Civic Engagement Audit

Metropolitan State University

St. Paul, Minnesota

Robert Shumer, Ph.D

June 13, 2003

Introduction

In September 2002 Metropolitan State University, a member of the Minnesota State and University system (MnSCU), contracted to conduct a "civic engagement audit."  The purpose of the audit was to determine the number, nature, and kinds of civic or community connections existing between the university and its surrounding environment.  The report that follows describes the process and the outcomes of that audit…and reflects on the utility and complexity of undertaking such a task.

An audit is defined by the Merriam Webster dictionary as both a formal examination of an organization's or individual's accounts or financial situation and a methodical examination and review.  The word audit comes from the Latin word, auditus, which refers to acts of hearing.  So the goal of Metropolitan State University's audit was to hear about civic engagement by conducting a formal, methodical examination of the university's connection to the community.

Civic is defined as: of or relating to a citizen, a city, citizenship, or civil affairs.  It is derived from the Latin root, civicus, or from civic, citizen.  Engagement is defined as something that engages, as in a pledge; the act of engaging or the state of being engaged; the state of being in gear.  Thus, measuring civic engagement in a university is the act of determining how people in that institution relate as and to citizens, cities, and civil affairs through acts that require connecting in some way to produce motion (as in a gear).


The Mapping Civic Engagement in Higher Education Project (O'Meara & Kilmer, 1999) sponsored by Campus Compact, notes that there is not one definition of civic engagement. "At its most basic core, civic engagement is defined as the interaction of citizens with their society and their government (Patrick, 1998). For the purposes of this project [Campus Compact project] civic engagement was broadly defined as, "those activities which reinvigorate the public purposes and civic mission of higher education."

There are many examples where universities have examined their connections with the community.  The University of Pennsylvania developed a Community Service Directory that includes academically based community service courses and research projects, and community service programs in both the neighborhood and the greater city of Philadelphia.  One hundred and thirty four pages in length, it captures every formal program that connects the institution with the community.  Other institutions, such as UCLA and Stanford, have extensive listings of courses offered which connect the university with the community through the Field Studies Development Office or the Haas Center for Community Service.

In the Campus Compact Mapping Civic Engagement in Higher Education Project numerous efforts are described that demonstrate various forms of measurement, not just of community programs, but of civic purposes and civic missions.  Some, such as the Urban Universities Portfolio Project use portfolio approaches, where faculty and others present materials about their engagement.  Additional institutions use profiles and different descriptive processes to describe types of engagement. 

They all tend to present grand schemes that capture trends and intents.  However, they seem to miss the more basic understanding of engagement; that is, the simple connection between people, at the most fundamental level.  The focus of this audit is to present a slightly different approach… to use the language and concepts of the administration, students, faculty, and staff, to frame a basic, systematic investigation of community connections.  Such connections become the building blocks of all, more sophisticated measures of civic engagement and civic intent.

The audit began by mirroring what has been done before.  We sought to determine all the formal connections between Metropolitan State and its community.  We surveyed every functional unit at the university.  We piloted instruments for each unit, and did focus groups to follow up on the pilots to determine how they should be modified.  As we conducted the focus groups to understand how the auditing process was progressing, we discovered that we were missing the obvious: every single person in the institution could be part of the civic engagement process.  For example, while we were surveying Student Affairs to determine all the student organizations, we discovered that many students are engaged with the community on a personal level, done outside the formal connections of the institution.  This is something we hadn't considered.

In our follow up dialogues, we also realized that Metropolitan State University has two unique features that make the study of civic engagement more complex.  As a non-traditional institution, it educates students from a much broader range than a traditional university.  Its average student age is 33, so many working adults make up the student body.  These adults serve in many important roles in their communities.

The faculty composition also differs from traditional institutions.  With approximately 100 resident faculty, whose primary role is teaching and research, Metropolitan State also has more than 500 Community Faculty, who both teach at the university part time and work full time in other capacities in the community.  They range in occupations from being members of the state legislature, to operating businesses and social service agencies in the community.  Community faculty members bring an additional dimension to the notion of civic engagement, because their expertise and contribution to the university is derived from the natural connection with the world outside the institution.

What is reported in this civic engagement audit is a process that unfolded as we grappled with these understandings about the uniqueness of the Metropolitan State environment, and the charge to capture all the civic connections to be found through a state university.  We report on a process that is really only at the beginning stages, but will unfold over the next few years to become something that few have done before: struggle to capture every possible circumstance, situation, and condition that can be assigned to the concept of community connection/civic engagement.

Method of the Audit
The audit began by interviewing key personnel at Metropolitan State University who could share information about the organizational structure of the institution.  Beginning with the Director of the Center for Community Based Learning (the organization identified by the President as the primary coordination unit for university-community collaboration) and the CCBL faculty coordinator, we identified all of the primary organizational units in the institution. Using the university organizational chart, ten separate groups, including students, were noted.

Once identified, survey instruments were developed for each unit, reflecting their particular contribution to the civic engagement enterprise.  The questionnaires developed were based upon collective knowledge gained from the many Campus Compact initiatives to measure civic engagement and institutionalization of service and community based programs (e.g. Furco's Survey on Institutionalization).  I also used my personal knowledge of higher education gleaned from working at UCLA and the University of Minnesota, and knowledge gained from consulting with many other higher education institutions.  

As a pilot, surveys, along with the Feedback Form, were sent to 45 individuals in mid-November.  We received 17 responses by mid-December, including at least one from each unit.  Surveys and Feedback Forms were analyzed both for content (response to the questions) and for process information (ease of filling out forms, clarity of questions, etc).  

Data were analyzed by clustering types of responses and by examining specific patterns and themes.  For example, it was discovered that the question about listing courses appeared in the middle of the form for Department Chairs. None of those responding filled out any of the course listings.  Worse, they believed the course listings were the end of the survey and failed to complete the final questions that appeared after the course inventory.  Also, feedback from some people indicated that the instrument took too long to complete.  Yet, when we analyzed the reported time for all the respondents, the average time was slightly less than 20 minutes, a projection that seemed appropriate for most people.

Based on the surveys and the Feedback Forms from those in the pilot groups, questions were developed for focus group meetings, which were held in January 2003 (see Appendix).  Individuals who had completed the forms were invited to participate in the focus groups to further refine and improve the survey instruments.  Three groups were conducted: administration/administrative roles, students and staff, and faculty/department chairs.

At the conclusion of the focus groups, data were analyzed and patterns and themes identified that cut across all the groups.  The major recommendations included: 

· The surveys be distributed through a web-based format

· At the beginning, all the surveys should include common questions that focus on personal connections.  It was felt this would help engage participants in answering the full questionnaire.

· That several administrative and staff units be combined into one unit: General Category

· That some of the questions could be eliminated because other sources of information could be found through the university web site and published documents.

As a result of the focus groups, the surveys were modified.  The number of units was reduced from 10 to 7 (including students).  Survey questions that were redundant or yielded little information were eliminated.  The formatting of questions was altered so that the same three questions about personal involvement were listed first.  Web-based forms of all the instruments were developed.

It should be noted that the development of a web-based system, especially one that could tabulate the results of the data, was not easily forthcoming.  With extensive help from the Instructional Technology Department and Institutional Research, a web-based system was finally perfected and operationalized.  While we expected this process to go simply and smoothly, it did not.  I am greatly indebted to Ed Mack, and Dawn Syverson for working beyond the call of duty to make the web-based system function.

While we expected to get the web-based format up and running shortly after spring break, technical difficulties delayed it for several weeks.  This possibly reduced the number of responses received to the surveys, but the process did begin in early April.  The response has been less than hoped for, although some units have had a high rate of response, up to 100%. The two largest groups, faculty and students, have the greatest number of respondents, but the lowest percentage of responses.
Data
As one can imagine, the amount of data produced from a potential population of 7000-8,000 people can be enormous.  We sent messages about the surveys to 1008 faculty and staff.  Surveys were made available to more than 6000 students.   In actuality, we had surveys completed by 234 faculty and staff, for a return rate of just over 23%. There were forty-seven returns from students, for a return rate of less than 1%.  However this number is extremely low because student forms were not sent electronically.  They were handed out in selected classes by students and faculty.  So, relatively fewer surveys were actually distributed to students.  The estimated response rate is probably closer to 5-10% of those actually delivered to students.

.  The breakdowns are as follows as of May 30, 2003:
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· Academic Affairs:

7

7

100

· Department Chairs
27

15

55

· Faculty




Resident

106

37

35

Community

668

69

19

· General Category

183

94

51

· Office of the President
3

3

100

· Student Affairs

14

9

64

· Students


5000

47

1

Before data are reported from each of the surveys, it is important to present the current data from the first three questions, which were universally answered by all units.

Question #1, located on all the forms, asked if respondents currently connected with community in any particular way in either their personal or professional life. The overall "Yes" responses ranged from a high of 86% (Administrative Affairs), to a low of 65% (students).  The "No" range included 16% to 41%. On average, approximately 75% of all administration, faculty, and staff had community connections of some kind.

Given the fact that the average adult volunteer/participation rate is around 50% (Independent Sector), this means the University community reports connecting with the community in some capacity at rates 50% higher than the national average.  Students, as a separate category (because of age and duration at the institution) still connect with the community above the national average, around 65%.

Responses to Question #2 are reported next.  Questions #2 asked individuals to describe the kind of connections they had with the community, whether it was through personal volunteer work, through service in an organization or agency in some capacity, through service in a professional capacity, or by serving in a professional capacity as a representative of Metropolitan State.  

Responses indicated that most people, almost half (48%), connect with the community through community-based organizations or agencies.   The second most frequent category is Professional Capacity Representing Metropolitan State (27%).  The third is serving in a professional capacity (22%), and the fourth is connecting through personal volunteer work (20%).  Students have the same first response, they connect with community organizations, but their second highest mode of connection is through personal volunteering.  This, perhaps, could reflect the fact that they are generally younger and less formally connected to the community.

The interesting information shared in this question is not that individuals connect through community organizations and agencies.  That is to be expected.  Rather, it is the surprisingly high number of individuals that connect in professional capacities individually and as representatives of Metropolitan State University.  This suggests the university's presence in the community is exerted at a highly professional level.

Responses to Questions #3 produced a larger spread between the answers.  Questions #3 asked respondents how long they have been connected to community activities?  Answers were given in various time frames, from less than a month to more than 10 years.  

Unlike Questions #1 and #2, where there were clear leading answers, Question #3 responses varied widely, from 23% for more than 5 years, to 6.6% for less than a month.  Ten, two, and one year all garnered between 21% to 8%.  It does show that an older pool of participants, as faculty and staff represent, have considerably more durability in the civic engagement arena, outdistancing students by a 13% to 3% margin in the more than 5 year bracket, and 21% to 3% in the 10 year category.  Clearly, staying power in a community increases the length of community connection.

Data From Each Unit
Besides the same questions on items 1-3 on each survey, questions were posed that addressed the uniqueness of the population being surveyed.  Each unit, described in alphabetical order, presents the major questions that reveal important information about the university-community connection will be discussed.

Academic Affairs
Several important trends were revealed in the Academic Affairs surveys completed by 7 individuals who received the instruments, for a 100% return rate.  On Question #5, asking about policies that promote courses and programs that connect academic learning with community-based settings, 86% responded Yes.  Nobody said No, and 14% either said they didn't know or just didn't respond.  When asked if the Inter-Faculty Organization (the governing faculty body) had policies that provide guidelines for approving academic/community connected courses, 57% said they did.  However, 43% said they didn't know.  When asked about Academic Affairs supporting faculty who wanted to develop community connected courses, 71% said Yes, 14% said No, and an additional 14%, respectively, said they either didn't know or didn't respond.

Asked if Academic Affairs had policies that regulated the involvement of community sponsors/community supervisors in awarding grades or credit, 57% said Yes, 14% said No, and 29% said they didn't know.  Only 14% didn't respond.  Asked if Academic Affairs had policies about teaching and research related to community based settings that connect it to tenure and promotion, 57% said Yes, 29% said No, and 14% said they didn't know.

All of these numbers add up to two noticeable patterns.  First, there are a majority of respondents who believe the University supports community connected academic programs, from developing courses, regulating grades and credits, to connecting to tenure and promotion.  The second pattern indicates a significant number of people who simply don't know, from 14% to 43%, depending on the issue.  This pattern is repeated throughout the other surveys, and indicates that no one person or unit seems to have full knowledge about what is happening in terms of total community connections/civic engagement in the institution.  Of course this is just common sense: when institutions are large, no one has all the answers or all the information.  

Department Chairs
Fifteen Department Chairs completed the survey for their area.  They described a scenario that was somewhat different from the Academic Affairs groups.  They answered a series of questions that specifically addressed departmental policy and programs.

The first question posed was "Does your department mission require that you develop courses/programs that involve the community?"  Forty three percent said Yes, while 57% said No.  Next, they were asked if their department provided faculty and staff with training to improve or increase community-based courses?  Twenty-nine percent said Yes, and 71% said No.  Then they were asked if their department planned to expand the number of courses that were community based?  Fifty seven percent said Yes, while 43% said No.

The next series of questions asked if department staff/faculty met regularly with community members to develop connected courses?  Thirty six percent responded Yes, while 57% said No.  How many faculty are engaged in community based research?  Forty-three percent said None. 36% stated a number of projects, and 36% didn't respond.

Asked about departmental grading policies regarding awarding credit for community based learning, only 14 % said they had such a policy, while 79% said they did not.  Asked about rewarding and recognizing community based research as part of tenure and promotion, 85% said Yes, 7% said No, and 43 % didn't respond.  Finally, they were asked how many courses their department offered?  43% said None, 36% offered some number, and 36% provided no response.

Department Chair responses presented a confusing picture of the role of community connected courses in the departmental structure.  On the positive side, they  said they planned to expand programs and overwhelmingly said they had a policy that connected community based learning with tenure and promotion policy.  Yet, they also acknowledged that the majority did not require such courses, didn't provide training, didn't meet regularly with community members, weren't engaged predominantly in community based research, didn't have a grading policy for community based learning, and weren't sure how many faculty were involved in community based learning strategies.  This data is confusing when compared with faculty input.  It suggests there is perhaps a communication gap in the departments around the topics/issues of community based learning.  

Faculty

Faculty tell a slightly different tale. Fifty seven percent said they included community based learning in their courses, with 42% saying they didn't.  Forty percent said they included such learning in required courses for graduation or the major, while 53% said they didn't.  Forty five percent said they required community-based learning in courses they taught, and 53% said they didn't.


On issues of reflection, activities used in classes to process community experiences included 56% written, 52% Oral, 33% said they had none, and 4% didn't respond.  Only 28% said they did community based research, while 71 % said they didn't.  Nineteen percent use such approaches for independent study, while 79% do not.  Asked if there were any other types of community connected work they did that was not covered in the previous questions, 85% said No, and only 12% said Yes.  Of the faculty who responded, 36% were Resident Faculty and 63% were Community Faculty.

So what did we "hear" from faculty?  Another mixed message, although there were many more less supportive comments and responses than expected.  A slim majority said they included community based learning in courses, but almost every other answer was less inclusive of such learning.  The majority didn't include community based learning in courses, required or optional, they didn't use Independent Study for such approaches, they didn't conduct as much community based research, nor did they do any other type of community based learning.

There are inconsistencies in the data that bear investigation.  Department Chairs believe community based research is valued for tenure and promotion.  Faculty say less than a third are involved in such research.  Department Chairs don't believe there are grading policies for community based learning, yet faculty use reflective practices and other known techniques that lead to good learning and academically appropriate grading.  In any event, it is important to explore any inconsistencies between groups to improve understanding.…and communication.

General Population
This group of 94 respondents held a variety of administrative and staff positions throughout the university.  So their perspectives are a bit different from the others involved with faculty, academic issues.

This group felt their university unit had programs that connected with the community.  Sixty five percent said Yes they did, and 16% said they didn't.  Another 19% said they didn't know, and 2% didn't respond.  Asked if any of these programs led to instruction that connected with the community (internships, group internships, service-learning) that involved faculty, students, or staff, 29% said Yes, 11% said No, and 65% said they either didn't know or didn't respond.

Finally, they were asked if any of these community connections improved the operation of their unit or function in the University.  Nineteen percent said there was little or no change, 20 % said there was some change, 17% said there was good or vast change, and 29% said they didn't know.  Asked if they were seeking funds for community based learning programs, 17% said Yes, 54% said No, and 29% said they didn't know.

These data begin to support an emerging pattern for the university.  The responses are mixed, and in some areas, inconsistent.  While 94% said they were involved in the community, only 8% were doing it through an educational course or program.  A majority said they had programs in their unit that connected with the community, yet few (29%) led to instructional strategies that involved faculty or staff.   Overall, they did not see a lot of change resulting from community based learning, and a majority of these units were not seeking funds for such programming.

These data indicate that those not involved primarily in teaching or academically associated units have less involvement in promoting and developing community connected educational programs.  Intuitively it makes sense that this group would be less involved.  We simply have data, now, that supports that understanding.

Office of the President
This group is highly skewed since there were only three respondents (out of three surveys).  They did provide a rather consistent appraisal of the President's Office in the role of promoting and supporting community connected programming.

For the statement, "the President's Office provides special support/encouragement for faculty who want to develop courses that connect academic learning with community," 100% responded Yes.  In a similar question directed at supporting/encouraging staff and students to develop community based activities, the answers again were 100% affirmative.  The last separate question about the University being a member of Campus Compact or other national affiliations promoting community connected education, 100% responded, Yes.

It is clear from this portion of the survey that the President's Office is a strong supporter of the promotion and development of community connected education.  The current President, who is set to assume the Co-Chair of the Minnesota Campus Compact, is willing to work beyond the call of duty to implement the civic connections and university programming that lead to more community based learning and civic engagement.

Student Affairs

The nine people who responded from Student Affairs presented a consistent set of answers related to community connections.  Since many of their programs involve students working on community issues, this is not surprising.

For the question about policies in Student Affairs that encourage/support connecting student activities with courses to utilize community based learning, 56% said Yes.  33% said No, while 44% either didn't know or didn't respond.  When asked how many project/programs connected directly with the community, 56% indicated a specific number, while 44% didn't respond, and 11% said None.  These last figures indicate that occasionally people selected more than one response, indicating a response rate of more than 100%.  This suggests that not all the figures are accurate; they reflect either scoring failures or reporting oversights on the part of the respondents.

For questions about programs/funding that provide training for student and/or faculty groups in community connected academic programs, 22% said Yes there was support, while 11% said No.  However, 56% didn't know, and 33% didn't respond.

When asked if there were examples where community based organizations/institutions have initiated student projects, 33% said they were aware of some, 22% said they were not aware, and 44% said they didn't know.  For the last question about how many Student Affairs projects/clubs/initiatives connected with academic courses, 22% said None, while 67% said they were aware of some.

Respondents to the Student Affairs survey were supportive of community connected programming and were able to enumerate examples.  At the same time, the data indicate that members of the Student Affairs area are unsure of many of the community connected operations…they know they are happening, they just don't know where.  This lack of specific knowledge, as stated earlier, is not limited to this one unit.  Everyone has areas where they are unfamiliar or unsure as to what is happening.  It points, again, to a need for some kind of central registry for information about community connected activities.

Students
While we had a relatively small return from students, only 47 forms from 6000 potential responders (although few were actually circulated), given the short time frame to collect data, the information obtained has initial value.  Limited as it is, it does indicate some trends in the data that can be confirmed as the data opportunities expand during the next school year.  As stated in the first three questions on all the forms, students tend to do personal community work through organizations.  Almost half, 48%, responded that they volunteer in such agencies.

On the formal survey, students confirm a few basic trends.  When asked if they were taking courses that had a community based learning component, 71% said No, while 29% said yes.  Asked if they were participating in a student organization that is doing work/service in the community, an overwhelming 83% said No, while only 13% said Yes.  Students did confirm, though, that 62% knew where there was a place to go to find out about community based learning or volunteering; 36% did not.

These data suggest that the large majority of students do not engage in formal community connected programming.  Given their busy lives as working adults, their need to balance school with other activities, one might expect that students would both not belong to student clubs and not be as active in community based learning programs.

Courses and Formal Programs that Connect with Community
As part of the survey process, both through interviews with faculty and staff, and through the mechanism of surveys that revealed actual courses and programs, efforts were made to develop a baseline registry of actual course titles and program names.  Questions were directed to all involved in academic endeavors to identify courses and programs.  Faculty, Academic Affairs, and Department Chairs were all asked to identify specific courses.  Members of the Center for Community Based Learning, the administrative point on campus for these activities, were also asked to list courses and programs of which they were aware.

The results proved successful as an initial attempt to inventory every community-based course and program operating at the university.  The names and statistics produced provide a glimpse into the level of "penetration" community connections have at the institution (see Appendix).  

Surveys and interviews produced solid baseline data.  We were able to identify 150 separate course titles and 161 sections of courses that included a community connection.  Thirty-seven courses were identified by the Center for Community Based Learning staff, and an additional 134 were noted by faculty through the surveys.  This information is certainly underreported because it came from only 37% of the resident faculty and roughly 14% of the Community Faculty. Information obtained from the Registrar's Office indicated that the University offered 941 separate course titles during the 2002-03 academic year.  This included 1513 sections of regular courses.  There were 2875 course sections offered, but this number included 622 independent studies, 328 internships, and 238 prior assessments.  We were unable to track independent studies, internships, and priors from student or faculty data,  so they were not included in the number of sections offered.  Thus, based on the number of regular courses offered, the following institutional facts can be presented:

· 1513 total sections offered of regular courses during the regular academic year

· 941 separate course titles offered during the academic year

· 150 separate courses identified that have a community connection

· 161 sections identified that have a community connection

These data allow us to present a numerical picture of the level of institutional penetration of courses that have a community connection.  We can say, based on this evidence, that Metropolitan State University has the following:

· 16% of all courses offered have a community connection

· 11% of all sections offered of regular courses have a community connection.

This is important data to reveal because we can present a baseline number for community connected courses that are part of the University system.  We can address issues of institutionalization of community connected learning from a factual basis, not the more typical perception assessments that have been done in the past.  Personal communication from National Campus Compact staff suggests that some places have collected similar data, but it has been for internal consumption only.  As more information of this kind becomes public we can compare items such as course development across institutions.

Faculty who are engaged in this kind of work are more likely to return the surveys first.  Therefore, it is safe to predict that at least another 40-50 courses will be discovered as information comes in from other faculty. This projection is based on the fact that approximately one sixth of the faculty have reported.  If the rest of the approximately 600 people report their course involvement at 50% of the rate of data collected, this would mean 8% of the others have some community connection.  This produces an additional 48 courses, and brings the projected total to 198.  This would drive the rate of course involvement using community connections to approximately 21% of all courses.  Without comparative data, it is difficult to tell if this is a high or low number.  Suffice to say, I am not sure that many institutions of higher learning in the U.S. can demonstrate that between 16 -21% of all their courses have community connections.  Perhaps as more institutions reveal this data, as Metropolitan State is doing, there will be more opportunity to learn from one another. 

Course Details

One of the primary purposes of the audit is to discover the number and type of courses that connect academic learning with the community.  Faculty were asked to list courses they taught that had such a component and Department Chairs and Academic Affairs personnel were similarly asked to list courses they know about that had a community connection.  While Department Chairs and Academic Affairs provided little information, faculty were able to provide an enormous amount of information about the courses.  The following section analyzes the information provided.

Courses with community connections exist in 33 different departments.  They are:

· Anthropology

· Art

· Communications

· Criminal Justice

· Decision Sciences

· Education

· Ethnic Studies

· History

· Human Resource Management

· Human Services

· Human Service Administration

· Human Services/Chemical Dependency Counseling

· Human Services/Family Studies

· Humanities

· Information and Computer Sciences

· Information Studies

· Linguistics

· Literature

· Management

· Management Information Systems

· Marketing Management and Communications

· Media Studies 

· Non-Profit Management Nursing

· Public Administration

· Psychology

· Religious Studies

· Reading

· Sociology

· Social Work

· Social Sciences

· Social Science Group Internship

· Statistics

· Writing

With this diversity of departmental representation, typical courses covered a wide spectrum of offerings.  While the entire course list is available, a sample representation is provide here just to show the wide variety.  Examples of courses offered include:

ANTH 325
Women, Development and Social Change

ARTS 304
Topics in Fibers: Papermaking

CJS 320
Applied Criminology

EDU 450 
Urban Teaching Seminar II

HAS 369
Program Evaluation

HUM 303 
Medieval Civilization

LING 316
The Nature of Language

MGMT 365
Business Futures

NPM 365
Non Profit Management

NURS 414
Geriatric Nursing

POL 333
Constitutional Law: Civil Rights and Civil Liberties

PSYC 107
Career Planning and Development

RELS 305
Jewish-Christian Encounter

SOC 305
Race and Ethnicity: Sociological Perspectives

SOWK 391
Community Learning Center Practicum

STAT 201
Statisitics I

WRIT 231
Writing II


Information about courses was helpful in getting a sense of the number perceived to have community connections.  Faculty provided other information about details of these  connections, such as how they involved the community and the nature of assignments. However, many of the details about the quality of the interactions and the impact of the connections were not as plentiful. It was only when I had a chance to interview faculty about their courses/programs, that richer information about quality concerns were exposed. 

Social Work Courses/Program: La Familia Guidance Center


A good example of what happens when you actually interview someone who is operating a community connected course or program occurred when I had the opportunity to interview Marilyn Vigil, faculty member in the Social Work Department, about her involvement in the La Familia Guidance Center.  She had commented briefly on the Center in her survey response.  This is what she said: 


"Currently I serve as the representative of the social work department at Metropolitan State to La Familia Guidance Center, a nonprofit mental health agency, which is the site of the Social Work Department's Community Learning Center in the Chicano-Latino community.


We have a program advisory committee composed of professional social workers of color and the representatives of the four community agencies that host the social work department's Community Learning Center Practicum and Seminar."

What we learn from the survey results is that Ms. Vigil is involved with a Community Learning Center in St. Paul and that there is an advisory committee that helps with four communities of color to operate these programs.  What we don't know from the survey is what students do in the program, what primary roles faculty play in running the Center, and the more intimate details about what really happens in terms of quality of learning and service between the students, the community, and the faculty.  We also are not sure what the relationship is between the University and the Center.  This information will be important later when we discuss the impact and use for the audit, especially as it relates to the goals and criteria for engagement established by the University to judge its own level and quality of activities.


I spent 45 minutes interviewing Ms. Vigil at the Guidance Center.  Prior to meeting with her, I read her brief biography in the Metropolitan State Catalog.  I discovered that Ms. Vigil was a University of Chicago graduate, a former instructor at the University of Minnesota, a former Minnesota Human Rights Commissioner, a former Executive Director of the Neighborhood House Association (a social service agency in the Latino community in St. Paul),  a person with 20 years experience as a practicing social worker, and a Chair of the Social Work Department.  This information is important because it says volumes about the breadth of experience and longevity of connections that she has had with the Minneapolis/St. Paul community…and the extensive networks and knowledge she brings to the efforts at Metropolitan State University.


I learned a great deal from the interview about the relationship of the Center to Metropolitan State, the kind of interconnectedness between faculty, staff, resources, and services, and the complexity of the services provided to the four communities of color served by the Center: Latino, African American, Hmong, and Native American.  Specific information was:

· La Familia was started in 1995 through a joint effort of the Social Work faculty with Ramsey and Hennepin County Mental Health Services and community mental health professionals.  This was not just another mental health facility…Metropolitan State faculty were partially responsible for its creation, existence, and sustenance.

· La Familia had clinics in St. Paul and Minneapolis.  Metropolitan State University is working with programs that serve the entire metropolitan area.

· La Familia was a joint program with the Social Work Department.  This was not just a short-term clinical experience for students; it was integrated into the very essence of what the social work department thought was essential instruction.

· Metropolitan State provides financial and human resources for the Center: it pays for space, it provides materials, it provides faculty/counselors, and it provides students whose primary responsiblity is to learn the theory and practice of social work by engaging in real community issues with real community members.

· Resident faculty teach courses on campus and at the Center.  There is a true sharing of physical space where community members have access to the University campus and the university has access to, and directly serves, community members.

· Community faculty advise the Social Work Department and Resident faculty actually sit on the La Familia Advisory Board.  There is a real, mutual relationship between the two entities on all areas of policy development and implementation of practice.

· La Familia placements allow students to work in the four communities of color--Latino, African American, Hmong, and Native American in order to appreciate and understand their cultures and their community needs.  This will be an important distinction when we discuss the Mission Statement and the Philosophy and Goals of Metropolitan State.

· Social Work courses require students to engage in community based research, including advocacy research.  Students, along with faculty, produce research that has immediate value and applicability in the community.

· Students and faculty provide direct services to community members.  Metropolitan State is not just a university on the hill, it is directly engaged in applying theories of knowledge to improve the lives of community members.

· La Familia has programs that work with local schools, placing student interns with school-aged youth to develop mental health programs.  There is an intentional effort to improve the functions of local elementary and secondary schools for the benefit of both local children and Metropolitan State students and faculty.

· As many as 9 social work courses support student engagement with community agencies and community residents.  La Familia exemplifies a program/sequence of courses that is not just about a one-semester experience.  Rather it is about a long-term relationship between the University and the community -- for the betterment of both.

I dwell on La Familia because it appears to be an outstanding example of what a truly engaged department looks like between a university and its community.  Certainly one will find that social work departments around the country are usually connected to community because that is part of the essence of their curriculum.  Social Work is part of the College of Professional Studies…its intent is to produce practicing professionals.

What makes La Familia and Ms. Vigil worth discussing is demonstrating the limited information gained from surveys on community connections and the rich and fuller understanding gained by actually spending some time getting in-depth information about the actual structure and actions imbedded in the effort.  Getting this quality information is expensive and time consuming.

The point here is that in any auditing process, where one is trying to get information to "hear" what is happening between and institution and its community, there are trade-offs between methods of gathering data and quality of data gathered.  My experience with Ms. Vigil and La Familia suggests that over the course of time, it would be vital to get this level of detail about each and every class and program at Metropolitan State that purports to make a connection with the community…to understand how the engagement  "produces motion."

One way other institutions have gotten this level of information is by developing portfolio assessment systems, where faculty describe their connections and present an array of information through their documents.  This is a far more efficient system than interviewing, enabling the gathering of information without the high cost (and time expense) of actually paying people to collect the data.

Formal Programs

In terms of formal programs, our initial surveys and interviews revealed that there were 32 programs identified by the staff of the Center for Community-Based Learning that connected with the community.  Information provided by the Admissions Office indicates an  additional 31 programs participated as part of the outreach program for enrollment.  Add to these figures the 21 registered student clubs and the approximately 215 organizations/agencies that are involved with University Advancement and Development, and we have a total of 299 organizations and agencies that connect formally with the University.

It should be noted that University Advancement and Development indicated that there are more than 18,000 alumni from Metropolitan State University, and approximately 2000 donate financially each year. Many more contribute in other ways. While these groups are not included in the base count, consideration of alumni relations needs to be an important focus of investigation of civic engagement and community connection for any institution of higher education.

Given that almost 75% of the respondents to the surveys (about 170) indicated that they were involved in some community connected work, and approximately 50% said they volunteered with organizations (85), we can assume of the 234 surveys returned, conservative estimates place an additional 20% working in other community organizations…based on the expectation of receiving another 500 surveys..  This means we generate another 17 organizations, for a total of 316 agencies and organizations in the community.  Thus, we add to our audit the fact that an estimated 316 organizations and agencies connect with the University in some capacity.

Institutional Connections


While the La Familia Guidance Center represents a programmatic/departmental connection with community, it was learned through interviews with administration and faculty that Metropolitan State University has institutional engagements with the community.  Perhaps most notable is the development of a new library, rather unique in organization, because it is to be a shared space between the University and the community, placing a public library in a university facility.  The implications for this design are important for understanding the mulitiple levels of engagement on the part of an institution of higher learning.


What I find important about the library design is that it embodies many of the elements of connection described in the La Familia example.  They are:

· It provides shared physical space with a community operation.  Financial and human resources are shared, with at least two funding streams contributing to the program.

· It allows for joint access to university students, staff, and faculty, along with community members.  This increases the opportunity to develop a multitude of programs that facilitate increased communication between the two entities, such as shared lectures, information sessions, information gathering activities, programming for children (such as College for Kids), and  a host of other educational and artistic programs that will connect the university with its immediate neighbors.

· It also provides a unique physical forum for the neighboring community to have access to university faculty and university programs.  Neighbors can take the lead to hold community forums that help the university community understand their problems and concerns.

· Placing a university unit, such as the Center for Community Based Learning in the library facility could enhance the communication between the university and the community around all the information sharing about internships, service-learning programs, and other educational offerings that connect with the community.  Development of an on-line database of courses, faculty, and community based organizations could improve the communication between the university personnel and the community organizations/agencies they serve, creating a truly seemless information system that improves the level of information exchange.

· It provides a unique identity for neighborhood children to connect with and understand the activities of a university.  Research on such joint programs as the La Guardia Middle College and other university/community educational collaboratives has shown that exposure to university environments by young people increases their desire, and likelihood, of attending an institution of higher learning.  If nothing else, neighboring children will know how to use the library, will be familiar with its location, and will be familiar with its staff.

There are many other points of connection between the joint library design, including the collaboration that will occur between public and university library staff.  Selection of the collections, programmatic themes, etc. will unfold in ways that are neither reflective of a traditional university library, nor a public library.


The point of this discussion is to demonstrate that our civic engagement audit has uncovered yet another example of the kind of university-community connection that exists at Metropolitan State -- institution to institution.  Again, this is important because it reflects directly on the university mission and goals, which become measures of the civic engagement audit.

Civic Engagement/Volunteer Connections


Respondents were asked on each survey to describe the kind of community connected work they did.  Some did not list any connections, others listed up to 18-20 activities that connected with the community.  The range of volunteer/community connections was quite impressive, especially related to the number of individuals participating in professional roles. A list of some of the typical and more unique connections is provided below to illustrate the nature of civic engagement in which university personnel and students participate.  There were more than 325 examples cited about volunteer/community connections from the 234 surveys.  The rate of reporting at least one example from each survey ranged from 20% to 82% depending on the unit responding.

· ESL Tutor

· Co-workers and I organized a holiday giving event for families through the American Cancer Society

· I am vice-president of the cooperative I live in

· KMOJ/CCD Community Radio -- Board Member, VP, Secretary, Chair, Special Events

· Classroom help in school

· I am a regular customer at some Eastside businesses.  This connects me with the community and I support the community in this way, also.

· Youth Team coach

· I am a community representative on the site council at the local elementary school.

· Teach free CPR courses at Metropolitan State

· English tutoring with members of the Russian Jewish community

· Volunteer driver for patients receiving radiation treatment

· I volunteer at my church

· I volunteer as a career and academic advisor for several correctional facilities

· Volunteer for College for Kids

· Pastoral ministry work through church, doing one on one visits at nursing homes and home visits.

· East Seventh Street Revitalization Steering Committee

· Teach citizenship classes at CLUES, a social service agency servicing Hispanics

· Sit on board of Directors for Crime Stoppers of MN working on a safe community

· I am a member of a national committee responsible for practitioner certification and the development of certification evaluation tests.

· I serve as a research volunteer for the Minnesota-Dakotas chapter of the Alzheimer's Association.  I help with public policy issues by developing prevalence data, etc.

· Currently President of the Stillwater Soccer Boosters

· I serve as VP of the Minnesota Association for Continuing Adult Education.

· I serve on advisory committees to the Minnesota Department of Health

· I walk dogs for the Humane Society

Student responses also include a wide variety of volunteer/community connections.  These include:

· Site Council at Como Park Elementary School

· Tutor elementary students

· Twin Cities Habitat activities

· I am an officer and member in a group that raises funds to provide college scholarships to women

· Board member of a non-profit

· Part of the anti-racism task force at my church

· Work with Boys and Girls club

· Active member of several peace movements, including Merriam Park Neighbors for Peace

· Volunteer work as docent and guide with the Minnesota Transportation Museum

What is clear from these lists is that community connections come in all shapes and sizes.  It is evident from the data that many people connect in very professional ways, from being on boards of directors, to directing policy at non-profits.  They also serve in more typical ways, such as in after-school coaching or tutoring children.

Students also have a great deal of influence and connect with the community in numerous ways.  They not only do tutoring and construction work, such as working with elementary school children or Habitat for Humanity, but they too serve in executive roles, such as on boards of directors for non-profits.  While not nearly as prevalent in their more advanced roles as older adults, such as faculty and administrative staff, students still bring a certain level of expertise and professionalism to the civic engagement phenomenon.  Again, this may be somewhat unique to Metropolitan State University students, since they are typically 10-15 years older than their traditional undergraduate counterpart at a major university.

What is perhaps most significant about these responses is they stretch our understanding of what constitutes community connections and civic engagement.  One of the most intriguing responses, not usually characterized in discussions on civic engagement, is the respondent who claimed he/she supported community businesses and used local shopping to get to know community members.  The intentional act of shopping locally in a poorer area, especially to get a chance to talk to local residents about their community, is indeed an act of civic engagement.  It provides information that can be used to guide discussion about community, and more importantly, it infuses money into a community who primary concerns deal with jobs and quality of life issues that often revolve around financial support.

I cite this example because I believe the discussion about civic engagement needs to be expanded to include the multiple and interesting ways that citizens engage their surroundings.  We too often deal with the typical notions of programs and institutions connecting in normally acceptable ways.  We learned from these data that there are other ways that citizens engage their communities that meet the definitional criteria for civic action, yet don't follow traditional forms.  We need to expand our conceptualization of the process…these data help us to understand how to do it.

Comparison with National and State Data

Data collected on the number of courses, rate of community connections, and  kinds of connections, represent a profile of the Metropolitan State University levels of community connections and engagement.  A recent study by Campus Compact (released June 9, 2003) provides some comparative data that helps put the Metropolitan State information in perspective.  While the data are not exactly based on the same terminology (community connections vs. volunteerism, or courses with community connections vs. courses that combine service with academic learning), the comparisons are worth making to see how the University compares with other institutions.


In the Campus Compact study, 33% of students from 504 institutions report doing community service.  The limited data from Metropolitan State students indicates that roughly twice that number, 65% make connections with the community, primarily through volunteer activities.  As for courses, the Campus Compact report says that an average of 30.3 courses exist on campuses that combine service with academic learning.  At Metropolitan State, 150 identified courses connect with community in some capacity, and an estimated 200 exist, based on projections from the surveys.  

Perhaps the more interesting finding from the Campus Compact study is that more than 40% of campuses reporting have an established office of community service or service-learning with an annual budget exceeding $50,000.  The Center for Community Based Learning at Metropolitan State has an annual budget of more than $200,000, not including the grant funded project budgets.


While only a comparison of approximations, these data suggest that Metropolitan State University is functioning above the national average.  Twice as many students volunteer.  There are five to seven times as many courses.  The financial commitment devoted to coordinating community partnerships and community programming is more than four times the national average.


A recent study of civic engagement in Minnesota conducted with 38 higher education campuses also provides some comparative data, although again not measuring quite the same defined terminology (Bowley, 2003).  However the approximations are worth mentioning, especially since there is such close equivalency between the national and state level studies.  The Minnesota report also indicates that, on average, 20 faculty members per institution include 31 service-learning courses.  Again compared with Metropolitan State's accounting for 150-200 community-connected courses (even if all the courses are not clearly identified as service-learning courses) the difference is substantial.  The Minnesota report goes beyond the national study to emphasize the significance of institutionally funded centers that coordinate and promote service learning and other community based learning initiatives.  They report that fewer than half the campuses had full time coordinators or directors working on civic engagement efforts.  More importantly, the report indicates that when the 30 identified variables in the study that relate to civic engagement are compared, "strong staffing levels, especially in positions coordinating service-learning or similar efforts, relate to the strengths in other areas."  In other words, a fully funded coordinator/director/center promoting civic engagement and community partnerships is one of the strongest single predictors of high quality civic engagement policy and practice.  Metropolitan State's commitment to centralized coordination of civic engagement through the Center for Community Based Learning and fully funded faculty coordinating functions is a good indicator of the level of civic and community connections supported and promoted by the institution.  Lastly, the Minnesota Campus Compact study places Metropolitan State University as having achieved the most high rankings among the categories identified as important to implementing civic engagement.  The numbers for this audit simply reinforce what appears to be a strong commitment of Metropolitan State University to the development and achievement of civic engagement. 

How Do We Interpret Out Civic Engagement Data?


Now that we have collected a large amount of data about Metropolitan State University and the many manifestations of community/civic connections, how do we interpret the data?  How do we analyze it to make sense of the information and provide a plan for its use?


We need to go back to our original definition of engagement, I believe, to find guidelines.  Remember that engagement had several components of meaning.    The one that is perhaps most relevant is the notion of engagement as the meshing of a gear to produce motion.  


Gears are part of a transmission system designed to move a vehicle or object from one place to another.  They come in different shapes and sizes and are designed for different purposes.  They connect (or not) in primarily three different ways: neutral, forward, and reverse.  Neutral represents the state of non-engagement.  Forward represents moving in a forward direction (however defined) and reverse represents moving in a direction opposite from forward.


Besides direction, gears/transmission systems include concepts of force/torque and speed.  First gears are usually larger, thicker, and are designed to create inertia…to move an object from a stationary position to one of motion.  Higher gears are smaller and are usually designed to move the object at faster speeds.  They are smaller in size, but turn faster than lower gears.


This short digression into "gear talk" is important to our understanding of the terms of engagement because it provides the concepts by which to measure the civic connections of an institution.  It helps to understand that the notion of engagement has several dimensions: force, speed, direction, and ultimately, achieving a goal: getting something from one place to another (or change).


The problem we face in civic engagement audits is knowing what it is we are trying to move, what relative speed and direction it is/should be moving, and whether or not we can accept reversed directions as being acceptable to our ultimate goal of getting to where it is we want to go. In other words, what are the goals, the context, and the philosophy of our transmission system.


In order to understand a university's civic engagement, we need to look to the institution's written statements that help us understand the parameters by which to judge the value and purpose of our information (Holland, 1997).  Fortunately, most universities have these written statements in their vision statements, mission statements, instructional goals, and institutional philosophies.  Metropolitan State University is no exception. 

Let us examine the vision statement, the mission statement, and educational goals to get some parameters as to how we interpret the civic engagement data (Metropolitan State University Undergraduate 2002-04 Catalog).

Vision Statement:

Metropolitan State University, a member of the Minnesota State College and University System will be the premier urban, public, comprehensive system university in the Twin Cities metropolitan area and will focus on providing high-quality, affordable, educational programs and services in a student-centered environment.  The faculty, staff and students will reflect the area’s rich diversity and will demonstrate an unwavering commitment to civic engagement.

Mission Statement:
Metropolitan State University is a comprehensive urban university committed to meeting the higher education needs of the Twin Cities and greater metropolitan population.  The University will provide accessible, high quality liberal arts and professional education to the citizens and communities of the metropolitan area, with continued emphasis on under-served groups, including adults and communities of color.  Within the context of lifelong learning, the university will build upon its national reputation for innovative student-centered programs that enable students from diverse backgrounds to achieve their educational goals.  The University is committed to academic excellence and community partnerships through curriculum, teaching, scholarship, and services designed to support an urban mission


Educational Goals:


Curriculum

· Reflect a commitment to career and life success based on strong liberal arts foundation

· educate individuals to be informed and effective citizens
· integrate theoretical and practical learning as well as technical competence

Teaching

· Providing a variety of learning modes

· offering an individualized, student-centered approach to teaching and learning

· teaching and advising that foster student learning and development in preparation for careers and service to their communities

· encouraging active lifelong inquiry and learning

· incorporating multiculturalism perspectives in teaching and advising

· bridging theory and practice

Service

· Developing creative partnerships with public and private organizations
· providing a variety of resources and service by engaging faculty, students, and staff in community-based activities; and

· providing a variety of resources and service by engaging faculty, students, and staff in community-based activities

· improving the effectiveness of the educational system by working closely with elementary and secondary schools in the metropolitan area 

Based on the information provided in these three major statements about the purpose and function of Metropolitan State University in society, we select items that provide the context for understanding the interest in civic engagement/community connection.  Significant statements include:

· Be a premier urban university
· Be student-centered
· Demonstrate rich diversity
· Unwavering commitment to civic engagement
· Provide high quality liberal and professional education
· Emphasize underserved populations
· Serve communities of color

· Committed to academic excellence and community partnerships through curriculum, teaching, scholarship, and services
· Educate individuals to be informed and effective citizens

· Integrate theoretical and practical learning, as well as technical competence

· Student learning and development in preparation for careers and service to their communities
· Incorporating multiculturalism perspectives in teaching and advising

· Creative partnerships with public and private organizations
· Providing a variety of resources and service by engaging faculty, students, and staff in community-based activities
· Improving the effectiveness of the educational system by working closely with elementary and secondary schools in the metropolitan area
These fifteen items become the benchmarks by which to measure the purposes and goals of the University in terms of its levels of success in achieving civic engagement.  Clearly the language of Metropolitan State University sets very high standards for measuring civic engagement because it says it has an "unwavering commitment to civic engagement."  Throughout these key statements we find language about being committed to the goals of an urban university: to serve the under-served, to serve communities of color, to combine theory and practice, to provide high quality academic and professional preparation, to form creative partnerships with the community, to achieve its civic mission through curriculum, scholarship, teaching , and service; and to work with local school systems to improve education.  These are lofty goals.


The challenge here is to now construct an assessment rubric or measurement system, using the language of the institution, by which to analyze the given data of our audit.  I propose an instrument that contains the following:

Metropolitan State University

Civic Engagement Analysis Instrument
Each item in this instrument is used to assess data from the civic engagement audit to determine whether or not a particular goal is being met.  The initial determination is whether or not engagement exists (there is detectable motion). The secondary determination is about measuring the elements of engagement: direction, force, and speed.

Data to be analyzed: _____________________________________________________

	Data: Course/program/number


	NEUTRAL

0  No engagement
	ENGAGED

Gear 1: starting

Gear 2: Moving

Gear 3: Moving well
	DIRECTION

1 Positive: making progress

0 Stopped: not going anyplace

-1  Reverse:  going backward
	FORCE

1 Weak: Involves few people/agencies

2 Medium: up to half of institution engaged

3 Strong: broad-based; more than half involved
	SPEED

1  

1 Slow: making minimal progress in development

2 Normal: making normal development

3 Top: Doing extremely well in all areas

	Student-centered


	
	
	
	
	

	Professional education
	
	
	
	
	

	Emphasize under-served population
	
	
	
	
	

	Serve communities of color
	
	
	
	
	

	Community Partnership through

a)curriculum


	
	
	
	
	

	b)teaching
	
	
	
	
	

	c) scholarship
	
	
	
	
	

	d) service
	
	
	
	
	

	Integrate theory and practice
	
	
	
	
	

	Prep for careers and service to community
	
	
	
	
	

	Multicultural perspective
	
	
	
	
	

	Creative Partnerships w Pub/Priv organizations
	
	
	
	
	

	Engages faculty in service
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Engages students in service
	
	
	
	
	

	Engages staff in service
	
	
	
	
	

	Works with local schools
	
	
	
	
	


If we were to use the instrument to analyze the La Familia Guidance Center/Social Work program, we would assess each item based on the information we obtained from the interview and the survey.  The analysis would look like the following:

Data to be analyzed: La Familia Guidance Center/Social Work Department
	Data: Course/program/number: La Familia Guidance Center


	NEUTRAL

0 No engagement
	ENGAGED

Gear 1: starting

Gear 2: Moving

Gear 3: Moving well
	DIRECTION

1 Positive: making progress

0 Stopped: not going any place

 -1 Reverse: going backward
	FORCE

1 Weak: Involves few people/agencies

2 Medium: up to half of institution engaged

3 Strong: broad-based; more than half involved
	SPEED

1 Slow: making minimal progress in development

2 Normal: making normal development

3 Top: Doing extremely well in all areas

	Student-centered


	
	3
	1
	3
	3

	Professional education
	
	3
	1
	3
	3

	Emphasize under-served population
	
	3
	1
	3
	3

	Serve communities of color
	
	3
	1
	3
	3

	Community Partnership through

a)curriculum


	
	3
	1
	3
	3

	b)teaching
	
	3
	1
	3
	3

	c) scholarship
	
	3
	1
	3
	3

	d) service
	
	3
	1
	3
	3

	Integrate theory and practice
	
	3
	1
	3
	3

	Prep for careers and service to community
	
	3
	1
	3
	3

	Multicultural perspective
	
	3
	1
	3
	3

	Creative Partnerships w Pub/Priv organizations
	
	3
	1
	3
	3

	

	Engages faculty in service


	
	3
	1
	3
	3

	Engages students in service
	
	3
	1
	3
	3

	Engages staff in service
	
	3
	1
	3
	3

	Works with local schools
	
	3
	1
	3
	3



It is obvious from this analysis that the La Familia Guidance Center/Social Work program achieves top scores in all applicable categories because of what we know about the details of the program. The value of this rating scale is that we can keep a running tally, year to year or semester by semester, to identify areas of change and growth.  In any event, it provides a detailed glimpse of the civic connections as they relate to the stated vision, mission, and educational goals of the university.

We can also apply the instrument to measure each one of the survey units, such as faculty as a whole.  This means we would have to interpret various data in order to apply it to the categories of the instrument.  For example, we could assume that because we had 33 major departments represented through courses (slightly less than half), that a significant enough number were involved to consider the "Force" to be a "2" on such items as Partnerships, Curriculum and Teaching.  Based on the fact that only 28% of the faculty report doing community-based research, we could rate the Scholarship section a "1" in the categories of Engaged, Direction, Force, and Speed because there is movement, but not widespread, and not proceeding at an apparently fast rate.  As one can see, while we have numerical ratings, there are subjective judgments made to determine the numbers.

The important point is that the numbers are relatively meaningless….until we make comparisons over time.  Each course, program, and university unit subject to a civic engagement audit will have to establish baseline numbers and then check those numbers periodically to determine whether or not appropriate progress is being made.


Here are sample ratings for the instrument based on the results of the survey data for courses and other information revealed about the faculty.

Data to be evaluated: Faculty civic engagement
	Data: Course/program/number: 

Faculty


	NEUTRAL

0 No engagement
	ENGAGED

Gear 1: starting

Gear 2: Moving

Gear 3: Moving well
	DIRECTION

1 Positive: making progress

0 Stopped: not going any place

 -1 Reverse: going backward
	FORCE

1 Weak: Involves few people/agencies

2 Medium: up to half of institution engaged

3 Strong: broad-based; more than half involved


	SPEED

1 Slow: making minimal progress in development

2 Normal: making normal development

3 Top: Doing extremely well in all areas

	Student-centered


	
	2
	1
	2
	2

	Professional education
	
	2
	1
	1
	1

	Emphasize underserved population
	
	2
	1
	1
	2

	Serve communities of color
	
	2
	1
	1
	2

	Community Partnership through

a)curriculum


	
	2
	1
	1
	1

	b)teaching
	
	2
	1
	1
	2

	c) scholarship
	
	1
	1
	1
	1

	d) service
	
	2
	1
	2
	2

	Integrate theory and practice
	
	2
	1
	1
	2

	Prep for careers and service to community
	
	2
	1
	1
	1

	Multicultural perspective
	
	2
	1
	2
	1

	Creative Partnerships w Pub/Priv organizations
	
	2
	1
	2
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Engages faculty in service


	
	2
	1
	3
	2

	Engages students in service
	
	2
	1
	1
	2

	Engages staff in service
	
	2
	1
	3
	2

	Works with local schools
	
	2
	1
	2
	2



Results of the Faculty assessment indicate that there are many areas of positive performance, but the ratings are more in the middle ranges because of the high standards set for the university in goal statements.  The "3" is assigned to staff and faculty, because we have data to indicate that more than half of the respondents are involved in the community connected activities.  Other data, such as the information about 28% of faculty involved in community-based research (scholarship), is cause for scoring that category a "1".  All of the other scores are based on interpretations of the survey data.


Theoretically, an assessment of this type needs to be made for every course, program, and unit to get an overall understanding of civic engagement at Metropolitan State University.  The examples cited above simply demonstrate what such an analysis would look like…and how the judgments are made about the topics assessed.

Overall University Assessment of Civic Engagement


We can not make a good overall assessment of the state of community connections and civic engagement at the institution unless we have a lot more data.  It will take many more months to assemble all the outstanding surveys and conduct additional interviews to get a better sense of what is happening between the institution and the community.  

In the interim, we can begin to develop an instrument to help assess the larger institutional data.  It is possible to use the current data to demonstrate how this process would occur.  We construct the instrument by combining the major components identified in the vision, mission, and educational goals statements. That assessment instrument might look like the following:

Institutional Engagement Instrument

	Data: 

University Rating 


	NEUTRAL

0 No engagement
	ENGAGED

Gear 1: starting

Gear 2: Moving

Gear 3: Moving well
	DIRECTION

1 Positive: making progress

0 Stopped: not going any place

 -1 Reverse: going backward
	FORCE

1 Weak: Involves few people/agencies

2 Medium: up to half of institution engaged

3 Strong: broad-based; more than half involved
	SPEED

1 Slow: making minimal progress in development

2 Normal: making normal development

3 Top: Doing extremely well in all areas

	Written Statements of Vision, Mission, Purpose & Philosophy


	
	3
	1
	na
	3

	President's Role/involvement
	
	3
	1
	3
	3

	Administrative Influence
	
	2
	1
	2
	2

	Student involvement
	
	2
	1
	3
	2

	Faculty/Community Partnership through

a)curriculum


	
	2
	1
	1
	2

	b)teaching
	
	2
	1
	2
	2

	c) scholarship
	
	2
	1
	1
	1

	d) service
	
	2
	1
	2
	2

	Integrate theory and practice 
	
	2
	1
	2
	2

	Assessment system in place
	
	2
	1
	2
	2

	Personal Engagement of faculty, staff, and students
	
	2
	1
	3
	2

	Partnerships w Pub/Priv organizations
	
	2
	1
	2
	2



This analysis suggests that Metropolitan State University has many strengths in the area of civic engagement/community connections.  Strong written statements, strong support by the President, and good involvement by faculty through curriculum, teaching, and service provide a sound foundation for moving the institution continuously forward.  While most of the other indicators rate in the middle ranges, it is only because the standards/criteria set for the institution are so high.  Threes are earned in several categories, from President's support to personal engagement of faculty, staff, and students, based on the high percentage of community connections revealed in the surveys.  

Metropolitan State University, as an urban university committed to strong application of knowledge, partnerships with the community, and specific emphasis on serving the local community, places community connections at the heart of its being.  Unlike research universities that tend to emphasize production of new knowledge and research as a major focus, or community colleges that emphasize technical knowledge, professional skill development, and transferability to four year institutions, Metropolitan State serves as a liberal arts institution that is trying to accomplish the goals of all higher education institutions at the same time…in the context of connecting with and serving its urban community.


As an institution, the results of the data gathering activities, which are the first steps in developing a civic engagement assessment system, demonstrate that there is solid support and activity that fits the description of community connectedness.  The number of faculty, departments, courses, and identified instances of personal and professional connections attests to this fact.  There is much room for growth, but as more data are collected through surveys and additional gathering of specific information about courses and programs (similar to the La Familia Guidance Center example), it appears the justification for claims that Metropolitan State University is a premier urban institution, actively and proficiently engaged in civic roles will be justified.

Recommendations


To assist with this process, the following recommendations are made:

· Continue to collect and aggregate data for all the web-based surveys

· Analyze the data to develop a strategic plan for setting numerical and qualitative goals for expansion and development of community connections and civic engagement.

· Evaluate data to establish specific goals that address inconsistencies in data and in policy/performance indicators.  For example, there is much support for development and expansion of community connected academic courses (from faculty, department chairs, administration), yet a large majority of department chairs indicate there is not an established grading policy for awarding credit for community-based learning.  Perhaps establishing a uniform grading policy would be an important step in expanding high quality community connected courses.

· Develop a strategy for collecting information on courses and programs that model the level of detail of the La Familia Guidance Center program, such as using portfolios for programs and faculty to demonstrate levels and types of engagement. Use the criteria from the assessment instrument to frame the questions.  Refer to the Urban Universities Portfolio Project from Campus Compact for more examples.

· Develop a taxonomy that measures impact of civic engagement.  There is nothing done in this first phase that addresses the issues of quality of connection and level of impact on students, institution, and community.  A sample model appears in the Appendix.

· Share the results of this audit with other institutions to develop a baseline of data around issues of "penetration" of community and civic engagement into a university/community system.  Include items similar to the current surveys, including number of courses/percentage of courses that have community connections compared to the total courses/sections offered, the number of departments and number of programs that have community connections as a percentage of the total; the number of faculty who sponsor courses with community connections as a percentage of the total faculty; and the number of personal and professional connections of students, faculty, adminstration and staff who interact with the community.

There is much left undone in this study.  We did not address some of the quality issues found in the literature, such as the number and quality of service-learning courses/programs, or the relative cost-benefits of making community connections.  I can only assume that by doing studies to quantify the frequency, nature and economic value of the university's impact on the community, the public will have a much greater appreciation of the contribution of higher education in connecting with and solving community problems.

What Was Accomplished


The goal of this civic engagement audit was to establish benchmarks and baseline data to answer the question: does Metropolitan State University have civic connections with the community, and if so, how is it described and measured?  This information is necessary to begin the post-audit process of developing a strategy and system to continue the "accounting" activity.


There were many accomplishments.  We established a system and process for gathering data about civic connections.  There are  web-based surveys that are currently collecting information about key questions, developed through an extensive process of piloting instruments, conducting follow-up focus groups to refine the instruments, and then implementing the recommendations to obtain information necessary for the audit.


We also created two sample instruments to measure civic connections/civic engagement for the institution.  One is for courses/programs and organizations.  The other is for institutional analysis -- to determine the extent to which the university is developing community connections and practicing civic engagement.  We established numerical baselines of connection and engagement.  There are 150-198 separate courses that have community connections representing 16-21% of all course offerings.  Approximately 75% of all faculty, staff, and administration are connected to the community in some way.  Sixty-five percent of students are also connected to the community.  More than 316 organizations and agencies are engaged with the university during the year. These are important figures by which to begin a discussion of what constitutes good and meaningful civic engagement.


We have also constructed a framework to analyze civic engagement knowledge to assist with the interpretation of data.  This process has helped to expose the complexity and challenges inherent in the task.

Conclusion

Metropolitan State University initiated a process to examine its community connections by conducting an "audit" -- asking to "hear" what is going on at the institution and in the community that fits the concept of civic engagement.  We discovered the topic is complex and attempted to define, refine, and describe the process and the outcomes of this systematic investigation.  We produced frameworks and instruments to identify measures of community connections and civic engagement….and a path for others to follow to assist with the improvement of our investigation.  Finally, we produced numerical baselines that serve as a foundation for future comparison.


Few have been willing to put their own programs and personnel under such scrutiny.  Metropolitan State University, knowing that there were many examples of civic engagement at the institution, took on the challenge to try to understand what they were and where they were occurring.  I believe that the higher education community will benefit from this effort.  Only time will tell just how much Metropolitan State University contributed to the field, and to its own growth and development.

Appendices

Taxonomy of Civic Engagement Quality/Impact

One concept not measured by the audit process was quality of connection and nature of impact.  It does little to claim that university personnel are connecting with the community without having any sense about what impact that effort has on the quality of life for residents…and for university personnel.  If, for example, the Law Enforcement program develops strategies and programs for the community that make it a safer and more comfortable place to live in, then residents receive a better quality of life and university personnel get a safer place to work.  So, the notion of levels of impact is important.  This parallels much in the literature that deals with the role of citizens, whether they provide service and/or charity, or they provide impetus and actual achievement of change (Kahne and Westheimer, 1996).

A Sample Taxonomy


An approach to developing a hierarchical conceptualization of change is presented in this taxonomy.  With primary input from some members of Metropolitan State staff, it identifies a sequence based more on the intensity level of the participants, the contributors and the recipients of the service, and the degree of actual social transformation that takes place in the university and the community.  It is included to simply demonstrate that there are many ways to assess civic engagement and community connections in an institution of higher education.

1) Community connection: low intensity relationship with one or more community 

Partners to accomplish shared objective.

2) Service to community: university committed to higher level of intensity; provides regular opportunities for students and faculty to assist community organizations with their objectives.

3) Service to University: level of intensity increases, as does the mutual sharing of benefits.  Community organizations receive benefit, as does the university community.

4) Community-Based Learning: university has formalized institutionalized commitment to provide inclusion of community work as part of academic education of students.  Implies short term connections, such as a semester, and not a long term relationship over years.

5) Community-University Partnership: involves a multi-year commitment to work with community partners on mutually desired goals/objectives.  Involves more sharing of mutual resources and personnel, resulting in written partnership agreements about roles, responsibilities, and expected outcomes.

6) Civic Engagement Partnership: university and community partners agree to work in areas that go beyond their individual capacities to achieve complex civic objectives.

7) Social Transformation Engagement: a long-term unified commitment by the university and larger community to alter social disparities by working to ensure some notion of social justice.  It can include working to increase jobs, improve health care, education, counseling services, distribution of resources, etc.

Rob Shumer

Metro State Engaged Campus Initiative

Metropolitan State University Engaged Campus Audit

Pilot of Survey Instruments

Feedback Form

Dear Respondent,

Thank you for agreeing to pilot the Metropolitan State Engaged Campus Audit instruments.  This is a very important project and will produce good information about the University's relationship with the community.

Our goal for this form is to receive feedback from you on the instrument and process itself.  No one, except you, has completed this instrument before at Metro State.  We need to get basic information about the survey and about the process.

Please complete the following short answers as honestly and completely as you can.  You will not be judged, nudged, or cajoled into saying anything except what you have really experienced with the survey.  Please respond completely to the few questions.  Thank you in advance for your effort.

Please return your survey and this form in the envelope provided.  To thank you for your effort, your name will be placed in a hat along with others who are piloting the instrument.  Random names will be selected and two people will win gift certificates for dinner at a local restaurant in St. Paul (and not McDonalds).

Pilot Instrument Evaluation Feedback

Your Name:__________________________ University Affiliation: _________________

Which Questionnaire did you complete (look at the top of the survey)?: ________________________________________________________________________

1. How long did it take you to complete the questions?  Please circle your answer.

a) less than 10 minutes
b) less than 20 minutes        c) less than 30 minutes

d) I'm still writing!

2. Where all the questions clear (you understood what they meant)?  If any question was unclear or confusing, please write the number of the question(s) here.

Questions that were unclear were:  ___  ____  _____  ______  ______  ______  _____  _____  _____  _____ _____.

3. Where any questions unnecessary or redundant?  Please list the number here?

Unnecessary questions were:  ___  _____  _____   ______  _____  ______

4.
Was the format easy to follow?
Yes
No (please circle).  If No, explain what was difficult or confusing: ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

5. Are there any questions that should be added that will help us to better understand the relationship between the university and the community?  If so, list them here:

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

Thank you for your time and effort.  Don't forget to return the survey and feedback form to qualify for a dinner!!

Focus Group Questions

January 10, 2003

These are tentative focus group questions for follow up to Pilot survey in November.

Students/Others

We are trying to devise a system to collect information about connections between the university and the community.  Since you either filled out a form or were sent a form, we are interested in your perspectives on several issues.  Please feel free to discuss as openly and candidly as possible.  We are only trying to devise a good, useful system to collect information.

1. Only 25% of students returned surveys.  What can we do to increase the 

Survey return rate of students in the audit process?  Would you respond to a web-

based format?

2. What other approaches might we use to contact students and staff about 

University connections with the community?

3. What do you feel are the most important questions we should ask students and 

staff about University connections with the community?

4. Where in the University and/or the community is the best source of information 

about  community engagement found?

Faculty

We are trying to devise a system to collect information about connections between the university and the community.  Since you either filled out a form or were sent a form, we are interested in your perspectives on several issues.  Please feel free to discuss as openly and candidly as possible.  We are only trying to devise a good, useful system to collect information.

1. Only 33% of the faculty in the pilot study returned their survey.  Why do you think that is?  What can we do about it?

2. In the faculty responses we got good detail about courses from some faculty, and limited information from others.  How can we encourage faculty to spend more time completing the survey to get good information?  Are there ways to redo the survey that would encourage more faculty to complete it?

3. What other ways than surveys could we collect information from faculty to get the quality information we seek about University/community connections?  Would you respond to a web-based format?

4. How effectively can we involve department chairs and/or administrative staff to report on faculty activities regarding community connections?  Would they (or anyone else for that matter) know what faculty actually do in their courses?

Administrative Staff

We are trying to devise a system to collect information about connections between the university and the community.  Since you either filled out a form or were sent a form, we are interested in your perspectives on several issues.  Please feel free to discuss as openly and candidly as possible.  We are only trying to devise a good, useful system to collect information

1) The administrative response rate was 52%. While the highest of any group, can 

you think of ways we might improve responses by administrative staff?  Any 

more or different prompts from the President?  From other senior administrative 

staff?  Web-based format?

2) What special information do administrators have about community connections 

that might not be revealed in the surveys.  Some administrative responses 

indicated that there are lots of ways the University engages the 

community…many of which people are not aware of.  How do we capture that 

information?

3) The President indicated in his response that connecting with community for civic 

purposes was a high priority for the University.  How does the administrative 

team convey that goal/purpose to faculty and staff…and how do you measure 

changes in courses and/or programs that produce the desired civic engagement?

4) What information about University engagement with the community would be 

helpful to the administration in order to make better decisions about University 

policy and programs in the future?

Center for Community Based Learning

The Center for Community-Based Learning was designated by several people completing the Pilot Instrument surveys as the best place for information about University-community connections and programs.  The President of the University designated the CCBL as the administrative unit responsible for University-community programming.  That said:

1) What would be the best way to report/record everything that you know about 

University-community connections?  Self-reports?  Group meetings like this?  

Web-based response to questions?  Other?

2. What role could you play in collecting information about University-community 

connections now and in the future?  On-going database on courses/programs?  

Regular survey of faculty, students, and community members?  Student 

researchers/interns/group internships focused on collecting such data?

3. How feasible would it be for you to manage a survey/database that had input from 

web-based/Internet based reporting systems?  Could we work with administrative 

systems through Ed Mack's office or the President's office to establish such a 

References

Bowley, Erin (2003).  The Minnesota Campus Civic Engagement Study: Defining 

Engagement in a New Century.  St. Paul, MN: Minnesota Higher Education 

Services Office and Minnesota Campus Compact.

Campus Compact (2003). Campus compact survey reveals record numbers of students 

involved in service.  News release, June 9, 2003.  Campus Compact: 

http://www.compact.org.

Holland, B. (1997).  Analyzing institutional commitment to service: A model of key 

organizational factors. Michigan Journal of Community Service Learning, 4, 30-41.

Kahne, J. & Westheimer, J. (1996).  In the service of what? The politics of service-

learning.  Phi Delta Kappan. 77(9), 592-599.

O'Meara, K.A., and Kilmer, H. (1999). The mapping civic engagement in higher 

education project. Providence, RI: Campus Compact.













1
1

