
implementation, and leadership (2009).

In addition to Furco et al.’s (2009)
three stages of development, two additional
stages of development were created in re-
sponse to feedback provided during internal
validity testing of the survey instrument.
The development stage between critical
mass building and quality building was ti-
tled awareness building. At this stage, insti-
tutions take inventory of current institution-
al practices and recognize opportunities to
strengthen internal support mechanisms.
The stage between quality building and sus-
tained institutionalization was labeled inte-
gration. At this stage, the institution devel-
ops an organization change strategy to insti-
tutionalize community engagement as a
university priority. Therefore, the survey
provided respondents with five stages of
development instead of only three, as pre-
scribed by the original Furco et al. (2009)
rubric. The additional options allowed for
clearer and more pointed descriptions for
each rating on the scale.

Measures

The dependent variable for this
study was institutionalized community en-
gagement on the college campus measured
as five separate variables derived from the
Furco et al.’s (2009) dimensions of commu-
nity engagement rubric. The independent
variables for this study were 12 institutional
characteristic variables that were included
in the final regression model. These varia-
bles were compiled from the IPEDS dataset
and included the following variables: Insti-
tution type (level of degree granted), con-
trol (public/private), and size; faculty ratio;
retention rate; Pell Grant awards; campus
settings of rural, town, and suburb; and stu-
dent demographics of male, nontraditional,
and students of color. The variables are pre-
sented in Table 1.

Lastly, to determine a relationship
between the dimensions of community en-
gagement and national recognition, the five
dimensions of community engagement were
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used as the independent variables and dis-
tinction (whether or not the institution re-
ceived the Carnegie Engaged Campus des-
ignation, the President’s Higher Education
Honor Roll, or both distinctions) was the
dependent variable in a logistic regression
model.

Analytic Procedure
Once data were cleaned, descriptive
statistical analyses were conducted on each

Volume 11, Number 2

independent and dependent variable to sum-
marize the data. Next, an exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) statistical procedure was
conducted to test the hypothesis that the
community  engagement  subcategories
would load together on the appropriate di-
mension. EFA was further conducted to ex-
plore the factor structures of 21 of 22
(faculty support: rewards and recognition
was eliminated due to its high “unable to
respond” rate) retained items in the model

Variable Label Description Measure Value
Control Classification of the institution as either Nominal 0 = Public; 1 = Private
Public or Private
Campus Setting Classification of the institutional regional Nominal Dummy coded; City = 0
setting as either Rural, Town, Suburb, or
City
Cost Published in-district tuition and fees Scale 1 =<1500; 2 =1501-4999;
3 =5000-9999; 4 = 10,000-
19,999; 5 => 20,000
Pell Grant Percent of full-time first-time undergrad-  Scale Total percentage
uates receiving Pell grants
Selectivity Percent of students admitted Scale Total percentage
Size Undergraduate enrollment Scale 1 =<1500; 2 =1501-4999;
3 =5000-9999; 4 = 10,000-
19,999; 5 => 20,000
Institutional Type Classification of the institution as either ~ Nominal 0 = 4-year; 1 = 2-year
a 2-year or 4-year institution
Faculty Ratio Percentage of Instructional staffon 9, 10,  Scale Total percentage
11 or 12 month contract per total under-
graduate enrollment
Graduation Rate Percentage of full-time, first-time, de- Scale Total percentage
gree/certificate-seeking undergraduates
within 150% of normal time to program
completion, Fall 2013
Retention Rate Percentage of first to second year reten- Scale Total percentage
tion of first-time bachelor's degree-
seeking undergraduates, Fall 2013
SAT Read/SAT Math ~ SAT Critical Reading and Math 25th Scale Average score on Reading
percentile score and Math sections
Students of Color Percent of undergraduate enrollment Scale Total percentage
whose ethnicity is non-White
Male Percent of undergraduate enrollment that ~ Scale Total percentage
are male students
Nontraditional Percent of undergraduate enrollment Scale Total percentage

ages 25-64

Table 1: Descriptions of Institutional Characteristics Variables
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across the dimensions of community en-
gagement, thereby identifying any latent
constructs that may have existed related to
community engagement. Principal compo-
nents analysis extraction method was cho-
sen to observe all sources of variance for
each variable. Because there was not signif-
icant intercorrelation between the variables,
a varimax orthogonal rotation was used to
compute the loading matrix. Three criteria
were used to determine retained factors:
Kaiser’s criterion in which eigenvalues are
greater than one, observation of the scree
plot at the point of inflection, and at least
70% variance explained by the factors. A
multivariate analysis of  variance
(MANOVA) statistical procedure was used
to test the difference in means among the
five dimensions of community engagement
based on institution type and control, and a
logistic regression analysis was conducted
to determine if the dimensions of communi-
ty engagement were predictors of national
recognition.

FINDINGS

Factor Analysis

An EFA was conducted to identify
patterns of engagement in the sample of 48
institutions. All 21 items that were retained
in the model produced positive loadings on
the rotated component matrix. The results
of the EFA generally confirmed the pattern
of community engagement in higher educa-
tion as specified by the Furco et al. (2009)
model. An unexpected construct titled lead-
ership was formed; however, with only two
factor loadings, the leadership construct did
not significantly explain the model. Compo-
nents with four or more loadings above |.60)|
are considered reliable (Habing, 2003;
Mertler & Vannatta, 2010). The rotated
components factor loadings are presented in
Table 2.

Analysis of Variance

A two-way MANOVA was con-
ducted to determine the effect of institution-
al type and institutional control on the de-
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pendent variables of dimensions of commu-
nity engagement. MANOVA results indi-
cated a significant main effect for institu-
tional type, [Wilks’ A = .765, F(5, 40) =
2.46, p <.05, n2 = .24] but did not reveal a
main effect for institutional control, [Wilks’
A = 874, F(5, 40) = 1.15, p < .05, n2
= .13], meaning that there was a statistically
significant difference in community en-
gagement based on institution type; howev-
er, this difference was not significant based
on an institution being public or private.
Multivariate effect sizes were small, and
there were no significant interaction effects
between the independent variables institu-
tion type and control. Given the signifi-
cance of the institution type effect, a uni-
variate analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
conducted as a follow-up test. ANOVA re-
sults indicated that the dimensions of com-
munity engagement did not significantly
differ for institutional type. While the insti-
tutional type variable had an effect on com-
munity engagement as a whole, there were
no significant differences in the mean be-
tween institution type on each of the dimen-
sions of community engagement separately.

Logistic Regression

A logistic regression analysis was
conducted to determine which dimensions
of community engagement were predictors
of national recognition. The five factor
scores for the dimensions of community
engagement were entered into the model
using the Enter method to predict the proba-
bility of an institution receiving national
recognition (National Recognition = 1, No
National Recognition = 0) for community
engagement. The variables institution con-
trol and type were also entered into the
model to determine if these characteristics
had a relationship with receipt of awards
and distinctions. The statistical significance
of the model was reliable using the chi-
square criteria, x2=25.841, p < .001, and
model good fit was established with a small
-2Log likelihood value (-2Log likeli-
hood=39.362). The model accurately pre-
dicted 85.4% of the cases correctly. Results
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Loading

Component 1: Mission and Philosophy

Mission and Philosophy: Strategic Planning 775
Mission and Philosophy: Educational Reform 757
Mission and Philosophy: Mission Alignment 729
Mission and Philosophy: Definition of CE 664
Institutional Support: Evaluation and Assessment 606
Institutional Support: Policy-Making Entity 587
Component 2: Student Support

Student Support: Awareness 830
Student Support: Rewards and Incentives 784
Student Support: Opportunities 724
Student Support: Leadership 646
Community Participation: Mutual Understanding 486
Component 3: Faculty Support

Institutional Support: Department Support 741
Faculty Support: Knowledge and Awareness 688
Faculty Support: Leadership 687
Faculty Support: Involvement and Support 607
Community Participation: Voice and Leadership 541
Component 4: Leadership

Institutional Support: Administrative Support 713
Community Participation: Awareness 695
Component 5: Institutional Support

Institutional Support: Funding 872
Institutional Support: Staffing 653
Institutional Support: Coordinating Entity 553

Table 2: Factor Loadings for Rotated Components Sorted by Loading Size

indicated that type (B=-2.487) had a moder-
ate predictive value (p < .10), but whether
or not the institution is public or private had
no predictive significance. Faculty support
(B=.624) was a significant (p < .05) predic-
tor of national recognition and institutional

support (B=.267) had moderate significance
(p <.10).

The model indicated that the likeli-
hood of an institution receiving national
recognition for institutionalized faculty sup-
port and institutional support was increased
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by 1.87 and 1.31 times respectively than
those that did not prioritize engagement in
these areas. However, the odds of receiving
national recognition were decreased by
8.3% if the institution was an associate or
technical degree-granting institution. These
findings suggest that the likelihood of an
institution receiving the Carnegie Engaged
Campus designation, the President’s Higher
Education Honor Roll distinction, or both
were increased when the institution opera-
tionalized the faculty and institutional sup-
port dimensions of community engagement.
These odds were additionally increased
when the institution was baccalaureate de-
gree-granting. The results of the full model
are reported in Table 3.

LIMITATIONS

Data collection for this research
study was dependent upon the willingness
of the respondent to complete and submit
survey responses. The data collection peri-
od for this study was during the summer
months, and many professionals at each in-
stitution who could have significantly con-
tributed to the survey responses, such as
faculty, were difficult to reach due to vaca-
tion schedules. Additionally, this research
study relied on the identification of appro-
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priate institutional personnel to complete a
survey on the institution’s current levels of
community engagement. Each participant
was asked to submit only one completed
survey for the college or university. Several
respondents were unable to rate items in the
faculty support dimension, indicating that
participants may not have connected with
their division of academic affairs to provide
an accurate response for their respective
institution related to the work of faculty.
This limitation may have resulted in faculty
support items being underestimated.

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

The findings of this study showed
significant engagement efforts in public and
private colleges and universities in the re-
searched state. The findings showed that
Iinstitutions’ community engagement priori-
ties were fairly aligned with the Furco et al.
(2009) model for institutionalized commu-
nity engagement. It could be argued that
based on these results, many institutions
have already evolved their community en-
gagement efforts into sustained institution-
alization; however, the interquartile ranges
of the community engagement items hov-
ered between two and four. Rather, this
range suggests that institutional respondents

B Wald Df P Odds Ratio
Mission and Philosophy -295 1.763 1 184 744
Faculty Support 624 5.503 1 019* 1.867
Student Support - 193 813 1 367 824
Community Participation -202 329 1 566 817
Institutional Support 267 3.041 1 081%* 1.306
Type -2.487 3.194 1 074%% .083
Control 053 003 1 957 1.054
Constant -1.833 1.495 1 221 160

*Significant at p <.05
**Significant at p <.10

Table 3: Results of Logistic Regression Predicting Receipt of National Recognition for Com-
munity Engagement with Control and Type Variables
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to the survey perceived their institution’s
engagement efforts as still progressing ra-
ther than institutionalized. A number of in-
stitutional challenges can contribute to this
perception.

First, institutions are challenged to
develop a community engagement model
that is inclusive of all stakeholders: faculty,
students, and community. Community en-
gagement among these constituents is often
done in silos rather than together and coop-
eratively. This study found that all of the
dimensions of community engagement
emerged from the model except for the
community participation dimension in
which each item loaded with a different
construct (student support, faculty support,
and leadership). Often, student groups are
conductors of community partnerships
through their volunteer and philanthropic
efforts (Sponsler & Hartley, 2013). Similar-
ly, faculty members are instrumental in de-
veloping community partnerships through
research and publication (Dubb, 2007). Ad-
ministrative leaders, as the face and voice
of the institution, develop partnerships with
local businesses, organizations, and poten-
tial donors to the institution. As such, com-
munity participation efforts are often con-
ducted by disparate groups of institutional
constituents. In order to institutionalize
community engagement, community efforts
must be coordinated with clear policies and
procedures for establishing relationships
and partnerships in the community, tracking
and assessing those partnerships, and foster-
ing their continued development (Furco,
2002; Holland, 1997).

Organizational change cannot be
accomplished as the priority of a singular
department or unit within the institution.
Commitment to community engagement
and the implementation of engagement
practices must extend to all areas of the in-
stitution and include collaborative efforts
from both academic affairs and student af-
fairs units (Sponsler & Hartley, 2013). Inte-
gration of community learning efforts on a
campus should include a centralized com-
munity engagement department housed nei-

11
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ther in the division of academic affairs nor
student affairs that promotes institution-
wide commitment and engagement through
both curricular and co-curricular experienc-
es (Holland, 1997; Harkavy, 2005). This
unit would not only promote engagement
efforts to internal and external constituents
but would also advance community partner-
ship through sponsored programs that con-
nect students, faculty, and community
members. These programs join all constitu-
encies together to address a community
need and impact positive change through
true collaboration and partnership.

Second, support from institutional
administrative leaders is vital to institution-
al community commitment (Horgan &
Scire, 2007; Holland, 1997; Brukardt, Hol-
land, Percy, & Zimpher, 2004). Support
from administrative leaders is necessary to
institutionalized community engagement as
leadership drives the vision, mission, and
goals of the organization (Moore & Men-
dez, 2014; Kezar, 2005). The findings of
this study indicated that the institutional
support dimension of community engage-
ment was the only significant dimension
predicted by institutional characteristics.
This dimension of engagement includes ad-
ministrative leadership, funding, staffing,
and assessment (Furco et al., 2009). Thus,
in order for organizational change to occur
in a transformative way, institutional lead-
ers must be explicit in commitment to and
communicating engagement priorities. This
includes verbal support as well as providing
tangible support through the allocation of
resources, incentivizing faculty through ten-
ure and promotion considerations, incentiv-
izing students through rewards and recogni-
tion, and inviting community partners to
have an active voice in decisions about in-
stitutional engagement efforts. Institutional
leaders must be committed to ensuring that
engagement occurs holistically and that sys-
tems are established to promote and encour-
age those efforts. This can be done through
the funding of specific engagement projects
or the establishment of a campus endow-
ment for engagement efforts that are includ-
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ed in the university’s advancement initia-
tives (Weerts & Hudson, 2009). Further,
Long (2002) recommended that university
administrators integrate service with aca-
demics through the creation of outreach
themed dormitories, service scholarships,
and opportunities for the student voice to be
included in decisions about engagement and
community involvement.

Institution leaders could advance
community engagement as a higher educa-
tion priority through the establishment of a
state Campus Compact coalition. Campus
Compact was established in 1985 by the
presidents of Brown, Georgetown, and
Stanford universities in cooperation with
the President of the Education Commission
of the States. The mission of Campus Com-
pact is to advance the public purposes of
colleges and universities by deepening their
ability to improve community life and to
educate students for civic and social respon-
sibility (Campus Compact, 2014). Since its
founding, this body has grown to include
over 1,100 college presidents in 34 states.
Campus Compact colleges and universities
range in size, type, and funding, but all
share a common philosophy that communi-
ty engagement is an important strategy for
student learning, community partnership,
faculty engagement, and institutional suc-
cess (Gearan, 2005).

The Campus Compact coalition pro-
vides education and training, including
grants for research on best practices in en-
gagement (Campus Compact, 2014; Heffer-
nan, 2001). The establishment of a Campus
Compact would provide institutions with
additional resources, strategies, and support
for organizational change efforts to incor-
porate community engagement into the
campus infrastructure. In addition, as a con-
sortium of university presidents, Campus
Compact is uniquely positioned to promote
engagement across the state and assist insti-
tutions with their engagement efforts. Such
a consortium could possibly assist in the
development of a metric for institutional-
ized community engagement that is gener-

12
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alizable to institutions of similar qualities
and characteristics.

Lastly, institution leaders are chal-
lenged with assessing their institution’s sus-
tained institutionalization of community
engagement. There are many rubrics,
checklists, and models for engaged infra-
structures; however, these tools are only
suggested practices and are not generaliza-
ble to specific types of institutions. The
tools do not provide concrete steps or
guidelines for how institutionalized engage-
ment is to occur (Butin, 2010). Thus, using
these tools can be an overwhelming experi-
ence for institutional leaders. This study
found that significant differences existed
between baccalaureate granting and associ-
ates or technical degree-granting institu-
tions” overall community engagement
scores.

Assessment of community engage-
ment efforts is beneficial for higher educa-
tion institutions for strategic reasons. The
results of this research indicated that some
of the dimensions of community engage-
ment presented a strong model for attaining
distinction and recognition nationally. Alt-
hough over 40% of this study sample has
already achieved the Carnegie Engaged
Campus designation, the National Presi-
dent’s Honor Roll, or both distinctions, in-
stitution leaders should be cautioned that
receipt of these designations does not nec-
essarily translate to infused engagement.
Whiteford and Strom (2013) wrote that uni-
versity-wide engagement efforts at one uni-
versity commenced several years after the
institution had achieved the Carnegie En-
gaged Campus designation. As such, stand-
ard and consistent metrics for engagement
based broadly on institutional characteris-
tics support organizational change that will
create a pervasive campus culture of com-
munity engagement that is systemic in na-
ture, understood, and recognizable across
institutions. It would further provide institu-
tional leadership with clear evaluation
guidelines in their pursuit of true institu-
tionalized engagement and recognition for
their efforts.
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This study was a cross-sectional
study, thus only the current and immediate
levels of engagement of responding institu-
tions were considered in the findings. To
better understand how each institution sus-
tains engagement priorities, a longitudinal
study across a span of time would be bene-
ficial to observe how institutions progress
from critical mass building to sustained in-
stitutionalization over time. Additionally, as
this study did not find institutional charac-
teristics a determining factor in its level of
engagement, further research on the topic
could be beneficial, as a different sample
could prove the counter to be true.

Moreover, it would be beneficial to
observe institutional growth toward sus-
tained integration based on the length of
time it takes an institution to completely
infuse engagement into the campus culture;
such data would provide institution leaders
with realistic goals and expectations of their
organization change model and engaged
campus development.

Finally, a qualitative component
consisting of interviews with staff, students,
and community members of institutions that
have reported sustained institutionalization
of community engagement would increase
our understanding of how strategies for or-
ganization change are cultivated and imple-
mented at different types of institutions.
This could lead to the identification of spe-
cific community engagement practices for
institutions based on their institutional char-
acteristics.

CONCLUSION

Despite the abundance of research
on best practices and strategies of engage-
ment, research remains limited on institu-
tionalized community engagement by insti-
tutional characteristics. Currently, the re-
search on engagement is broad and general
such that institutions develop frameworks
based on the individual campus. This gap in
the research limits our ability to replicate
the outcomes of community engagement in
similarly placed institutions. The credibility
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of community engagement as a high-impact
practice in teaching and learning is poten-
tially jeopardized when common standards
of engagement are neither defined nor im-
plemented universally. While this research
did not find that institutional characteristics
had a significant impact on any of the di-
mensions of community engagement except
for the institutional support dimension, a
larger sample size may yield more variance
among the variables. Additional research is
necessary to assist higher education leaders
with decisions about resources and priori-
ties when considering a community-based
learning environment. Institutionalizing
community engagement will continue to
pose a challenge for campus leaders until a
universal metric for defining, measuring,
and assessing engagement is developed.

REFERENCES

Brukardt, M. J., Holland, B., Percy, S. L., &
Zimpher, N. (2004). Calling the
question: Is higher education ready
fo commit to community engage-
ment? Retrieved from https://
www4.uwm.edu/milwaukeeidea/
elements/wingspread.pdf

Bureau, D. A., Cole, J. S., & McCormick,
A. C. (2014). Frequent participation
in service learning: Examining insti-
tutional differences and individual
benefits. New Directions for Institu-
tional Research, 162, 17-217.

Butin, D. W. (2010). Service-Learning in
theory and practice. New York,
NY: Palgrave Macmillan.

Buys, N., & Bursnall, S. (2007). Establish-
ing university-community partner-
ships: Processes and benefits. Jour-
nal of Higher Education Policy and
Management, 29(1), 73-86.

Campus Compact. (2014). General infor-
mation on Campus Compact. Re-
trieved from
WWWw.campuscompact.com

© Journal of Community Engagement and Higher Education

Copyright © by Indiana State University. All rights reserved. ISSN 1934-5283


https://www4.uwm.edu/milwaukeeidea/elements/wingspread.pdf
https://www4.uwm.edu/milwaukeeidea/elements/wingspread.pdf
https://www4.uwm.edu/milwaukeeidea/elements/wingspread.pdf
http://www.campuscompact.com

Journal of Community Engagement and Higher Education

Corporation for National and Community
Service. (2006). College students
helping America. Washington, DC,
Author.

Corporation for National and Community
Service. (2014). National Presi-
dent’s Higher Education Honor Roll
in Community Service. Retrieved
from http://
www.nationalservice.gov

Cress, C. M., Burack, C., Giles, D. E.,
Elkins, J., & Stevens, M. C. (2010).
A promising connection: Increasing
college access and success through
civic engagement. Boston, MA:
Campus Compact.

Driscoll, A. (2009). Carnegie’s new com-
munity engagement classification:
Aftirming higher education’s role in
community. New Directions for
Higher Education, 147, 5-12.
doi:10.1002/he.353

Dubb, S. (2007). Linking colleges to com-
munities: Engaging the university
for community development. College
Park, MD: The Democracy Collabo-
rative.

Fitzgerald, H. E., Bruns, K., Sonka, S. T.,
Furco, A., & Swanson, L. (2012).
The centrality of community en-
gagement. Journal of Higher Edu-
cation Qutreach and Engagement,
16(3), 7-27.

Fitzgerald, H. E., & Primavera, J. (2013).
Going public: Civic and community
engagement. East Lansing, MI:
Michigan State University Press.

Furco, A. (2002). Revisions to the self-
assessment rubric for the institution-
alization of service learning in high-
er education. University of Califor-
nia, Berkeley.

Furco, A., & Miller, W. (2009). Issues in
benchmarking and assessing institu-
tional engagement. New Directions
for Higher Education, 147, 47-54.
doi:10.1002/he.357

Furco, A., Weerts, D., Burton, L., & Kent,
K. (2009). Assessment rubric for
institutionalizing community en-

Volume 11, Number 2

gagement in higher education. Uni-
versity of Minnesota.

Gearan, M. D. (2005). Engaging communi-
ties: The campus compact model.
National Civic Review, 32-40.

Habing, B. (2003). Exploratory factor anal-
ysis. University of South Carolina.
Retrieved from http://
people.stat.sc.edu/habing/
courses/S30EFA.pdf

Harkavy, I. (2005). Higher education col-
laborative for community engage-
ment and improvement: Faculty and
researchers’ perspectives. National
Forum on Higher Education for the
Public Good. [Monograph].

Heffernan, K. (2001). Campus Compact:
Developing partnerships for com-
munity service. Community & Jun-
ior College Libraries, 10(2), 55-59.

Holland, B. (1997). Analyzing institutional
commitment to service: A model of
key organizational factors. Michigan
Journal of Community Service
Learning, 4(1), 30-41.

Holland, B. (2009). Will it last? Evidence
of institutionalization at Carnegie
Classified Community Engagement
Institutions. In L. R. Sandmann, C.
H. Thornton, & A. J. Jaeger (Eds.),
Institutionalizing community en-
gagement in higher education: The
first wave of Carnegie classified in-
stitutions (pp. 85-98). (New Direc-
tions for Higher Education, no.
147). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-
Bass. d0i:10.1002/he.361

Kellogg Commission. (2001). Returning to
our roots. Washington, DC: Nation-
al Association of State Universities
and Land-Grant Colleges.

Kezar, A. (2005). What campuses need to
know about organizational learning
and the learning organization. New
Directions for Higher Education,
131, 7-22.

Kuh, G. D. (2012). High-impact education-
al practices: What they are, who has
access to them, and why they mat-
ter. Peer Review, 14(3), 29.

© Journal of Community Engagement and Higher Education

Copyright © by Indiana State University. All rights reserved. ISSN 1934-5283


http://www.nationalservice.gov
http://www.nationalservice.gov
http://people.stat.sc.edu/habing/courses/530EFA.pdf
http://people.stat.sc.edu/habing/courses/530EFA.pdf
http://people.stat.sc.edu/habing/courses/530EFA.pdf

Journal of Community Engagement and Higher Education

Long, S. E. (2002). The new student poli-
tics: The wingspread statement on
student civic engagement. Retrieved
from http://
www.campusactivism.org/uploads/
wingspread-web.pdf

Mertler, C. A., & Vannatta, R. A. (2010).
Advanced and multivariate statisti-
cal methods (4™ Ed). Glendale, CA:
Pyrczak Publishing.

Moore, T. L. (2014). Community-university
engagement: A process for building
democratic communities. ASHE
Higher Education Report, 40(2).
doi:10.1002/aehe.20014

Moore, T. L., & Mendez, J. P. (2014). Civic
engagement and organizational
learning strategies for student suc-
cess. New Directions for Higher Ed-
ucation, 65, 31-40. doi:10.1002/he

National Task Force on Civic Learning and
Democratic Engagement. (2012). 4
crucible moment: College learning
and democracy’s future. Washing-
ton, DC: Association of American
Colleges and Universities.

New England Resource Center for Higher
Education (2015). Integrated post-
secondary education database
(IPED). Retrieved from http://
www.nerche.org

Saltmarsh, J., Hartley, M., & Clayton, P. H.
(2009). Democratic engagement
white paper. Boston, MA: New
England Resource Center for Higher
Education.

Sandmann, L. R., Thornton, C. H., & Jae-
ger, A. J. (2009). Institutionalizing
community engagement in higher
education: The first wave of Carne-
gie classified institutions. New Di-
rections for Higher Education, 147,
1-4. doi:10.1002/he.352

Sponsler, L. E., & Hartley, M. (2013). Five
things student affairs professionals
can do to institutionalize civic en-
gagement. National Association of
Student Personnel Administrators
(NASPA).

Weerts, D., & Hudson, E. (2009). Engage-

15

Volume 11, Number 2

ment and institutional advancement.
New Directions for Higher Educa-
tion, 147, 65-74. doi:10.1002/he.359
Whiteford, L., & Strom, E. (2013). Building
community engagement and public
scholarship into the university. An-
nals of Anthropological Practice, 37
(1), 72-89. doi:10.1111/napa.12018

AUTHOR NOTE

Natasha Hutson, Department of
Campus Life, Clayton State Universi-
ty; Travis York, Office of Academic
and Student Affairs, Association of
Public  Land-grant  Universities;
Daesang Kim, Herbert Fiester, and
Jamie L. Workman, Department of
Curriculum, Leadership, and Tech-
nology, Valdosta State University.

Correspondence concerning this
article should be addressed to: Jamie
Workman, 2050 Curriculum, Leader-
ship, and Technology, 1500 N. Patter-
son St., Valdosta, GA 31698

© Journal of Community Engagement and Higher Education

Copyright © by Indiana State University. All rights reserved. ISSN 1934-5283


http://www.campusactivism.org/uploads/wingspread-web.pdf
http://www.campusactivism.org/uploads/wingspread-web.pdf
http://www.campusactivism.org/uploads/wingspread-web.pdf
http://www.nerche.org
http://www.nerche.org

