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Abstract 

 External stakeholders affect higher education’s academic, civic, and 

operational functions. Understanding community needs and expectations has become 

more important as colleges and universities have faced increasing demands for 

accountability, innovation, and evidence of economic and social value. Community 

engagement has emerged as one response to address these challenges and 

opportunities and created a unique class of external stakeholders. 

 The purpose of this mixed method study was to explore the nature of 

relationships between higher education and a discrete population of community 

stakeholders who had been involved in engagement activities with Campus Compact 

for New Hampshire members. Three conceptual models guided the data analysis: 

stakeholder identification, profiles, and salience; higher education’s level of 

commitment to engagement; and partnership satisfaction.  



 

 Stakeholders perceived their campus-to-community collaborations as positive 

experiences, notwithstanding the challenges of communication, partnership 

development, relationship building, and resources. They perceived that they did have 

some influence on higher education and that collaboration was beneficial to the 

individual community partners and to their organizations. The findings also identified 

differences among community partners’ levels of satisfaction with different types of 

college and university partners.   

 Four conclusions emerged from this study. First, community partners were 

predisposed to meaningful collaboration. Second, the underlying structural and 

operational differences between higher education and community partners are 

potential threats to future engagement. Third, community partners expect higher 

education to fulfill its social responsibility and to lead the search for solutions to social 

problems. Forth, sustainable collaboration requires institutional commitment, 

leadership, and integration across the organization.  

 Keywords: engagement, stakeholder, partnerships, collaboration, service-

learning, engaged scholarship, civic engagement, social responsibility, higher 

education, leadership, social entrepreneurship, social responsibility 
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Chapter 1 

 

Introduction and Statement of the Problem 

 Despite their ivory tower images, colleges and universities do not operate in 

isolation. They affect and are affected by their stakeholders and rely on them for 

survival (Freeman, 2010). Claims of ignorance, attachments to the status quo, or an 

inflated self-image will not shield higher education from the realities of stakeholder 

influence (Bryson, 2004). Higher education has entered the 21
st
 century in the face of 

economic, social, and technological turbulence that has challenged its seemingly 

invulnerable status. In the current environment, colleges and universities have felt 

pressure to change what they do and how they do it. This pressure and the multi-

faceted perspectives from external stakeholders have implications for higher 

education‟s academic, civic, and operational functions. How higher education 

responds to these pressures will define relationships, relevance, and the perceived 

value of higher education to the greater society.  

 Understanding the nature of these influences and stakeholder expectations 

becomes more important as colleges and universities and community organizations 

have faced increasing demands for accountability, efficiency, innovation, and 

evidence of their economic and social value to students and to the broader, external 

communities they serve (Amey, 2002; Boyer, 1990; Eckel & Kezar, 2003; Hahn, 

Coonerty, & Peaslee, n.d.; Kerr, 2001; Kezar, Chambers & Burkhardt 2005; 

Jongbloed, Enders, & Salerno, 2008; Levine & Cureton, 1998; O‟Meara & Rice, 2005; 

U.S. Department of Education, 2006). In 1996, Boyer (1996) seemingly predicted 

these contemporary challenges when he championed higher education‟s reaffirmation 
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of its “historic commitment” (p. 11) to engagement and urged colleges and universities 

to “partner in the search for answers to our most pressing social, civic, economic and 

moral problems” (p. 11). Since that time, community engagement has emerged as one 

response to build understanding among internal and external stakeholders and to 

address the challenges of the 21
st
 century (Boyer, 1996; Brukardt, Holland, Percy, & 

Zimpher, 2004; Eckel & Kezar, 2003; Gee, 2010, O‟Meara & Rice, 2005; Sandmann, 

2003; Stanton, 2008). As a result, colleges and universities have created a special class 

of external stakeholders that have become part of the teaching-learning process. 

Understanding the needs, interests, and expectations of this unique stakeholder group 

takes on more importance given their relationship and contributions to the teaching-

learning process.  

 The core purposes of teaching, research, and service have guided university 

life for centuries and created academic communities that external stakeholders 

sometimes perceive to be isolated from life off campus (Menand, 2010; Watson, 

2009). As Kerr (2001) explained, the higher education institution is “not really private 

and not really public; it is neither entirely of the world nor entirely apart from it. It is 

unique” (p. 1).  

 Culture and definitions. 

 Colleges and universities have their own cultures, norms, reward systems, and 

operating structures that focus on learning, teaching, and the creation of new 

knowledge (Kuh & Whitt, 2000; Kuo, 2009; O‟Meara & Rice, 2005). All members of 

the academic community are part of a culture that is guided by traditional principles of 

inquiry. There is a common language and a currency of credits earned by students and 
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publications generated by faculty. These activities earn academic rewards that are 

understood by the higher education community. However, the culture of higher 

education is not always understood or valued by those outside the academy. Actors 

and organizations outside of higher education have other goals, timetables, and metrics 

including constituent services, community impact, product development, and/or 

profitability.  

 The structure of colleges and universities supports the traditions of academic 

life and is not necessarily organized to support collaboration with the community. The 

existing structure does not allow sufficient time or rewards to apply knowledge and 

skills to solve community problems (Lunsford, Church, & Zimmerman, 2007; 

O‟Meara & Rice, 2005). Further, working with community partners means crossing 

the metaphorical town-gown border which requires members of the academy to 

understand the different cultures, norms, demands, and operating structures that exist 

in the external community (Bruning, McGrew, & Cooper, 2006; Kim, Brunner, & 

Fitch-Hauser, 2006; Sandy & Holland, 2006; Swanson, 2009). It takes time to learn 

and understand these differences and it takes different skills and types of support to 

effectively navigate the different terrain (Amey, Eddy, & Campbell, 2010; Corrigan, 

2000).  

 Schiappa (2003) explained that “definitions are the result of a shared 

understanding of a world and are both the product of past persuasion and a response to 

future persuasion” (p. 167). The definitions of engagement and community have 

multiple dimensions and different meanings for administrators and faculty, higher 

education institutions, and external stakeholders (Kuo, 2009). These variances reflect 
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the absence of a shared past or agreement on a future response. These variable 

meanings have hampered the development of a common understanding and the 

advancement of an engagement agenda and the institutional supports to facilitate 

collaborative community partnerships (Barnes, Altimare, Farrell, Brown, Burnett, 

Gamble, & Davis, 2009; Amey et al., 2010; Sandmann, 2003; Torres & Schaffer, 

2000).  

 The scope of the campus-to-community collaboration includes all academic 

and administrative aspects of higher education. For the purpose of this study, the focus 

was on engagement activities that related to learning, teaching, and research. This 

excluded the administrative aspects of community collaboration that are part of 

advancement or enrollment management functions. Volunteer, service, outreach, 

service-learning, and engaged scholarship are the terms used in relation to activities 

that bring faculty and/or students together in partnership with community members 

and are defined below.  

 Volunteers give time or service to a project, organization, or activity without 

payment or receipt of other legal tender or currency, such as course credit, for the 

experience. Volunteers do engage with the community, but their contributions are 

not connected to teaching, learning, or research. 

 Service is one of the three core elements of university life and a component of 

engagement. Service reflects administrators‟ and faculty members‟ application of 

their knowledge or expertise to on-campus activities such as academic and 

governing committees, non-credit programming, and contributions to professional 

associations (Amey, 2002: Church, Zimmerman, Bargerstock, & Kenney, 2003).  
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 Outreach extends these knowledge- and skill-based services from administrators 

and faculty members to the external community through contributions to 

community boards, organizations, programs, or activities (Amey, 2002; Kellogg 

Commission, 1999). 

 Service-learning is an instructional strategy that combines classroom learning with 

service projects that typically occur on-site at a community organization (Gelmon, 

Holland, Driscoll, Spring, & Kerrigan, 2001). Students enrolled in service-learning 

courses explore and solve problems in real world settings and participate in a 

reflective learning practice designed to integrate disciplinary knowledge with 

cultural understanding and civic responsibility (Dorado & Giles, 2004; Gelmon et 

al., 2001; National Service-Learning Clearing House, 2011; Saltmarsh, 1997; 

Sandy & Holland, 2006).  

 Engaged scholarship is the collaboration between faculty members and community 

practitioners from the public and private sectors for the mutually beneficial 

exchange of knowledge and resources in the context of a partnership designed to 

solve community problems and contribute to the public social and economic good 

(Boyer, 1996; Driscoll, 2008; Franklin, 2009; Sandmann, 2008). Engaged 

scholarship is grounded in the individual faculty member‟s disciplinary standards 

for research along with the needs and professional practices of the community 

partner (Amey, 2002). Engaged scholarship extends beyond a faculty member‟s 

teaching, institutional service, or consulting practice. It is guided by the principles 

of collaborative inquiry, discovery, and reciprocity between academic and 

community partners and contributes to the generation or application of knowledge 
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to a discipline or problem that has community impact (Barnes et al., 2009; 

O‟Meara & Rice, 2005; Sandmann, 2003). This shared inquiry by academic and 

community partners reveals opportunities for new knowledge, leverages the 

partners‟ respective strengths and resources, and can support innovation and social 

entrepreneurism by combining the collaborative academic and practical 

experiences of the partners. 

 Community engagement. 

 Even with these varied definitions, engagement has become a defining attribute 

for some colleges and universities. Many higher education institutions have sought 

formal recognition of their engagement activities from the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teaching and the Corporation for National and Community Service‟s 

Honor Roll to promote their status as engaged campuses. Examples of engagement 

have been reflected in college and university accreditation materials and institutional 

branding initiatives. Efforts to integrate engagement activities into the curriculum have 

generated interest from faculty and community stakeholders and have been publically 

supported in principle by many higher education leaders and foundations. Supporting 

higher education‟s engagement practices has been the central focus for the work of a 

number of organizations such as Campus Compact, the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teaching, the Corporation for National and Community Service, the 

National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, and the National 

Service-Learning Clearing House. 

 Campus Compact is a national collaboration of more than 1,100 colleges and 

universities founded in 1985 to foster a climate of civic engagement with a wide 
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range of community organizations. The national and state Campus Compact 

organizations offer resources and programming to build institutional capacity and 

promote student civic engagement; deliver community-based learning resources 

and training for faculty; and help campuses create effective community 

partnerships (Campus Compact, 2011). 

 The Kellogg Commission on the Future of State and Land-Grant Universities 

conducted a study on engagement practices that resulted in a seven-part test of 

engagement (Kellogg Commission, 1999). These attributes comprise a 

comprehensive list of characteristics to assess institutional engagement activities 

and the strength of community partnerships.  

 The Corporation for National and Community Service (2011) is a federal agency 

that supports civic engagement through programs such as Senior Corps, 

AmeriCorps, Learn and Service America, and other service initiatives. The 

President‟s Honor Roll is one initiative sponsored by the Corporation. Colleges 

and universities voluntarily apply for consideration by the Corporation for 

recognition of their engaged activities.  

 The National Service-Learning Clearing House (2011) is another resource that 

offers support for service-learning programs, practitioners, and researchers on 

college campuses nationwide.  

 Building on the efforts of these organizations to support engagement in higher 

education, in 2006 the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching 

introduced a classification for Community Engagement. This elective 

classification application process provides higher education institutions with the 

http://www.compact.org/about/history-mission-vision/
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opportunity to present evidence of their collaboration with “their larger 

communities for the mutually beneficial exchange of knowledge and resources in a 

context of partnership and reciprocity” (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement 

of Teaching, 2011, para. 3). Of the 305 college and universities that applied for the 

engagement classification in 2010, 115 institutions nationwide were classified. 

 Interaction with community members is a fundamental thread in service, 

outreach, civic engagement, service-learning, and engaged scholarship. Effective, 

mutually beneficial campus-to-community partnerships can support the success of all 

organizations involved and contribute to the economic and social health of the 

communities in which they exist or serve (Maurrasse, 2001; Scheibel, Bowley, & 

Jones, 2005). Maurrasse (2001) noted the complexity of campus-to-community 

partnerships and observed a number of factors that can influence a college or 

university‟s ability to support them. These factors include the type of higher education 

institution, the power relationships between institution and community partners, public 

sector support, the culture of the college or university, the availability of funding, and 

the institutional commitment to community collaboration (Maurrasse, 2001). Scheibel 

et al. (2005) promoted the value of campus-to-community partnerships to community 

stakeholders, especially in a challenging economic climate with dwindling resources 

and demands for accountability. Although these partnerships can be beneficial and 

leverage organizational assets, the authors urged community organizations to be clear 

about their goals, risks, and potential costs to their organizations (Scheibel et al., 

2005).  
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 Community partnerships can be transactional and are often time limited. This 

type of partnership is created purely to achieve a project goal and will last as long as 

there is funding (Bushouse, 2005; Corrigan, 2000). Conversely, transformational 

partnerships reflect the creation of a new culture and new relationships that 

incorporate the values and histories of all partners (Giroux, 2005). These relationships 

transform the individuals and institutions involved and allow them to achieve together 

what would not have been possible alone. They foster a climate of innovation, social 

responsibility, and empowerment (Corrigan, 2000; Keith, 1998; Siegel, 2010; Wegner, 

1998).  

 With a focus on the traditional models of teaching, service, and research, 

higher education leaders are not necessarily able to or sometimes even aware of the 

additional supports needed to foster effective collaboration between students, faculty, 

and community (O‟Meara & Rice, 2005). Understanding the elements of effective 

partnerships becomes a central concern for administrators and project managers who 

wish to respond to Boyer‟s challenge of creating campus-to-community partnerships 

“in search of answers to social, civic, economic and moral problems” (Boyer, 1996, p. 

11).  

 Scheibel et al. (2005) provided practical guidelines for community members to 

follow to create and sustain partnerships with colleges and universities. Building 

awareness and understanding about the cultural contexts and differences between 

community partners and higher education can foster a climate of collaboration and 

build effective, mutually beneficial partnerships that are at the core of engaged campus 

life (Maurrasse, 2001; Scheibel et al., 2005).  
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 Even on engaged campuses, the principles of engagement have not always 

been fully integrated across academic and administrative cultures (Barnes et al., 2009; 

Holland, 1997; Sandmann & Weerts, 2008; Swanson, 2009). Engaged activities can 

impact individual perspectives and the organizational cultures of academic institutions 

and their community partners. These changes are reflected in shifting perceptions of 

social justice, opportunities for funding, and innovation. They press for the analysis of 

decision-making criteria and practices related to resource allocation. Ultimately 

engagement can drive changes in organizational structure (Barnes et al., 2009; Bringle 

& Hatcher, 2002; Bringle, Clayton, & Price, 2009; Holland, 1997; Sandmann & 

Weerts, 2008). These shifts in awareness, status quo, and organizational structure can 

create conflict and resistance to change.  

 Engagement initiatives alter the traditional classroom models of teaching and 

learning and expand the definition of service. They introduce an applied element to the 

theoretical traditions of higher education and have raised issues related to academic 

freedom, ownership of the curriculum, validity of research outcomes, and implications 

for faculty rewards and workloads (Amey et al., 2010; Hayes & Cuban, 1997; 

O‟Meara & Rice, 2005; Sandmann, 2008; Sandmann & Weerts, 2008). Principles of 

engagement in the curriculum are not always evident in academic plans or 

organizational structures or supported by resource allocation. The operating structures, 

such as academic semesters, and the language of higher education are not commonly 

understood by community partners. Conversely, faculty may not understand the 

operating principles of the community partners‟ applied world view. This lack of 

mutual understanding can be the source of conflict that can lead to dysfunctional 
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relationships that run counter to individual and project goals and objectives. To 

embrace engagement initiatives, a person or center is often needed to bridge the 

campus-to-community divide, to serve as a central point of contact for community 

stakeholders, and as a mediator to help resolve conflict and redefine boundaries in 

order to form sustainable partnerships (Barnes et al., 2009; Bringle el al., 2009).  

 There is a growing body of literature related to the impact of engagement 

activities from the teaching-learning perspective for individual students and faculty 

(Bringle et al., 2009; Bushouse, 2005; Dorado & Giles, 2004; O‟Meara & Rice, 2005; 

Sandmann, 2008; Stanton, 2008; Wade & Demb, 2009). Although community partners 

are integral to these activities, much of the research conducted has been from the 

perspective of higher education, rather than from that of the community partners. A 

few researchers have explored some aspect of community partners‟ needs, interests, or 

expectations of their partnerships with higher education (Benneworth & Jongbloed, 

2009; Bruning, McGrew, & Cooper, 2006; Bryson, 2004; Burrows, 1999, Holland, 

1997; Sandy & Holland, 2006; Swanson, 2009). There are also gaps in the literature 

related to community partners‟ perceptions of the added value that might come to their 

organizations resulting from campus-to-community collaboration or their perception 

of the level of higher education‟s institutional commitment to these partnerships 

(Holland, 2006). Further, little research has explored community partners‟ perceptions 

related to engagement with various types of colleges and universities (Maurrasse, 

2001; Swanson, 2009).  
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 Purpose. 

 The overall purpose of this study was to understand and explain the nature of 

community partners‟ relationships with higher education. Specifically, this study 

explored the nature of campus-to-community partnerships with a discrete population 

of community partners who had been involved in engagement activities such as 

service-learning, civic engagement, or engaged scholarship in New Hampshire. The 

purpose of this study was:  

1) To understand and explain community stakeholders‟ expectations, needs, 

and interests,  

2) To understand community partners‟ perceptions of higher education‟s value 

as a result of campus-to-community collaboration,  

3) To understand community partners‟ perception of higher education‟s level 

of commitment to engaged activities, and  

4) To explore the similarities and differences of those perceptions related to 

community partners‟ interactions with various types of colleges and 

universities.  

 Community partners of higher education institutions formed the study‟s 

population. Their perceptions provided specific insights into the opportunities and 

threats to campus-to-community collaboration and suggested best practices for 

mutually beneficial partnerships. 

 Pilot study. 

 This study emerged from a pilot study conducted during the summer of 2010 

(Lever, 2010). The pilot study was designed to follow up with six engaged scholarship 
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projects funded by the University of New Hampshire (UNH) Office of Engaged 

Scholarship in 2008. The purpose of the pilot study was to identify the degree to 

which engagement projects supported ongoing campus-to-community integration and 

collaboration. Semi-structured, 45-minute interviews were conducted with five UNH 

faculty members, four Cooperative Extension Educators, and two individuals 

representing community organizations.  

 These interviews revealed that there was limited continued collaboration after 

the completion of the projects, although all informants were open to future 

opportunities. The respondents were in general agreement that their experiences 

expanded their professional networks and fostered a better understanding of the 

community, its challenges, and opportunities. The data also revealed a consistent 

belief among all respondents that the collaborative model of faculty members, 

extension educators, and community partners opened doors to scholarship and 

community development.  

 Many respondents suggested the need for administrative leadership to guide 

discussions and to foster a climate of support if engagement were to become an 

integrated element of university life. There was also general agreement that 

institutional financial and staff support would be needed to help facilitate future 

engagement initiatives. Faculty members noted the need for revisions to the 

promotion, tenure, and rewards criteria to reflect the extra workload inherent in 

engaged scholarship and to recognize the validity of applied research. They also 

advocated for the creation of an organizational structure to help faculty members, 

students, and community partners navigate aspects of partnership formation and the 
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various cultures and systems involved. Faculty members identified a need for 

expanded library support to help identify journals for disseminating research findings. 

 The two community partners in this pilot study acknowledged that university 

expertise and resources were welcomed and needed to solve community problems. 

Although they valued their partnerships with faculty and extension educators, the 

community partners acknowledged that while they knew more about university 

operations, they were not involved in university life beyond the scope of the projects. 

One respondent identified opportunities for collaboration that had been presented and 

ignored by university personnel. One participant was disappointed in the limited scope 

of sustained engagement given the possibilities she perceived for collaboration and 

broader community impact, something that she attributed to institutional barriers to 

collaboration. 

 The pilot study revealed useful process information and challenges to campus-

to-community collaboration that could inform future partnerships, inform policy, and 

guide administrative support. One challenge was the fact that academic schedules did 

not parallel the cycles found in community organizations. UNH faculty partners in this 

study had appointments that followed a fall and spring academic semester schedule 

and included winter, spring, and summer breaks. However, Cooperative Extension 

Educators had year round appointments. Community organizations had varied cycles 

in their work flow, but their work and responsibilities to their constituents continued 

year round. Factoring in these scheduling challenges would be important 

considerations for planning future projects to avoid conflict and to build understanding 

among partners and about their respective cultures and work schedules.  



15 

 

 Turnover at community organizations was another functional issue revealed in 

the study. Faculty turnover in higher education is minimal. However, many of the 

individual community partners involved in the projects had changed jobs and/or 

employers between the time of the initial project and the time of the pilot study. The 

researcher‟s attempts to locate many of community partners for interviews were 

unsuccessful. Factoring in staff turnover would be important when planning for future 

studies. Additionally, a larger population of community partners and a systematic 

respondent tracking and follow up system would assure that an adequate population 

sample is achieved to support confidence in the data gathered. The turnover at 

community organizations limited the data collection in the pilot study to two 

respondents. This limited sample of community partners highlighted the gap in 

information and called attention to the need to learn more from them about their 

experiences and perceptions. 

 The process of partnership formation influenced the degree of project 

sustainability. The community partner with an existing relationship and a shared 

project goal did continue collaboration with their university partner beyond the 

duration of the project. This was in contrast to the second community partner who 

believed that their community organization was recruited to participate solely to 

respond to the model outlined in the request for proposal from the Office of Engaged 

Scholarship. In this case the community partner was not involved in project planning 

and was invited to participate after the scope of the project had been defined. The 

organization remained involved only as long as the funding continued, reflecting a 

transactional model of engagement presented by Bushouse (2005) and Corrigan 
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(2000). The community partners acknowledged the significant amount of time they 

invested in forming the partnership and felt it could have been a foundation for more 

extensive collaboration. 

 The results of this pilot study also revealed a difference between the UNH‟s 

rural campus in Durham and Manchester, the university‟s urban campus, and a 

difference between partnerships with UNH faculty and Cooperative Education 

Educators. Respondents with dual campus experiences made specific note of the 

higher level of collaboration and engagement in Manchester. The Manchester campus 

was perceived to have a more welcoming environment with a greater degree of 

willingness on the part of administrators, faculty, and staff to get involved and support 

the funded initiatives. The respondents described a climate on the Manchester campus 

that was generally more supportive of engagement and where engagement was more 

integrated into the academic community from classrooms to campus-wide initiatives. 

The community partners‟ descriptions of their efforts to collaborate with faculty 

members could be described as transactional compared to the more transformational 

nature of their work with cooperative education educators (Bushouse, 2005; Corrigan, 

2000). This difference, albeit involving a small sample, identified opportunities to 

explore the relationships of hierarchy and power in the formation of partnerships and 

engagement more fully (Giroux, 2005). 

 Research questions. 

 Campus-to-community partnerships, and the relationships and organizational 

structures that support them, are fundamental elements of engaged activities. The 

study drew on the work of Bryson (2004), Burrows (1999), Freeman (2010), Gelmon, 
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et al. (2001), Holland (2006), Mitchell, Agle, and Wood (1997), and Scheibel et al. 

(2005) to address the following research questions: 

1. What is the nature of the relationship between community organizations and 

Campus Compact for New Hampshire members (see Appendix J)?  

2. How do community partners perceive the nature of their influence on colleges 

and universities as a result of engagement activities? 

3. Do community partners perceive added value to higher education resulting 

from their participation in engagement activities?  

4. Do community partners perceive added value to their organizations resulting 

from their participation in engagement activities?  

5. Is there a difference in the perceived levels of community partner satisfaction 

resulting from engagement with different types of colleges and universities, 

i.e., two- or four-year; public or private? 

 Three conceptual models guided the analysis of the data collected in this study. 

First, stakeholder theory offers a lens through which higher education leaders can 

better understand their community partners. In 1984, Freeman presented stakeholder 

theory as a structured framework to analyze the organizational context as it exists 

within and responds to the various systems and issues that influence management 

actions (Freeman, 2010). Stakeholder theory is a system-wide approach to 

management initially presented as a tool for business (Chapleo & Simms, 2010). The 

theory is grounded on the premise that leading human beings to achieve organizational 

goals is central to management of any organization whether it is a business or an 

academic institution (Freeman, Harrison, Wicks, Parmar, & de Cole, 2010). 
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Stakeholder management offers a tool for project managers and administrators to 

achieve this objective. Maak (2007) identified the ability to enable and broker 

sustainable, mutually beneficial relationships with stakeholders, to create good will 

and trust, and ultimately become a trusted organization in society as essential elements 

of responsible leadership. Scheibel et al. (2005) noted these same attributes as 

essential elements of effective campus-to-community partnerships. 

 The focus of this study was a discrete population of community stakeholders 

who had participated in campus-to-community engagement initiatives and contributed 

to the teaching-learning process. This unique class of stakeholders was central to the 

effectiveness and sustainability of partnerships because of this experience. 

Understanding their experiences provides insight and information for academic and 

administrative leaders in higher education to use to identify opportunities and threats 

to an engagement agenda. Leaders would also have the tools to enhance contextual 

understanding in order to manage mutually beneficial and sustainable stakeholder 

interactions. In addition, this information could inform policy, governance, resource 

allocation, planning, and other management decisions necessary to support campus 

and community partner organizational integration in ways that would be able to 

support their mutual goals (Chapleo & Simms, 2010; Jongbloed et al., 2008; Mitchell 

et al., 1997). 

 Holland‟s (2006) rubric to assess institutional commitment to engagement was 

the second model used to understand the nature of campus-to-community 

relationships. The rubric offers indicators to benchmark evidence of engagement from 

low to full levels of integration as they are perceived to exist in the college or 
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university. She identified indicators in the following areas: mission, leadership, 

promotion, tenure, hiring, organization structure and funding, student involvement and 

curriculum, faculty involvement, community involvement, and external 

communications and fundraising. Revealing community stakeholders‟ perceptions of 

the level of commitment to engagement can provide campus leaders with external 

assessments of their efforts and areas that need improvement. Like Freeman‟s 

stakeholder management model, Holland‟s rubric guides a system-wide analysis of 

college and university levels of integration of engagement. 

 Campus-to-community partnerships were assessed against ten elements of 

campus-to-community partnerships as presented by Scheibel et al., (2005) as the third 

model. The ten elements are honesty and trust; broad stakeholder representation; 

reciprocity; clear roles and responsibilities; assessment of needs, challenges, 

resources, and assets; vision and mission; shared goals, objectives, and an action plan; 

communication; formative and summative assessments; and celebration of efforts. 

Community partners‟ perceptions of the existence of these elements provided insight 

to the effectiveness of their higher education partnerships. 

 Methodology. 

 This study used a mixed method approach with concurrent qualitative and 

quantitative inquiry methods to explore the research questions. Campus Compact for 

New Hampshire (CCNH) has 23 college and university institutional members (see 

Appendix J). The population of this study was comprised of community organizations 

that had collaborated with at least one of these 23 institutions. CCNH members are 

public, private, religious, secular, two- and four-year, undergraduate, graduate, 



20 

 

professional, liberal arts, applied business, science and technical, rural, and urban. A 

combination of a web-based survey and semi-structured personal interviews provided 

empirical data regarding the experiences of community partners who worked in 

collaboration with CCNH member institutions. The combination of survey responses 

and interviews provided an opportunity to develop a synthesized description of the 

nature of the respondents‟ experiences with campus-to-community engagement 

practices. Additional data was extracted from college and university documentation 

such as web pages, strategic planning documents, reports, promotional information, 

recruitment publications, and other data available from CCNH, the Carnegie 

Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, and the Corporation for National and 

Community Service. 

 Research significance and purpose. 

 Colleges and universities in the 21
st
 century are complex organizations with 

academic, civic, and operational functions and missions. Higher education‟s response 

to challenge and change has been evident throughout history as universities have 

adjusted to the unique needs and values of the times (Perkins, 1966). If there is any 

difference now, it could be in the convergence of the magnitude, velocity, and 

multiple sources of the demands for change. These demands suggest the importance 

for leaders in higher education to understand the implications of these multi-faceted 

perspectives of the internal and external pressures on college and university 

operations. 

 In recent years there has been a renewed interest in engagement. Campus-to-

community partnerships have been part of the response to the demands on higher 
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education for accountability, efficiency, innovation, and evidence of economic and 

social value to students and to the broader, external communities they serve. 

Engagement activities can also support the positioning of colleges and universities in a 

competitive higher education environment and provide beneficial learning and 

research opportunities for students, faculty, and community members alike. 

Understanding community partners‟ expectations and perceptions of higher education 

can guide decisions related to resource allocation and the development of policies and 

best practices needed to achieve organizational objectives. This understanding also 

supports community partners‟ ability to evaluate opportunities and develop 

relationships with academic partners who are best suited to meet their expectations, 

needs, and resources because community organizations also face the cultural, 

economic, political, and social challenges and turbulence of our times. 

 For engagement initiatives to be successful, they must be perceived to be 

mutually beneficial for all partners. The literature included numerous studies on the 

engagement experiences of faculty, students, and institutions. However, less is known 

about the perceptions and experiences of community partners. Findings from this 

study helped to explain the environmental context of engagement as it existed in 

different types of institutions and the additional value that engagement activities 

brought to colleges and universities. This information could be useful to address the 

internal divide between administrative and academic activities, guide partnership 

formation and development, maximize institutional resources, and guide campus-to-

community communication and relations. This understanding could inform strategic 

planning and decision-making to assure mutual benefit and to help increase the 
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perceived added-value of higher education for the external stakeholders who are 

directly and indirectly involved. 

  Stakeholder theory is a system-wide approach to management (Freeman, 

2010). Identifying higher education‟s stakeholders and analyzing their influence 

provides information for academic administrators and faculty to factor in the interests 

and expectations of external community partners and their influence on the whole 

higher education institution, rather than responding to isolated individual interests or 

departments‟ needs. This information would be available to inform policy, 

governance, and other management decisions related to institutional operations, 

including competitive positioning with other colleges and universities.  

 The study contributed to the understanding of the experiences, needs, and 

interests of the community partners and the perceptions they formed about higher 

education from their participation in engagement activities. This insight could be 

useful to evaluate the opportunities and threats to partnerships and community 

collaboration and to create and guide best practices for current and future partnerships. 

Openness to understanding community stakeholders helps administrators learn from 

and manage relationships, build relevancy and good will, maximize resources, and 

fulfill their institutions‟ short- and long-term objectives. Building an environment that 

supports stakeholder relations helps leaders maneuver through the challenges and 

change of our times. 

 Limitations and delimitations. 

 This study focused on the experiences of community partners who worked in 

collaboration with 23 CCNH member institutions. The fact that these colleges and 
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universities chose to be members of CCNH suggests an endorsement of or a 

predisposition towards campus-to-community engagement. While Campus Compact 

represents the vast majority of colleges and universities in the State of New 

Hampshire, membership is not inclusive of every institution and specifically excludes 

for-profit colleges. Therefore, this study did not include community partners‟ 

experiences of those non-member institutions. The experiences and perceptions of 

Campus Compact members from other states and regions were not part of this study.  

 A comprehensive understanding of the perceived value of engagement 

practices would include internal stakeholders such as students, alumni, faculty 

members, administrators, staff members, boards of trustees, community members, 

business leaders, and organizations that are not involved in campus-to-community 

partnerships. However, these organizations were beyond the scope of this study. 

 Accrediting agencies, legislative bodies, government agencies, foundations, 

and individual donors have a significant impact on higher education‟s operations and 

even their ability to respond to opportunities or, in some cases, to survive. 

Accreditation documents, laws, and administrative rules guide the operations of 

colleges and universities. Financial support from foundations and individual donors 

has become essential to college and university operating budgets, program support, 

research agendas, and contributions to campus facilities. Exploration of the 

perceptions of these stakeholders and their relationships with higher education would 

provide important information, but was also beyond the scope of this study. 
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Chapter 2 

Review of Literature 

 Historical context. 

 The concepts of university life and the experience of earning a college degree 

have developed strong holds on our consciousness, our values, and our cultural, 

economic, political, and social systems throughout history. The founders of the first 

universities in the United States in the 1600‟s reflected predominantly European 

traditions and focused on the liberal arts. They chartered higher education institutions 

to meet the needs of the communities that established them, such as seminaries that 

were founded to educate the nation‟s elite (Boyer, 1996; Kerr, 2001; Watson, 2007).  

 Kerr (2001) explained that “the university started as a single community – a 

community of masters and students” (p. 1). Despite higher education‟s evolution, 

university life has been dominated by faculty with a focus on advancing and 

transmitting knowledge from masters to students through teaching, research, and 

service (Boyer, 1996; Menand, 2010; Perkins, 1966). These core purposes have been 

reflected in universities‟ organizational structures and management.  

  Colleges and universities have never operated in isolation, although they have 

managed the scope of their community relations as they have connected to their core 

teaching and research missions and the traditions that guide them (Amey, 2002; 

Watson, 2008). Even so, they have been part of the cultural, economic, political, and 

social systems of their times and responded to their service missions through research 

and various types of community outreach and engagement activities (Boyer, 1990; 

Bringle & Hatcher, 2002; Maurrasse, 2001; Perkins, 1966; Stanton, 2008).  
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 In 1966 James A. Perkins, then President of Princeton University, 

acknowledged the existence of these influences on university life and observed that 

equal attention has not always been paid to teaching, research, and service. He 

explained that the priority given to one aspect of knowledge at the expense of the other 

two at any particular time is “largely determined by the level of intellectual 

sophistication and the nature of the social environment that prevailed” (Perkins, 1966, 

p. 10). 

 A review of legislation passed at the national level provides further insight to 

the influences on higher education‟s evolution in the United States over the last 150 

years. One example was the passage of the Morrill Act in the 1862. The Act funded 

states‟ purchase and allocation of public lands to create Land Grant universities (Kerr, 

2001). The Act responded to the needs of a growing nation to develop an educated 

workforce and community leaders for an expanding and increasingly industrialized 

society. It supported the creation of new knowledge through research and created 

systems to use this knowledge to help solve community problems (Boyer, 1996; Kerr, 

2001).  

 These concepts were explicit in the Wisconsin Idea that was championed in an 

era of progressivism in the early 20
th

 century (Witte, 2000). The Wisconsin Idea 

linked the university directly to the community to “1) provide advanced education to 

as many of its citizens as possible; 2) to create, invent, nurture, and implement new 

discoveries and ideas that benefit the commonwealth; and 3) to use the expertise of the 

university for the direct benefit of citizens and institutions” (Witte, 2000, p. 7). Since 

the 19
th

 century, the US government and public and private foundations have invested 
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in higher education to support faculty research initiatives. These investments 

supported advancements in new knowledge to bolster a growing and evolving 

economic environment. 

 These legislative changes along with advances in technology have contributed 

to the transformation of how and what type of education has been delivered, by whom, 

to whom, and where. In the 20
th

 and into the 21
st
 centuries, managing and responding 

to the multitude of demands and opportunities while staying true to missions and core 

principles of teaching, research, and service have posed challenges for higher 

education institutions (Jongbloed et al., 2008). They developed programs and services 

in response to the growing and increasingly diverse student population. Over time 

institutions invested in new fields of study that advanced science and technology with 

the support from the US government and foundations. A range of institutional types 

emerged to respond to the unique needs and interests of prospective students, unique 

institutional missions, and characteristics of the specific communities they served. 

These institutional types included public, private, religious, secular, two- and four-

year, undergraduate, graduate, professional, liberal arts, technical, for-profit, non-

profit, rural, urban, physical, and virtual.  

 Higher education entered the 21
st
 century with the strain of unprecedented 

growth that challenged institutional complacency and functionality. Further, 

universities were pressured by cultural, demographic, economic, political, social, and 

technological implications of the times (Amey, 2002: Menand, 2010; US Department 

of Education, 2006). This strain included the associated demands from internal and 

external constituents and stakeholders, including students, faculty, staff, parents, 
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community members, government, government agencies, and business and industry 

(Levine & Cureton, 1998). College and university stakeholders have expected quality 

programs for the full spectrum of students and have demanded evidence of 

accountability, increased productivity, and indicators of relevance and value (AASCU, 

2002; Boyer, 1996; Greenwood, 2007; Jongbloed et al., 2008; Kerr, 2001; Kellogg 

Commission, 1999; US Department of Education, 2006).  

 A 2006 report commissioned by the US Department of Education‟s Secretary 

Spellings highlighted these contemporary challenges. While the Commission members 

recognized the value of higher education to the nation‟s future, they identified areas 

for improvement: 1) better preparation for and access to higher education; 2) better 

management of increasing costs to maintain higher education‟s affordability; 3) 

improved effectiveness of the financial aid system; 4) improvements in the quality of 

student learning and increased graduation rates; 5) transparency and accountability in 

terms of higher education‟s outcomes and performance; and 6) fostering a climate of 

innovation in programming and delivery to address the nation‟s workforce needs (US 

Department of Education, 2006). This report epitomized the challenges to higher 

education that have increased over recent years. Families, boards of directors, state 

legislators, and the community at large look for evidence of value and relevance in 

return for their investment in higher education.  

 Community engagement. 

 Like any other type of organization, colleges and universities do not operate in 

isolation. They affect and are affected by their stakeholders and rely on them for 

survival (Freeman, 2010). Claims of ignorance, attachments to the status quo, or an 
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inflated self- image will not shield colleges and universities from the implications of 

stakeholder influence (Bryson, 2006). Bryson (2006) urged higher education leaders to 

pay attention to all stakeholders and recognized the danger of not doing so. Higher 

education has entered the 21
st
 century in the face of economic, social, and 

technological turbulence that has challenged its seemingly invulnerable status. In the 

current climate, colleges and universities have felt pressure to change what they do 

and how they do it. These pressures along with the multi-faceted perspectives from 

external stakeholders have implications for higher education‟s academic, civic, and 

operational functions.  

 In 1990 Boyer anticipated the challenges to higher education and urged 

administrators and scholars to “build bridges between theory and practice” (p. 16) and 

to relate their work “more directly to the realities of contemporary life” (p. 13) in 

order to remain vital (Boyer, 1990). Kerr highlighted three areas of change in higher 

education in the 21
st
 century: “growth, shifting in academic emphasis, and 

involvement in the life of society” (Kerr, 2001, p. 81). Menand recognized that 

universities were challenged to respond to contemporary society because they 

remained in a “19
th

 century system put in place for 19
th

 century reasons. It [society] 

has changed demographically, intellectually, financially, technologically and in terms 

of its missions, stakeholders and its scale and the change has affected the substance of 

teaching” (Menand, 2010, p. 17).  

 The Kellogg Commission on the Future of State and Land-Grant Universities 

conducted a study on engagement practices. In Returning to our roots: the engaged 

institution, the Commission advanced a seven-attribute guide to bridge theory and 
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practice and between campuses and the communities that included: responsiveness, 

respect for partners, academic neutrality, accessibility, integration, coordination, and 

resource partnerships (Kellogg Commission, 1999). The implementation of an 

engaged agenda has created a unique class of external stakeholders for colleges and 

universities. 

 Watson (2007) dismissed the notion that the university is an ivory tower that is 

disconnected from the community. He suggested that while universities have always 

been autonomous from the state, they are connected to and serve the purposes of their 

founders and by extension the communities in which they exist. He identified three 

ways that higher education engages with its communities: 1) by physically being in the 

community as a neighbor; 2) through contracts that guide the delivery of the 

curriculum and operational functions of the university; and 3) the adherence to the 

principles of academic citizenship by faculty, students, and other university 

community members (Watson, 2007). He explained that universities are unique in 

their purpose: to “guard treasures (real and virtual)” and to “provide a safe place for 

the exploration of difficult issues or challenging ideas” (Watson, 2007, p. 46).  

 This safe place for exploration, academic freedom, is a pillar of higher 

education that is grounded in a set of professional standards of inquiry. In the 

American Association of University Professor‟s 1940 Statement of Principles on 

Academic Freedom and Tenure, academic freedom is defined as essential to both 

teaching and research: “Freedom in research is fundamental to the advancement of 

truth. Academic freedom in its teaching aspect is fundamental for the protection of the 
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rights of the teacher in teaching and of the student to freedom in learning. It carries 

with it duties correlative with rights” (AAUP, 2006, p. 3).  

 But what of the third principle of higher education: applying knowledge to 

help solve community problems through service? The concept of academic freedom to 

support exploration and discovery puts the university and its internal stakeholders -- 

administrators, faculty, staff, and students -- in a unique position in relation to those 

external stakeholders who expect production metrics, skilled graduates, transparency, 

and innovation (US Department of Education, 2006). Further, as Amey (2002) 

observed, community partners are expecting colleges and universities to adjust their 

current practice of directing research and problem solving and to adopt a new model 

of collaboration. Kerr (2001) explained the higher education institution is “not really 

private and not really public; it is neither entirely of the world nor entirely apart from 

it. It is unique” (p. 1). Therefore, to survive in today‟s world, higher education has 

been pressured to embrace both worlds more fully. Colleges and universities continue 

to be true to the core principles of teaching, research, and service while being 

explicitly responsive to the various needs of the communities they serve.  

 Greenwood (2010) noted that a changing paradigm has already begun. He 

explained that while they are not corporations in the traditional sense, universities 

have moved toward a model of corporatization by adopting “market-like behaviors” 

(p. 101) to manage work, resources, and opportunity (Greenwood, 2010). Higher 

education has become big business and central to economic development by 

generating billions of dollars each year in local and national economies. This includes 
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the direct and indirect multiplier effects on employment, spending on goods and 

services, and contributions to the skilled workforce. 

 Higher education‟s institutional communities are both internal and external. 

Internal communities include students, alumni, faculty, staff, and administrators. 

External communities include stakeholders with direct influence on college and 

universities such as boards of trustees, accreditation organizations, and governmental 

agencies that guide policies that impact the delivery of academic services or funding 

such as state and the US Department of Education. External communities also include 

organizations with less direct influence such as healthcare, housing, and social service 

organizations; economic development entities; K-12 schools; local and state 

government departments and agencies; elected officials; businesses, students‟ families, 

and residents of college cities and towns (Chapleo & Simms, 2010; Gelmon et al., 

2001). 

 The concept of campus-to-community relations has both administrative and 

academic components and implications. The fields of advancement, community and 

government relations, legislative affairs, enrollment management, and marketing have 

provided the support for higher education‟s relations with external community 

stakeholders. These administrative functions are the public face of the institution. 

They tell the stories and make the case to advance institutional interests and strategic 

agendas. However, these functions are not generally integrated into the academic life 

of the campus because this work is focused on constituencies and stakeholders 

external to the campus and does not regularly connect or contribute directly to 

teaching and research functions. Activities such as town-gown relations, public 
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information, public programming, fundraising, advocacy, marketing, and student 

recruitment initiatives build understanding, develop and maintain community good 

will, and support economic and social development (Kim, Brunner, & Fitch-Hauser, 

2006; Stanton, 2008; Swanson, 2009; Watson, 2008). 

 Engagement activities such as service-learning and engaged scholarship are 

extensions of the academic mission of higher education. For students, engaged 

activities blend theory and practice and expand their cultural understanding while 

helping them build portfolios of a “high impact” education (Kuh, 2008). Engagement 

can support students‟ civic involvement, social responsibility, and launch careers after 

graduation. Faculty members involved in engaged activities bring their expertise in 

research to collaborative work with community partners while building their 

understanding of contemporary, real world issues (O‟Meara & Rice, 2005; Sandmann, 

2003). Engaged scholarship provides faculty members with the opportunity to bridge 

their teaching, research, and service activities by crossing borders to the wider 

community while contributing to the public good (Boyer, 1996; Corrigan, 2000; 

Hayes & Cuban, 1997; Jongbloed et al., 2008; Maurrasse, 2001; Sandmann, 2003).  

 Partnerships. 

 Interaction with community members is a fundamental thread in volunteerism, 

service, outreach, civic engagement, service-learning, and engaged scholarship 

initiatives. Implementing effective campus-to-community collaborations can be 

challenging because of the complexity and hierarchy in higher education‟s 

institutional structures. It is often not clear who or what administrative or academic 

office would be responsible to initiate contact with the external community or who 
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would develop and sustain relationships. This challenge is mirrored in the community. 

Many community organizations have limited administrative capacity and focus on 

service delivery for their constituents. They cannot easily initiate or maintain 

relationships with higher education institutions. Nonetheless, there is evidence that 

campus-to-community partnerships can be useful to both partners (Kuh, 2009; 

Maurrasse, 2001; Sandy & Holland, 2006). The literature presents common themes of 

effective campus-to-community partnerships summarized by Barnes et al. (2009). 

These are “cooperative goal setting and planning; shared power, resources, and 

decision making; group cohesion; and partnership management” (Barnes et al., 2009, 

p. 16).  

 In practice there have been noted differences in degrees and definitions of 

community partner integration and the extent of their connection to teaching and 

research functions (Corrigan, 2000; Hayes & Cuban, 1997; Sandy & Holland, 2006; 

Sandmann, 2003). For example, traditional research is often project based and 

controlled by the faculty member (Amey, 2000). The research is conducted at or even 

about a community host site. This contrasts with engaged scholarship where research 

is conducted in conjunction with community partners who help to shape the project 

and share in the transfer of knowledge and its application (Amey, 2000; Sandmann, 

Foster-Fishman, Lloyd, Rauhe, & Rosaen, 2000).  

 If there is not a cooperative goal, shared power, and joint decision-making 

grounded in attention to effective communication and the partnership itself, there is a 

risk of doing to rather than doing with a community member. One aspect of this is 

“projectitis” (p. 186), a term that refers to projects that exist only as long as there is 



34 

 

funding or a research agenda in place to support them (Corrigan, 2000). The term 

reflects a lack of mutuality related to respect or commitment and a more transactional 

relationship among partners (Bushouse, 2005). This model implies the lack of 

thoughtful, comprehensive, and inclusive planning that includes the context of the 

research or the characteristics of the research setting (Sandmann et al., 2000). Without 

the development of methods to address the variables that could impact the project over 

time, the partnership could be damaged. For example, if shared agreement and 

contingencies for handling the project‟s conclusion were not built into the project at 

the planning phase and the project stopped abruptly with the cessation of funding, 

commitments to the constituents of the partnership would be broken. This could risk 

creating negative consequences or leaving negative impressions with the community 

partners and their constituents about higher education, the researchers, and the 

students involved in the project. This could have implications for strategic initiatives 

for administrative offices such as advancement or community relations. 

 Engagement is not without challenges and barriers. The metaphor of a border 

crossing reflects the “contradictory and conflictive experiences” (p. 72) that result 

from collaboration by campus-to-community partners (Hayes & Cuban, 1997). Giroux 

(2005) presented the concept of borders to depict the “co-mingling-sometimes clash-of 

multiple cultures, languages, literacies, histories, sexualities, and identities” (p. 2). 

Giroux championed the critical pedagogy movement that introduced educational 

reforms in the latter part of the 20
th

 and early 21
st
 centuries. These reforms in 

education have drawn on postmodernism, feminism, and cultural studies to address the 

power imbalances that exist in an industrialized society. His teachings have been 
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guided by a moral commitment to democracy, empowerment, and dialog (Giroux, 

2005).  

 Partnerships are defined by the cultural traditions, histories, professional roles, 

identities, values, and privileges of the individual and organizational partners 

(Bushouse, 2005; Hayes & Cuban, 1997). These characteristics and the inherent 

assumptions behind them are challenged in the process of developing the partnership 

and throughout the collaboration (Sandmann et al., 2000). Hayes and Cuban (1997) 

explained that when members of the higher education community cross the 

metaphorical border to engage with external partners there is an opportunity to 

“become more critically aware of social inequities and power relations” (p. 72). 

Collaborative engagement practices that occur through service learning or engaged 

scholarship provide all partners with an opportunity for critical reflection of their 

knowledge, culture, practice, privilege, and values (Amey, 2002; Bushouse, 2005; 

Sandmann et al., 2000).  

 This process can evolve into a new culture, a borderland, with new 

relationships that reflect the values and histories of all partners including the creation 

of new disciplinary and functional knowledge; a transformation of power 

relationships; and the awareness of new personal, social, cultural, and organizational 

insights (Bushouse, 2005; Giroux, 2005; Hayes & Cuban, 1997). The process of 

negotiating a new borderland is not easy, no matter how committed the partners may 

be. It can challenge the traditional methods and assumptions related to teaching and 

learning and demand allocation or rededication of individual and institutional 

resources (Bringle & Hatcher, 2000; Maurrasse, 2001). It is a process of negotiating 
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boundaries and creating a new borderland through “a mutual accommodation and 

understanding across borders, and erasing of hierarchies”  (Keith, 1998, p. 86).  

 Wenger (1998) explained the concept of communities of practice that 

incorporates mutual accommodation in the process of learning. The result is the 

integration of meaning, practice, community, and identity. He explained that learning 

is more than gaining knowledge or skills, but is a transformation of who we are and 

what we do. It is the process of becoming as we build our identity (Wenger, 1998). 

The concept of creating communities of practice through campus-to-community 

partnerships takes time (Amey, 2002). It requires higher education administrators and 

faculty members to develop a better understanding of the context and their power 

status in order to build relationships that will guide collaboration (Sandmann et al., 

2000).  

 Corrigan (2000) explained that collaboration is more than cooperation or 

coordinating. Collaboration requires an investment by all partners to negotiate new 

operating practices, resolve conflict, and build sufficient confidence and trust in each 

other and the partnership itself to justify the investment of resources. He observed that 

the conflicts and barriers to collaboration “cluster around issues of governance, 

finance, information sharing, participant alignment, accreditation and licensing, and 

class conflict” (p. 185), all of which impact individual and institutional power 

relationships and require professional leadership to negotiate (Corrigan, 2000). 

Effective collaboration creates an environment where the partner organizations 

achieve together what no single organization could achieve alone (Corrigan, 2000; 

Keith, 1998; Siegel, 2010; Wegner, 1998).  
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 There is consistent agreement that campus-to-community partnerships add 

value to colleges and universities and offer benefits to community partners as well 

(Amey, 2002; Stanton, 2008). There has been agreement about the essential elements 

of effective partnerships (Amey et al., 2010; Bringle & Hatcher, 2000; Bringle et al. 

2009; Maurrasse; 2001; Scheibel et al., 2005). Bringle and Hatcher (2000) identified 

best practices necessary to build effective partnerships. They recognized the personal 

and organizational challenges that could emerge in the process of bridging the campus 

and community cultures and that building relationships occurs in phases including 

initiation, development, maintenance, and dissolution. They cited factors for 

successful partnerships including the value of having a clear mission, the importance 

of compatible partners, on-going monitoring of the relationships, and the need for a 

plan for a graceful and appropriately timed dissolution of the partnership (Bringle & 

Hatcher, 2000).  

 Amey et al. (2010) observed that when resources are scarce, partnerships with 

community can be a source of innovation. They outlined the value of partnerships to 

higher education and community stakeholders and the challenges of creating them, 

such as the need to change traditional models of teaching, research, and service. They 

explained that “partnerships are sometimes considered fringe activities that are risky, 

difficult to negotiate, political, and easily challenged by the institutional status quo (p. 

334)” and that they are often difficult to establish and sustain because of fundamental 

differences between organizations (Amey et al., 2010). They identified the elements of 

successful collaborations that support on-going partnerships including: shared values 

and goals, active participation, aligned processes, successful outcomes, mutual 
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respect, highly focused passion, and good working relationships. They noted that 

social capital is generated for the individual partners in the collaboration, and 

“partnership capital” is formed when the individual partners “align with their varying 

levels of social and organizational capital” (Amey et al., 2010, p. 341). The creation of 

partnership capital is parallel to the creation of new cultures in the borderlands 

referenced by Giroux (2005).  

 Maurrasse (2001) explored the campus-to-community partnership models in a 

study of four schools: University of Pennsylvania, Xavier University of New Orleans, 

San Francisco State University, and Hostos Community College in the South Bronx. 

He found that community partnerships provided higher education administrators and 

faculty with the opportunity to think differently about their relationships with society. 

The analysis compared and contrasted the challenges and opportunities faced by these 

varied and complex institutions as they balanced the dual missions of creating and 

transferring knowledge and meeting social needs. Maurrasse found that there are 

challenges in the process of creating a vision for engagement that can be shared by 

faculty and administrators because of conflicting expectations, differing resource 

allocation priorities, and the institutional practices that are inconsistent with an 

engagement objective (Maurrasse, 2001).  

 In The Promise of Partnerships, Scheibel et al. (2005) recognized the 

differences in cultures and operations between community organizations and colleges 

and universities. To help bridge the cultural divides, they offered a practical guide for 

community partners to engage with their higher education colleagues. This work was 

shaped by the input from participants at the 2003 Wingspread Conference organized 
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by Campus Compact. The authors recognized that there were increasing challenges to 

community-based organizations including declines in funding from foundations and 

state and federal sources, increased expectations to adapt to the changing needs of 

their clients, and demands for accountability. Campuses to community partnerships 

were presented as solutions to meet these challenges. Along with practical steps to 

plan, build, and evaluate partnerships, the authors identified the tangible and 

intangible benefits and risks associated with collaboration. They presented ten 

elements of effective campus-to-community partnerships: honesty and trust, broad 

stakeholder representation, reciprocity, clear roles and responsibilities, assessment of 

needs, challenges, resources, and assets, vision and mission, shared goals, objectives, 

and an action plan, communication, formative and summative assessments, and 

celebration of efforts (Scheibel et al., 2005).  

 Holland (1997) explored the issues related to institutionalizing community 

engagement between higher education and community partners. She developed a 

rubric to assess and interpret the levels of community partner integration in 

universities as they related to: mission, leadership, faculty recruitment and rewards, 

organization structure and funding, student involvement and curriculum, faculty 

involvement, community involvement, and external communications and fundraising. 

The rubric presented measures of engagement from low relevance levels to full 

integration in each of the eight organizational areas. Holland (2006) offered an 

enhanced framework as a tool to benchmark engagement, assess the impact of 

engagement initiatives, and identify changes in policy, practice, and organizational 

culture to foster a climate of engagement. 
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 Stakeholder theory and engagement. 

 Higher education exists in a dynamic, complex landscape with a range of 

internal and external pressures on their organizations where the old rules no longer 

apply. The equal balance of teaching, research, service, and the ability to continue the 

master-student model has become strained, if not impossible to sustain (Kerr, 2000). 

This strain is evident as colleges and universities have moved toward an agenda of 

engagement.  

 Kegan and Laskow Lahey (2001) noted that organizational and personal 

change is difficult because people maintain a commitment to traditional institutional 

systems and disciplinary hierarchies. Menand (2010) observed that there is resistance 

to change from inside the academy. According to Menand (2010), faculty members 

resistance to change comes from 1) “a belief central to the academic professional self-

conception, that the university does not operate like a marketplace” (p. 16) and 2) “any 

change potentially has a cost….when the financial universe was expanding, 

universities could add on new things without taking away from old ones, but the 

universe, as higher education (and everyone else) learned in 2008, can also shrink” (p. 

16). While the changes of the 21
st
 century certainly challenge these positions, the 

strain on the academy suggests that change might be the only way to survive given the 

growing disaffection of constituents and the challenges to what had been higher 

education‟s invulnerable status that has resulted from economic pressures, 

competition, and demands for transparency (Amey, 2002; Bryson, 2004).  

 Leading and managing in these challenging times falls to higher education 

administrators and demands their understanding of these competing commitments in 
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order to lead internal and external stakeholders toward a shared goal (O‟Meara & 

Rice, 2005). Kuh and Whitt (2000) observed that change in higher education is 

difficult because of the strength of the campus culture and the absence of acceptable 

strategies to guide change. Stakeholder theory provides a structured framework to 

understand and analyze higher education‟s organizational context as it exists within 

and responds to the cultural, economic, social, governmental, political, and 

technological systems and changes that influence our actions as human beings. In 

1984, Freeman presented stakeholder theory as a prescriptive model for action, 

something that could guide organizational managers to define and achieve goals 

(Freeman, 2010). Freeman (2010) recognized that “if you want to manage effectively, 

then you must take your stakeholders into account in a systematic fashion” (p. 48).  

 Stakeholder theory emerged from the principles of organizational theory, 

strategic planning, and systems theory as a management tool to guide understanding of 

how internal and external constituencies work in relation to the organization 

(Freeman, 2010). Freeman‟s framework of analysis and management integrated this 

understanding into the operations of organizations that faced turbulence resulting from 

the impact of the local, regional, national and global marketplace (Freeman, 2010, p. 

4). He presented an inclusive definition of stakeholders as “any group or individual 

who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the firm‟s objectives” (Freeman, 

2010, p. 46).  

 Central to management in any organization is the charge to lead human beings 

to achieve organizational goals. Given the recent engagement movement, stakeholder 

management offers a tool for managers and administrators to move toward this 
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objective. Thomas Maak (2007) identified the ability to enable and broker sustainable, 

mutually beneficial relationships with stakeholders, to create good will and trust, and 

ultimately become a trusted business in society as essential elements of responsible 

leadership. These principles are also the foundation of campus-to-community 

engagement. Maak (2007) saw the power and influence found in organizational 

hierarchy as a facilitator of social capital creation through engagement. Further, he 

identified social capital as an essential element for community well-being as for 

individual and organizational success (Maak, 2007).  

  Although stakeholder management was initially presented as a tool for 

business, it has been applied to other disciplines including the law, health care, public 

administration, and, although with less attention, to higher education (Freeman et al., 

2010; Fottler, 1993; Bryson, 2004). Even so, evidence of stakeholder analysis and 

management in higher education can be seen in enrollment management and 

community, government, and donor relations. The term stakeholder has been become 

part of the vocabulary of nonprofits and higher education institutions as they refer to 

individuals and groups who influence operations including students, faculty, staff, 

administrators, community members, legislators, public administrators, and members 

of the business community. However, there is little evidence to suggest that 

stakeholder theory and analysis have guided higher education leaders in strategic 

management of university operations, possibly because of the complexity of 

governance and the internal administrative and academic divisions within campus 

organizational and governance structures.  
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 Stakeholder theory is a system-wide approach to management (Freeman, 

2010). Senge (1994) explained that “systems thinking is a discipline for seeing 

wholes” (p. 68) rather than isolated individuals or departments to help organizations 

respond to the needs and goals of complex organizations and their communities. 

Stakeholder theory recognized the value of differing perspectives from internal and 

external stakeholder groups and their influence on the organization to foster a climate 

of collective learning to solve problems and respond to opportunities that affect the 

organization (Freeman, 2010; Senge, 1994).  

 The stakeholder concept also emerged from the field of corporate social 

responsibility, a field that parallels the precepts presented in Boyer‟s engagement 

model. Corporate social responsibility extended the evaluative measures of 

organizational performance beyond profits alone and factored in the value of legal, 

ethical, and discretionary responsibilities to the greater community as measures of 

success (Freeman, 2010; Freeman et al., 2010).  

 Freeman (2010) explained that the stakeholder management framework needed 

three levels of analysis to make a difference in the ways organizations are managed: 1) 

rational, identifying and understanding who the stakeholders are; 2) process, the 

strategy and purpose of the interaction; and 3) transaction, the ways the organization 

and its actors interact with stakeholders. The same stakeholder could have many types 

of interactions with different people or departments in one organization. Looking at 

the points of contact, the purpose of that contact, and how stakeholders connect to the 

organization and with whom, can help managers understand any “group or individual 

who can affect or are affected by the achievement of an organization‟s purpose” 



44 

 

(Freeman, 2010, p. 53). These effects can be economic, social, political, managerial 

and technological and include an understanding of the values that guide strategic 

decision-making and action (Freeman, 2010). These are also the elements that can 

help build understanding among campus and community partners. 

 Mitchell, Agle, and Wood (1997) expanded Freeman‟s scope of stakeholder 

theory and presented stakeholder salience as a way to determine who and what really 

counts in terms of stakeholder relations. They recognized that stakeholders are not all 

equal and can have either contractual claims or intangible influence on the 

organization. They explained that stakeholders‟ ability to affect or to be affected by an 

organization is dynamic, socially constructed, and that the effect may or may not be 

conscious or willful (Mitchell et al., 1997). Stakeholders need to be identified and 

understood in terms of their salience as it related to the level of stakeholder power, 

legitimacy, and the urgency of the claims on the organization (Mitchell et al., 1997).  

 They defined the concept of power for individuals and groups from a 

sociological perspective as “the extent it has or can gain access to coercive, utilitarian 

or normative means to impose its will in the relationship” (Mitchell et al., 1997, p. 

865). They noted that legitimacy could be evaluated from the individual, 

organizational, and societal perspective and could extend beyond self-perception and 

be defined and negotiated differently in different places in the organization (Mitchell 

et al., 1997). They saw stakeholder-manager interactions and responses as dynamic 

and urgency assessed in terms of time sensitivity and criticality (Mitchell et al., 1997; 

Jongbloed et al., 2008). 
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 Mitchell et al. (1997) developed seven qualitative classes of stakeholders to 

guide managers‟ prioritization of importance based on how many of the three 

attributes (power, legitimacy, and urgency) a stakeholder claim might possess. These 

classes were divided into three groups: latent, expectant or definitive depending on the 

number of attributes are present. 

Latent stakeholders (one attribute present, stakeholder salience is low) 

Class 1 – dormant, with power attributes 

Class 2 – discretionary, with legitimacy attribute 

Class 3 – demanding, with urgency attribute 

Expectant stakeholders (two attributes present, stakeholder salience is 

moderate) 

Class 4 – dominant, with power and legitimacy attributes 

Class 5 – dangerous, with power and urgency attributes 

Class 6 - dependent, with legitimacy and urgency attributes 

Definitive stakeholders (three attributes present, stakeholder salience is high) 

Class 7 – definitive, with power, legitimacy, and urgency attributes 

Adapted from Jongbloed et al. (2008) and Mitchell et al. (1997).  

 Other researchers have presented methods to assess, classify, and map 

stakeholders in order to build understanding and to serve as tools for decision-making. 

Savage, Nix, Whitehead, and Blair (1991) presented methods of classifying 

stakeholders according to their potential threat or cooperation. In a study of health care 

providers, Fottler (1993) presented tools to identify and directionally assess 

stakeholders‟ power and influences. Bourne and Walker (2005) presented steps to 
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build a stakeholder map that allows managers to prioritize stakeholder relations in 

order to maximize resources and fulfill stakeholders‟ needs and expectations 

depending on the stakeholder‟s power, support, or influence with regard to the 

organization or project.  

 Burrows (1999) acknowledged the value for higher education to know and 

understand institutional stakeholders, their interests, and influence in order to be 

“better able to respond to stakeholder expectations, foresee environmental threats and 

opportunities, and to bring forward the perspectives of overlooked or marginalized 

constituencies” (p. 1). He presented an approach to develop stakeholder profiles 

through environmental scans, categorization of constituent groups and individuals, and 

issues of importance. He noted that these results would vary depending on the formal, 

economic or political environment, the composition of the stakeholders, and the 

institutional mission. The framework for higher education stakeholder analysis 

included identifying stakeholder categories and groups with an assessment of the 

following characteristics: 1) stakeholder categories and groups, 2) internal or external 

relationship to the institution, 3) active or passive status, 4) level of cooperation 

potential, 5) level of threat potential, 6) economic, scholarly, moral, or personal stakes 

in the institution, and 7) influence (Burrows, 1999, p. 9).  

 Bryson (2004) reviewed a variety of stakeholder techniques and argued that 

stakeholder management could be a way to help public managers support their 

nonprofit organizations, solve problems, and “advance the common good” (p. 21). He 

presented a series of techniques to identify and analyze stakeholders of an 

organization. He observed that there has been little research in stakeholder analysis in 
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education and recommended including stakeholder analyses in the higher education 

curriculum, specifically public policy, administration, and planning, to provide 

students with tools to improve public and nonprofit management after graduation 

(Bryson, 2004). 

Previous studies on community engagement and stakeholder relations. 

 As noted by Boyer (1996), a central goal of higher education is engagement 

with community stakeholders through the teaching, research, and service mission. 

Sandmann and Weerts (2008) recognized the cultural shifts that occur when 

institutions adopt engagement agendas. Guided by the boundary expansion and 

contraction framework established by Levine, they used a qualitative method to 

investigate three land-grant and three urban research universities with public 

engagement agendas to learn how these engagement agendas were adopted, what 

boundaries were altered, and to what extent engagement was embraced across the 

academy (Sandmann & Weerts, 2008). Their interviews included senior leadership, 

leaders of engagement programs, and community partners. Their results indicated that 

there were variable levels of adoption of engagement; and although the subject 

institutions had engaged missions, the shift in culture, norms, and values were not 

compatible with the stated missions. They found the forces of the status quo to be 

stronger at older institutions and change was restricted. Forces were weaker at younger 

urban institutions, allowing boundaries to expand and move toward more adapting the 

innovations of engagement (Sandmann & Weerts, 2008).  

 Jongbloed et al. (2008) used stakeholder theory in an analysis of higher 

education in relation to its external communities. The work of Mitchell et al. (1997) 
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served as their framework to assess stakeholder salience regarding engagement with 

industrial and regional partners; what they called the “third mission” (p. 303) of higher 

education (Jongbloed et al., 2008).  

 In their analysis, they acknowledged the public role of higher education and 

the need to build trust, understanding, and to be socially accountable in these times of 

“marketisation, deregulation, and decentralization” (Jongbloed et al., 2008, p. 318). 

They explored the university-society relationship including economic development 

through research, mutually beneficial industry-university partnerships, professional 

development, and the related but distinct functions of outreach, community service, 

and engagement (Jongbloed et al., 2008). The authors recognized the importance of 

on-going, integrated communication to foster an environment of accountability and 

transparency and to learn ways to improve. They observed that barriers to engagement 

were rooted in higher education‟s organizational history, policies, academic rewards 

systems, and regulations; the absence of an entrepreneurial culture in academia; and 

the practice of academic disciplines setting the teaching and research agenda 

(Jongbloed et al., 2008). They concluded their analysis with recommendations for 

research including identifying methods of prioritizing higher education stakeholders in 

different organizational areas and how the concept of stakeholder theory and corporate 

social responsibility can be applied in higher education and research (Jongbloed et al., 

2008). 

 In a case study of three higher education policy experiments, Benneworth and 

Jongbloed (2010) found that the evolution of universities‟ responsiveness to 

stakeholders in the area of research was not functional, but connected to the value of 
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the exchange in a “network of relationships” (Benneworth & Jongbloed, 2009, p. 567). 

They found that higher education‟s value goes beyond the simple economic 

contributions to society through scientific or technological research, and includes the 

knowledge transfer emerging from the humanities, arts and social sciences that benefit 

society as a whole (Benneworth & Jongbloed, 2010). 

 Chaploe and Simms (2010) explored how the stakeholder identification and 

management practices might apply to higher education. They used the case study 

method and interviewed senior administrators identified as “opinion formers” (p. 14) 

at the University of Portsmouth in England. Thirty types of stakeholders were 

identified and consolidated into five major groupings: internal, student based and 

student recruitment, other indirect national stakeholders, local/geographical/city, and 

academic/research. The study revealed three factors critical to the strategic evaluation 

of stakeholders‟ direct, partial, or indirect influence: student recruitment and 

satisfaction, university‟s strategic direction and policies, and impact on funding and 

income (Chapleo & Simms, 2010). The authors concluded that because of the range of 

stakeholders and issues influencing the university, understanding, classifying, and 

prioritizing stakeholders was important for stakeholder management and policy-

making, and would ultimately lead to effective management at the university. 

 Kim, Brunner, and Fitch-Hauser (2006) conducted a telephone survey to learn 

how universities contributed to the cultural and economic life in their communities. 

They found that residents who were aware of the university‟s local contributions had a 

more favorable and positive relationship with or about the university and, as a result, 

had a greater willingness to support the university in a variety of ways. The results of 
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the study indicated the value of university leadership‟s attention to and management of 

effective community relations including the messages, the delivery of the messages, 

and the consistency of the messages to community stakeholders. The study found that 

contributions to and support of community initiatives alone were not enough to build 

public support, but that there was also a need for consistent and well-informed 

communication to make these contributions known (Kim et al., 2006). 

 Sandy and Holland (2006) conducted focus groups with community partners 

involved in university service learning courses in order to understand more about 

community partners‟ experiences with their partners in higher education and to 

identify opportunities for improvement. The authors found that community partners 

were committed to the educational enterprise and had a desire to be involved in the 

relationship as more equal partners. The authors identified the need to improve 

communication between partners and to foster a better understanding of the 

community perspective in order to bridge the campus-community divide and 

strengthen the partnerships‟ levels of reciprocity, collaboration and sustainability 

(Sandy & Holland, 2006).  

 Swanson (2009) conducted a mixed method study to explore the relationship 

between stakeholder engagement and stakeholders‟ perceptions of the institution‟s 

economic and social value. The study revealed a positive relationship between the 

levels of individual stakeholder engagement and their beliefs about the value the 

institution generated for the community. He concluded that because stakeholders‟ 

beliefs could forecast increased engagement, leaders would benefit from strategically 
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planning their public information efforts regarding the economic and social value of 

their community engagement practices (Swanson, 2009). 

 Bruning, McGrew, and Cooper (2006) noted an increasing interest among 

universities to implement engagement agendas with local community partners. They 

observed that these agendas were often one-way as universities sought to fulfill their 

academic and civic missions. They conducted a survey of community residents in a 

college town. The results of the survey indicated support for the university in the 

community. However, the survey respondents wanted to be invited to campus for 

activities and to be more a part of university activities and projects. They concluded 

that valuing community members‟ engagement on campus would build stronger 

relations and wider support for university initiatives (Bruning et al., 2006).  

 The nature of the current environment supports the adaptation of an 

engagement agenda as a response to the challenges and turbulence of our times. 

Higher education has advanced the concept of engagement from the teaching and 

learning perspective; however, a greater understanding of community partners‟ 

perceptions of collaboration and the value added from campus-to-community 

partnerships will help develop effective, mutually beneficial experiences and levels of 

institutional commitment and integration that can meet the needs of all stakeholders. 
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Chapter 3 

Research Design and Methodology  

 Higher education has entered the 21
st
 century in the face of economic, social, 

and technological challenges and change. This climate is exerting pressure on the 

traditional institutional systems and disciplinary hierarchies and impacting campus-to-

community relations. This pressure has come from external stakeholders who expect 

institutional accountability, efficiency, innovation, and evidence of economic and 

social value to students and to the broader, external community. Campus-to-

community engagement has emerged as one response to build understanding and 

respond to stakeholder demands. Campus-to-community collaboration allows higher 

education to continue to commit to the core principles of teaching, research, and 

service while responding to the variety of needs of the communities it serves and 

“partner in the search for answers to our most pressing social, civic, economic and 

moral problems” (Boyer, 1996, p. 11). 

 Engagement activities can also support the positioning of colleges and 

universities in a competitive higher education environment. Understanding community 

partners‟ expectations and perceptions of higher education can help guide higher 

education leaders to allocate resources, develop policies, and implement best practices 

to achieve organizational objectives. 

 Purpose. 

 The overall purpose of this study was to better understand and explain the 

nature of community partners‟ relationships with higher education. Specifically, this 

study explored the nature of campus-to-community partnerships with a discrete 
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population of community stakeholders who had been involved in engagement 

activities such as service learning, civic engagement, and engaged scholarship. The 

purpose of this study was:  

1) To understand and explain community stakeholders‟ expectations, needs, 

and interests,  

2) To understand community partners‟ perceptions of higher education‟s value 

as a result of campus-to-community collaboration, 

3) To understand community partners‟ perceptions of higher education‟s level 

of commitment to engaged activities, and  

4) To explore the similarities and differences of those perceptions of 

interactions with various types of colleges and universities.  

 Research questions. 

 The key research questions guiding this inquiry were: 

1. What is the nature of the relationship between community organizations 

and Campus Compact for New Hampshire members (see Appendix J)? 

2. How do community partners perceive their influence on colleges and 

universities as a result of campus-to-community engagement? 

3. Do community partners perceive added value to higher education as a 

result of their collaboration in engagement activities?  

4. Do community partners perceive added value to their organizations 

resulting from their participation in engagement activities?  
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5. Is there a difference in the perceived levels of community partner 

satisfaction resulting from engagement with different types of colleges and 

universities, i.e., two- or four-year; public or private? 

 Population. 

 Campus Compact for New Hampshire (CCNH) has 23 institutional members. 

The community partners of these institutions formed the study‟s population. Campus 

Compact members include all types of higher education institutions, with the 

exception of for-profit institutions. Members are public, private, religious, secular, 

two- and four-year, undergraduate, graduate, professional, liberal arts, applied 

business, science and technical, rural, and urban (see Appendix J). Community 

stakeholders who were identified as community partners of the CCNH members were 

invited to participate in a survey and personal interviews.  

 Each of the 23 CCNH members is represented by a Campus Service Director 

(CSD) who has been selected by the campus president to be the primary liaison to 

CCNH with regard to campus-to-community programming. The population of 

community partners for this study was developed from recommendations from the 

CSD‟s and data mining at college and university web pages for evidence of 

community partnerships. The contact information for these community partners was 

gathered by researching the community organizations‟ web pages. A population of 

512 was developed. With that population size, responses from 217 community 

partners would have been sufficient to achieve a 95% confidence level with a 

confidence interval of .05 (Krejcie & Morgan, 1970; MaCorr, 2011). This level of 

response would support external validity and generalization to a larger population. 
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 Data collection and instrumentation. 

 The study was a descriptive study and therefore there was no treatment or 

control group. Concurrent qualitative and quantitative inquiry methods were used to 

gather empirical data (see Figure 3.1). The mixed method approach was used to 

neutralize biases inherent in a single method and allow for the convergence of 

quantitative and qualitative strategies for a broad and rich evidentiary data set that 

provided practical knowledge useful to higher education administrators (Creswell, 

2003). 

 A combination of web-based surveys and semi-structured personal interviews 

provided empirical data regarding the experiences of community partners who worked 

in collaboration with CCNH member institutions. The study used a concurrent 

triangulation strategy to collect data and included a combination of survey responses, 

interviews, and documentation (Creswell, 2003). Because the quantitative and 

qualitative data were collected concurrently, this approach allowed for an opportunity 

to develop a synthesized description of the nature of the respondents‟ experiences with 

engagement in a shorter data collection period than the sequential method would offer 

(Creswell, 2003).  
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Figure 3.1 

Model of Concurrent Triangulation Strategy for Mixed Method Approach 

Web Survey    Interviews   Documentation 

  

  (Quantitative)        (Qualitative)         (Qualitative) 
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            sources  

 

Survey distributed    Participants interviewed Documents 

 

             collected 

 

Data collection   Interviews transcribed     
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Excel & SPSS    Code transcripts for  Code documents  
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        patterns in NVIVO     themes    

 

Descriptive statistics   Quantify qualitative data Quantify  
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       analysis      data 

            

            

 

Tables     Tables & narrative  Tables & narrative 

    

  

          

 

Data from three methods analyzed and compared for convergence of results 
 

(Model adapted from Creswell, 2002) 
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 Campus web pages served as a consistent source of relatively comprehensive 

and publicly available information about each of the CCNH members. These pages 

provided insight to each higher education institution‟s values and priorities based on 

the way they chose to portray their institutions to the public. Web pages from each of 

the 23 Campus Compact for New Hampshire members were reviewed including: 

mission and vision; strategic plans; messages and annual reports from presidents‟ and 

other senior leadership; faculty handbooks, job specifications, and employment 

contracts; student activities and organizational programming; curriculum documents 

such as catalogs and program information; organizational charts, staffing, and 

overviews of departmental responsibilities; composition of boards and committees; 

and public information materials including advancement objectives, annual reports, 

newsletters, and news items, etc. Other data available from CCNH, the Carnegie 

Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, and the Corporation for National and 

Community Service was gathered to identity individual campus engagement 

classification or recognition.  

 Quantitative survey data provided a broad scope of community partners‟ 

experiences and perceptions related to engagement and supported statistical analysis. 

Qualitative data from semi-structured interviews highlighted participant meaning, 

values, and context. Equal priority was given to quantitative and qualitative data. The 

combination of this information provides administrators from higher education and 

community organization administrators with a breadth and depth of information 

resulting in a better understanding of the engagement environment and community 

stakeholders‟ perceptions (Creswell, 2003). 
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  The survey instrument and interview protocols were adapted from the work of 

Gelmon et al. (2001) presented in Assessing service-learning and civic engagement. 

Principles and techniques. The instruments and protocols contained in this workbook 

emerged from the authors‟ work on assessment instruments at Portland State 

University. They revised the most recent, expanded, edition in collaboration with 

national Campus Compact in response to demands for instruments to assess service-

learning and civic engagement. The instruments were pilot-tested and support internal 

validity related to the survey and interview questions. Additionally, the same survey 

was used throughout the study and was not altered or edited during the data collection 

phase (Creswell, 2002). Permission to use the instruments and to make adjustments 

pertinent for this study was been given to the researcher by one of the authors, Barbara 

Holland, in an email communication received on May 23, 2011 (Appendix D). 

 Community partner survey. 

 The web-based community partner survey (see Appendix E) was sent to 512 

community partners who had worked with at least one of the 23 CCNH members. 

Survey Monkey, a secured web-based survey tool, was used to conduct the survey. 

The researcher created a database with a record for each community partner that 

included: organization name, type (see survey Question 2), benchmark area (see 

survey Question 3), contact name, email address, phone, webpage, and colleges and 

universities that identified them as partners. The questions were created in a custom 

Survey Monkey survey accessible to participants via a link to the survey site.  

 Each of the 512 subjects in the contact list was sent an initial email invitation to 

participate in the study (see Appendix C). The email invitation included a description 
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of the study including its purpose and goals, instructions for completing the survey, 

and the anticipated time to complete the survey. Contact information for the researcher 

and the Plymouth State University and the University of New Hampshire Institutional 

Review Boards was included in case the subject had questions related to the survey or 

wanted to request a summary of the results of the study. A link to the survey URL was 

included in the email invitation.  

 When the subject clicked on the link to the survey, they landed on an 

introduction page that included a description of the study, the estimated time it would 

take to complete the study, and the informed consent information. Subjects were 

informed that their response to the survey questions, including open-ended or 

comment questions, would remain confidential and anonymous and would not be 

attributed to them or their organization. Additionally, subjects were informed that the 

results from the survey would be compiled and reported in the aggregate. In order to 

protect confidentiality, the researcher did not collect IP addresses. The email address 

status of the respondents or non respondents was tracked, but the email address was 

not included in the response data.  

In order to generate response rates sufficiently large enough for a 95% 

confidence level needed to assure that the responses could be generalized to the non-

respondents, the mailing schedule to non-respondents was conducted as recommended 

by Ferrell (2005). Table 3.1 shows the mailing schedule and the number of responses 

generated by each mailing (see Appendix C for content of email communications for 

each of the messages). Threats to internal validity were minimized by the use of the 
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same survey for every respondent and prior pilot testing conducted by Gelmon el al., 

2001).  

Table 3.1 

Mailing Schedule and Response Results 

      Responses 

Mailing  Date Sent  Generated Cumulative Total 

Initial Mailing  June 19, 2011        38   38 

Second Mailing June 23, 2011       42   80 

Third Mailing  June 28, 2011       13   93 

Forth Mailing  July 11, 2011       39            131 

Survey Site Closed July 20, 2011         1                      132 

 The community partner survey was designed to gather data on community 

partners‟ perspectives and attitudes on issues related to their experiences with 

engagement initiatives and partnerships (Gelmon et al., 2001). The survey had four 

sections:  

1) Demographic and background information;  

2) Questions related to respondents‟ experiences with campus-to-community 

engagement activities, outcomes and effects of their collaborations, and 

challenges, concerns, and attitudes related to their experience with college or 

university partner(s);  

3) Questions related to respondents‟ levels of satisfaction with their partnerships 

with their most engaged college and university and the faculty, students, and 

administration involved; 
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4) Questions related to the community partners‟ perceptions of their college or 

university partner‟s level of commitment to engagement.  

 The survey included a variety of question types including yes or no, Likert-scale, 

and open-ended responses.  

 Community partner interviews. 

 In addition to the survey, the study included semi-structured faced-to-face 

interviews with nine participants. Creswell (2003) noted that qualitative studies use 

purposeful sampling to assure that participants have experienced the phenomenon that 

is the focus of the study. The interview subjects for this study were not randomly 

selected. The participants were selected based on their experiences with different types 

of colleges and universities, their geographic location in the State of New Hampshire, 

and the type of programming or services offered in order to gather the broadest 

possible scope of meaning, values, and context.  

 The community partner contact profile outlined above along with the information 

presented in Figure 3.1 were analyzed and coded. A pool of prospective interview 

participants was created and prioritized based on their representative characteristics. 

The first tier participants were sent an email invitation to participate in the study (see 

Community Partner Interview Invitation, Appendix F). A follow up phone call was 

made within a week to determine their interest and availability. Each of the first tier 

contacts agreed to participate for an in person interview at their respective offices. The 

participants represented the following service areas in New Hampshire: animal rescue, 

business association, charitable, education, environment and conservation, disability 

services, hunger and homelessness, multicultural affairs, and youth services. Three of 
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the organizations represented regional or state-wide constituencies and the others 

represented areas in New Hampshire‟s North Country, metropolitan Concord, 

Manchester and Nashua in the south central part of the state, western New Hampshire, 

and the seacoast in the East. 

 The interviews were conducted in 45- to 60-minute sessions. Before the interview 

began, each participant was asked to sign a consent form and each participant agreed 

to audio taping of the interview (Community Partner Consent Form, Appendix G). 

Participants were asked series of open ended questions about their experience and 

perceptions related to campus-to-community engagement activities and their higher 

education partners (Community Partner Interview Questions, Appendix H). The audio 

tapes were transcribed within two days of each interview and the audio files were 

deleted. In addition to participating in an interview, participants were given a brief 

survey and asked to rank their level of agreement with statements related to the 

elements of partnerships with their most engaged community partner in a Likert-scale 

(see Appendix I).  

 Data analysis. 

 This mixed method design required multiple approaches to data analysis. The 

analysis of each method is described below. Qualitative and quantitative data were 

analyzed independently followed by an analysis of the data from of both approaches. 

Specific survey and interview questions provided information for the research 

questions (see Table 3.2). 
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Table 3.2 

Data Sources for Research Questions 

 

 

Research Question 

Survey  

 

Questions 

Interview  

 

Questions 

1. 1. What is the nature of the relationship 

between community organizations and CCNH 

members? 

3 to 9, 13, 14, 19, 

20, 21, 22, 33, 

34, 35, 36, 37 

        1 to 10 

2. 2. How do community partners perceive their 

influence on colleges and universities as a 

result of campus-to-community engagement? 

10, 17, 18, 22, 25 

to 32, 34, 35, 36 

       7, 8, 9 

3. 3. Do community partners perceive added 

value to higher education as a result of their 

collaboration in engagement activities? 

17 to 20 and 33 

to 37 

       3, 4, 5 

4. 4. Do community partners perceive added 

value to their organizations resulting from their 

participation in engagement activities? 

11 to 16 and 33 

to 37 

       5, 6, 7, 9 

5. 5. Is there a difference in the perceived levels 

of community partner satisfaction resulting 

from engagement with different types of 

colleges and universities, i.e., two- or four-

year; public or private? 

23 to 37        1 to 10 

 

 Quantitative - survey data. 

 Each community partner was assigned a unique identification number and each 

web survey question was coded to facilitate the analysis using of Microsoft Excel and 
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SPSS. Descriptive statistics including frequencies, mean, and a chi square test of 

independence were used to analyze the data. Tables are used to present the survey 

data. The survey completed by interview participants provided additional quantitative 

data related to their partnership experiences. This information was compared with 

survey data related to survey respondents‟ levels of satisfaction with partnerships. 

 Qualitative –interview data. 

 Qualitative data included responses to open-ended survey questions and the 

interview transcripts. The protocols presented by Creswell (2002) and Patton (2002) 

guided the transcription coding and analysis of the qualitative textual data. This began 

with a careful and repeated reading of the interview transcripts to identify underlying 

meaning, keywords, themes, and patterns consistent with phenomenological research 

approaches. A list of coding categories was generated from this review. These 

categories reflected these keywords, themes, and patterns and were assigned codes, or 

nodes created in NVIVO.  

 The researcher quantified the qualitative data and the resulting coded data was 

analyzed for frequency (Creswell, 2002). These frequencies were compared to the 

descriptive statistics from the survey data for each research questions to see if the 

results of quantitative survey and qualitative data converged (Creswell, 2002) (see 

Figure 3.1). The results are presented in tables and in a narrative format that included 

the narrative and frequencies of coded data, pertinent quotations from participants, and 

the researcher‟s interpretation of the conceptual models that guided the study 

(Creswell, 2002). 
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 Qualitative – documentation. 

Web pages from each of the 23 Campus Compact for New Hampshire 

members were searched and, when available, the following items were reviewed and 

ranked: mission and vision statements; strategic plans; messages and annual reports 

from presidents‟ and other senior leadership; faculty handbooks, job specifications, 

and employment contracts; student activities and organizational programming; 

curriculum documents such as catalogs, course descriptions, and program information; 

organizational charts, staffing, and overviews of departmental responsibilities; 

composition of boards and committees; public information materials including 

advancement objectives, annual reports, newsletters, and news items, etc. Each item 

for each institution was ranked according to the eight benchmark areas that were 

identified by Holland (2006) as levels of commitment to engagement (see Table 3.3).  

 This documentation was analyzed and coded within the context of the 

benchmark areas of the rubric established by Holland (2006) (see Table 3.3). Each 

benchmark area was ranked based on a qualitative judgment of the level of 

commitment as represented in each college‟s and university‟s documentation. Overall 

frequencies of these rankings for the 23 CCNH members were calculated and 

compared to the results from the survey data. 

Other information available from CCNH, the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teaching, and the Corporation for National and Community Service 

was gathered to identity individual campus engagement classification or recognition.  
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 Summary. 

 A mixed method approach was used with qualitative and quantitative inquiry 

methods to gather data in order to understand and explain the nature of community 

partners‟ relationships with higher education. The study focused on a discrete 

population of community stakeholders who had been involved in engagement 

activities such as service-learning, civic engagement, and engaged scholarship with 

CCNH member institutions to:  

1) Understand and explain community stakeholders‟ expectations, needs, and 

interests;  

2) Understand community partners‟ perceptions of higher education‟s value as 

a result of campus-to-community collaboration;  

3) Understand community partners‟ perceptions of higher education‟s level of 

commitment to engaged activities; and  

4) Explore the similarities and differences of those perceptions of interactions 

with various types of colleges and universities.  

A mixed method approach was used with concurrent qualitative and 

quantitative inquiry methods to gather empirical data. The data was collected from 

web-based survey, interviews, and document review data. The data provided insight to 

better understand and describe the nature of the respondents‟ engagement experiences; 

their perceptions of the value added to higher education and to their organizations 

resulting from engaged activities; and their perceptions of their influence on college 

and university partners.  
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Table 3.3  

 

Levels of Commitment to Community Engagement  

 
 Level One Level Two 

 Low Relevance Medium Relevance 

Mission No mention or undefined 

rhetorical reference 

Engagement is part of what we 

do as educated citizens. 

Leadership Campus-to-community 

engagement not 

mentioned as a priority; 

general rhetorical 

references to community 

or society  

Expressions that describe 

institution as an asset to 

community through economic 

impact  

Hiring, Promotion 

& Tenure 

Idea of engagement is 

confused with traditional 

view of service  

Community engagement 

mentioned; volunteerism or 

consulting may be included in 

portfolio  

Organizational 

Structure and 

funding 

No units or departments 

focus on campus-to-

community engagement or 

volunteerism  

Departments may exist to 

foster volunteerism or 

community service  
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Table 3.3  

 

Levels of Commitment to Community Engagement (continued) 

 
 Level One Level Two 

 Low Relevance Medium Relevance 

Student  

involvement and 

Curriculum 

Part of extracurricular 

student life activities  

Organized institutional support 

for volunteer activity and 

community leadership 

development  

Faculty  

Involvement 

Traditional service 

defined as campus duties; 

committees; little support 

for interdisciplinary work 

Pro bono consulting; 

community volunteerism 

acknowledged  

Community 

Involvement 

Random, occasional, 

symbolic or limited 

individual or group 

involvement  

Community representation on 

advisory boards for 

departments or schools 

External 

Communications 

and Fundraising 

Community engagement 

not an emphasis  

Stories of students or alumni as 

good citizens; partnerships are 

grant dependent  
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Table 3.3  

 

Levels of Commitment to Community Engagement (continued) 

 
 Level Three Level Four 

 High Relevance  Full Integration 

 

Mission Engagement is an aspect 

of our academic agenda 

Engagement is a central and 

defining characteristic 

Leadership Interest in and support for 

specific, short-term 

community projects; 

campus-to-community 

engagement discussed as a 

part of learning and 

research  

Broad leadership commitment 

to a sustained engagement 

agenda with ongoing funding 

support and community input 

Hiring, Promotion & 

Tenure 

Formal guidelines for 

defining, documenting 

and rewarding engaged 

teaching/research  

Community based teaching 

and research are valid criteria 

for hiring and rewards 

Organizational 

Structure and 

funding 

Various separate centers 

and institutes are 

organized to support 

campus-to-community 

engagement; soft funding  

Infrastructure exists (with 

base funding) to support 

campus-to-community 

partnerships and widespread 

faculty and student 

participation  



70 

 

Table 3.3  

 

Levels of Commitment to Community Engagement (continued) 

 

    Level Three    Level Four 

 High Relevance  Full Integration 

Student  

involvement and 

Curriculum 

Opportunity for internships, 

practica, service-learning 

courses  

Service-learning and 

community-based learning 

integrated across curriculum; 

linked to learning goals  

Faculty  

Involvement 

Tenured/senior faculty may 

pursue community-based 

research; some teach service-

learning courses 

Community-based research 

and learning intentionally 

integrated across disciplines; 

inter- 

disciplinary work is supported 

Community 

Involvement 

Community influences 

campus through active 

partnerships, participation in 

service-earning programs or 

specific grants 

Community involved in 

defining, conducting and 

evaluating community-based 

research and teaching; 

sustained partnerships  

External 

Communications 

and Fundraising 

Emphasis on economic 

impact of institution; public 

role of centers, institutes, 

extension 

Engagement is integral to 

fundraising goals; joint 

grants/gifts with community; 

base funding 

 

Adapted from Holland (2006). 
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Chapter 4 

 

Findings and Data Analysis 

 Introduction. 

 

 The purpose of this descriptive study was to understand and explain the nature 

of community partners‟ relationships with higher education. Specifically, the study 

explored the perceptions of community partners who participated in engagement 

activities such as service-learning, civic engagement, and engaged scholarship with at 

least one of the 23 members of Campus Compact for New Hampshire (CCNH).  

 This study used a mixed method approach with concurrent qualitative and 

quantitative inquiry methods. A web-based survey and semi-structured interviews 

were two of the sources of the data. Additional data was extracted from college and 

university web pages and publicly available information from Campus Compact for 

New Hampshire, the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, and the 

Corporation for National and Community Service. Three conceptual models guided 

this study: stakeholder theory (Burrows, 1999; Freeman, 2010; Mitchell et al., 1997); 

elements of effective partnerships (Scheibel et al., 2005); and levels of higher 

education institutions‟ commitment to engagement (Holland, 2006).  

 The findings portrayed a variety of campus-to-community relationships and 

engagement models among the 23 CCNH members and their community partners. 

Overall, community organizations perceived their campus-to-community 

collaborations as positive experiences, notwithstanding the challenges that were 

identified including communication, partnership development, relationships, and 

resources. More than half of the responding community partners perceived that they 
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did have increasing influence in at least one area of higher education. They also 

believed that collaboration with higher education institutions was beneficial to the 

individual community partners and their organizations. The findings also identified 

differences among community partners‟ levels of satisfaction with different types of 

colleges and university partners.  

 A total of 512 community partners‟ names and email addresses were collected and 

included in the contact database. Five invitations to participate in the web-based 

survey were emailed and generated responses from 132 survey participants. A total of 

nine individuals participated in face-to-face, semi-structured interviews.  

 The survey response rate of 25.78% was below the minimum to achieve a 95% 

confidence level with a confidence interval of .05 (Krejcie & Morgan, 1970; MaCorr, 

2011). At 95%, the margin of error of 7.4 would not support external validity and 

generalization to a larger population. Although the results of this study cannot be 

generalized to a larger population, the data tell a story of community engagement with 

New Hampshire‟s colleges and universities and provide insight to best practices, 

opportunities, and threats. Although the study lacks statistical significance due to the 

small sample size, the data provide insight to inform policies and practices that would 

support an agenda of engagement.  

 Demographics and background information. 

 Survey respondents and interview participants had years of experience with 

campus-to-community collaboration. The majority of survey respondents, 72 (60%), 

and seven (78%) of the interview participants had worked with colleges and 

universities for more than six years (see Table 4.1). The majority of survey 

respondents, 95 (84.1%), had worked with between one and five colleges or 
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universities in the last year. The majority of the survey respondents, 72 (63.7%), and 

the interview participants, seven (78%), indicated that their partnerships with colleges 

and universities had been in existence longer than five years (see Table 4.1). The 

majority of the survey respondents, 104 (97.2%), and all nine (100%) of the interview 

participants anticipated continuing campus-to-community partnerships in the future 

(see Table 4.1). 

 Survey respondents and interview subjects were asked about their level of 

education. The majority of survey respondents, 103 (85.8%), and all nine (100%) of 

the interview participants had completed at least a bachelors degree (see Table 4.2). 

Given this level of experience with higher education processes, culture, institutional 

actors, and program delivery, the respondents had a solid foundation on which to build 

campus-to-community collaboration.  

 Survey respondents and interview participants represented all the major types 

of community organizations. The majority, 88 (73.3%), of survey respondents 

characterized their organizations as nonprofits, 31 (25.8%) indicated public status, and 

19 (15.8%) identified as private. One (.8%) identified as having a religious affiliation, 

eight (6.7%), identified their organizations as secular, and six (5.0%) identified as for-

profit (see Table 4.3). All nine of the interview subjects identified their organizations 

as nonprofits and one identified as a public organization. 
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Table 4.1  

 

Community partners’ experiences working with colleges and universities 

Years working with colleges and universities 

 
Survey N=120 Interview N=9 

1 year or less 8.3% 11.0% 

2 to 5 years 31.7% 11.0% 

more than 6 years 60.0% 78.0% 

Number of higher education partners last year 

 
Survey N=113 Interview N=9 

0 1.8% 
 

1 to 5 84.1% 78% 

6 to 10 8.8% 
 

more than 11 5.3% 22% 

Age of partnerships 

 
Survey N=113 Interview N=9 

Less than 6 months 4.4% 0% 

1 year 3.5% 1% 

2 to 4 years 28.3% 1% 

longer than 5 years 63.7% 78% 

Anticipation of future partnerships 

 
Survey N=117 Interview N=9 

Yes 97.2% 100% 

No 2.8% 0% 
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Table 4.2 

Community partners’ highest level of education  

 
Survey N=120 Interview N=9 

High school/GED 3.3% 0% 

Some college 5.0% 0% 

completed AA/AS 5.8% 0% 

Completed BA/BS 32.5% 22.2% 

Completed professional degree 3.3% 0% 

Completed masters degree 44.2% 55.6% 

Completed doctorate degree 5.8% 22.2% 

  

Table 4.3 

Characteristics of community organizations 

 
Survey N = 120 Interview N = 9 

Public 25.8% 11% 

Private 15.8% 0% 

For-profit 5.0% 0% 

Nonprofit 73.3% 100% 

Secular 6.7% 0% 

Religious Affiliation 0.8% 0% 

 

 The major service areas were represented by survey respondents and interview 

participants and are presented in Table 4.4. The social service sector was the largest 
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service area identified by 45 (37.5%) of the survey respondents, followed by education 

identified by 40 (33.3%). Other areas identified by survey respondents included after 

school programs, brain injury services, chambers of commerce, emergency operations, 

dentistry, hospitality, media, political advocacy, museums, employment training, 

senior services, and juvenile diversion. Interview participants represented an animal 

rescue shelter, a business association, disability services, K-12 education, 

environmental conservation and research programs, multicultural services, a social 

service agency collaborative, a soup kitchen/shelter, and a youth program.  

Table 4.4  

Community partners’ major service areas 

 
Survey N=120 

Business and/or industry 12.5% 

Community development 22.5% 

Education (pre-K - 16+) 33.3% 

Environment/Energy 10.0% 

Government (local, state, 

federal) 
13.3% 

Healthcare, public health 20.8% 

Immigration 5.8% 

Poverty/homelessness 24.2% 

Retail 0.8% 

Social Services 37.5% 

Other   23.3% 
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 The majority, 75 (66.4%), of the survey respondents described their most 

engaged higher education partner as a four-year institution and 73 (64.6%) described 

their most engaged partner as public (see Table 4.5). Forty-four (38.9%) described 

their most engaged partner as a graduate school and 41 (36.3%) identified liberal arts 

colleges. CCNH membership included two Catholic colleges but these two schools 

were identified as the most engaged partner for 14 (12.4%) of the survey respondents. 

Table 4.5  

Most engaged higher education partner characteristics 

 
Survey N=113 

 

Public 64.6% 
 

Private 28.3% 
 

Religious 12.4% 
 

Secular 9.7% 
 

undergraduate 2-year 16.8% 
 

undergraduate 4-year 66.4% 
 

graduate 38.9% 
 

professional 15.9% 
 

rural 23.0% 
 

urban 23.9% 
 

liberal arts 36.3% 
 

business, science, & technology 21.2% 
 

 

* Multiple selections possible 
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 Although many offices were identified as primary contacts for campus-to-

community partnerships, faculty members and academic departments were identified 

as the primary contact for 38 (33.6%) of the community partners and 34 (30.1%) 

identified Outreach, Engagement, or Service-Learning Offices. Respondents also 

identified other offices including admissions, athletics, Cooperative Extension, human 

resources, and marketing. In some cases, individual students or student clubs and 

organizations took the initiative to reach out and ultimately became the primary 

contact for campus-to-community collaboration (see Table 4.6).  

Table 4.6 

Primary college or university contact  

 

Survey N=113 

 

Faculty members or Academic Department(s) 

 

33.6% 

Outreach, Engagement, or Service-Learning Office 30.1% 

Internships or Career Services 10.6% 

Senior college or university leadership 

(Chancellor, President, Provost, Dean, etc.) 

8.0% 

Grants, Fundraising, or Development Office 3.5% 

Student clubs or organizations 8.0% 

Government Affairs Office 0.9% 

Communications or College/University Relations 

Office 

5.3% 

Other 7.9% 
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According to the majority of the survey respondents, 67 (62.6%), the logistics 

of community-based learning or engagement activities were handled collaboratively, 

although respondents noted a mix of other models presented in Table 4.7. There were 

many favorable comments about these arrangements expressed in the survey responses 

and interviews. Many respondents noted that faculty members were supportive and 

involved and they were commended for preparing students to work in sometimes 

challenging environments such as homeless shelters or with the elderly or disabled. 

Some faculty members also took the lead in contacting community organizations 

about the potential for collaboration on research projects or grant proposals. Interview 

participants indicated positive experiences working with faculty and appreciated 

having access to their knowledge. Qualitative data also indicated that respondents 

valued opportunities for professional development, expanded professional networks, 

and access to resources or services available through colleges and universities.  

 Interview participants did express dissatisfaction regarding inadequate levels 

of follow through on proposal or project discussions. One community stakeholder 

noted that she had met with a faculty member on a few occasions about a grant 

proposal and had heard nothing for months about the status or progress of the project. 

Although she assumed the project was not moving forward, the absence of definitive 

information suggested that the project was still a possibility and prolonged the 

frustration of not having an answer. She stated a reluctance to collaborate in any future 

projects with that individual faculty member. 
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 One interview participant inherited a contact list when she started in her 

position and she took the initiative to contact faculty and staff members about 

collaborating with her organization. Many survey respondents and interview 

participants indicated that students frequently took the lead in reaching out to the 

community organizations regarding service opportunities and they often had little or 

no contact with the faculty or other campus representatives.  

Table 4.7 

Actors responsible for the logics of campus-to-community engagement activities 

 

Survey N=107 

I made the arrangements and/or placements. 31.8% 

The faculty member made the arrangements and/or 

placements. 

41.1% 

A graduate student made the arrangements and/or 

placements. 

15.0% 

A college or university staff member made the 

arrangements and/or placements. 

33.6% 

We handled the arrangements and/or placements 

collaboratively. 

62.6% 

Students handled their own arrangements and/or 

placements. 

27.1% 

Other 2.8% 
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 Nature of the relationships between community organizations and CCNH 

members.  

 Overall, community partners perceived their campus-to-community 

partnerships as positive experiences, notwithstanding challenges that respondents 

identified related to communication, culture, process, relationships, and resources. 

Respondents were generally satisfied with their partnerships and indicated that the 

campus-to-community collaborations supported their organizations‟ ability to fulfill 

their missions and achieve their goals.  

 While there was no evidence of dependence on their college or university 

partners for survival, community partners expressed their respect for the value of 

higher education education‟s core missions of teaching, research, and service to 

further the goals of civil society. Because of their education and experience, 

community partners were predisposed to campus-to-community collaboration. They 

recognized the value of having access to faculty knowledge and expertise. They 

valued the benefits that came to their organizations from student and alumni 

contributions. They recognized the salience of the college and university culture that 

supports social justice. Community partners recognized that colleges and universities 

had the position and influence to bring people together to identify and solve 

community problems. Further, many community partners expected higher education to 

take a more visible leadership role to convene community meetings to discuss 

contemporary challenges. Communication and relationships were identified as both 

strengths and weaknesses of collaborative partnerships and the areas that posed the 

greatest threats and opportunities for future collaboration.   
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 Community partners took their responsibilities and roles in the teaching-

learning process seriously. For example, interview participants and survey respondents 

spent time working with faculty members to develop agreements or learning contracts 

so that the expectations of students, faculty, and the community organization were 

clear. They spent time responding to student inquiries or presenting to classes on and 

off campus.  

 Community partners also explained that their collaboration with higher 

education added value to their organizations that resulted in tangible and intangible 

benefits. While they were unsure if collaboration influenced college or university 

missions, planning, policies, or programming, they believed they did increase faculty 

and student awareness of community issues and enhance student learning, course 

content, and, to some degree, the advancement of new initiatives and innovations.  

 Although collaboration was perceived as mostly positive and beneficial, 42 

(37.5%) of the survey respondents did acknowledge that they had encountered 

challenges (see Table 4.8). These challenges reflected those found by Maurrasse 

(2001) including conflicting expectations, differing resource allocation priorities, and 

institutional practices that were inconsistent with an engagement agenda. The majority 

of these respondents, 23 (54.8%), noted the increased demands on staff time and 15 

(35.7%) cited other challenges including communication, financial and legal record-

keeping requirements, insufficient preparation of students, lack of shared 

organizational understanding between the campus and the community organizations, 

and a different sense of time and schedules as evident in semesters and the length of 
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time to process information and make decisions. These challenges paralleled the 

findings in the pilot study (Lever, 2010). 

Table 4.8 

 

Challenges encountered as a result of campus-to-community collaboration 

 

 Survey N=42 

Demands upon staff time 54.8% 

Project time period insufficient 16.7% 

Students not well prepared 21.4% 

Number of students inappropriate for size of organization 7.1% 

Mismatch between college/university and my organization 4.8% 

Little contact/interaction with faculty 9.5% 

Students did not perform as expected 11.9% 

Faculty member(s) did not perform as expected 7.1% 

College or university did not perform as expected 16.7% 

Other   35.7% 

 

 Themes from the interview and open-ended survey responses supported the 

survey data and provided additional information about the nature of these challenges 

to community organizations.  Qualitative responses indicated nearly an equal number 

of positive (N=19) and negative (N=18) responses with regard to communication 

between community organizations and faculty and students‟ service arrangements and 

expectations. The essence of the positive communication sentiments were captured by 

comments such as “they reached out to us” and “took the time to get to know our 

organization and our clients,” or the college “assessed our needs, not their needs.” One 
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interview participant explained the extensive interrelationships between the colleges, 

community organizations, city government, and the broader community. This network 

proved to be an effective source of information and action that allowed the city to 

address a wide range of community challenges that leveraged the resources and 

strengthened the community response for the benefit of all. 

 Some community partners expressed dissatisfaction with the limited or 

nonexistent monitoring or supervision of students who worked off campus. They 

expressed frustration with their perception that faculty members‟ lacked an 

understanding of the impact that class-linked service requirements had on community 

organizations or the contributions community partners made to the student learning 

process. One interview participant wondered if there was a reason why faculty 

members were not more involved “Relationships are important. They instruct their 

students to reach out to community organizations and then I get a number of students 

calling with questions that take quite a long time to answer.” This type of comment 

was not uncommon and suggested that, at least in some cases, engagement activities 

could be viewed as outsourcing a portion of the teaching-learning aspect of education 

without the quality controls that exist in the classroom and without compensation or 

meaningful recognition of the service.  

 Respondents did recognize the demands on faculty due to their teaching and 

research responsibilities and they expressed a desire to create more inclusive and 

collaborative models of community-based learning. However, as one community 

partner explained, “They are not telling students how to behave and they are not 

hearing the full context of the communication between the student and the community 
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partner. I have only recently started copying the faculty member in my emails to the 

students.” Some partners developed and distributed service contracts or sent requests 

for proposals to faculty who offered service-learning courses. The purpose of these 

documents was to clarify the scope of the project or service expectation and the roles 

and expectations for faculty members, students, and community partners. However, 

even with a more formalized process, community stakeholders acknowledged that the 

documents were not always signed and returned by faculty. Even without a formal 

partnership agreement the students were allowed to continue to work. 

 Development of formal project plans and outcome assessments were not 

routine elements of campus-to-community collaboration. Three interview participants 

specifically noted that there was not any type of advanced warning that a service 

requirement would be incorporated into a class or that a particular service area would 

be a class focus. In addition to an absence of communication, survey respondents and 

interview participants noted that syllabi for classes with service components were 

infrequently provided, and meetings with faculty or any college or university 

administrator before, during, or after the terms of student service were rare.  

 As a result, the community partners expressed a lack of clarity about how their 

work contributed to the specific class or if they were meeting the expectations of the 

faculty or the students. Respondents expressed concern about the absence of mutual 

benefit in terms of how students could contribute to the host site‟s mission and/or 

operation. The lack of formal assessment of the service component prevented conflict 

resolution or identification of changes that would improve the experience for students, 
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community partners, and faculty and further the educational mission of engagement 

activities. 

 Qualitative responses indicated the importance of initial discussion and the 

need to consider college and university schedules and faculty and staff availability. 

Survey respondents and interview participants noted that, for the most part, faculty 

members and some staff members were inaccessible during winter, spring, and 

summer breaks, although community organizations typically operated year round. This 

made planning and sometimes even sustaining relationships or projects difficult. 

 Two interview participants noted that they often received inquiries from 

students who were completing assignments and wanted information about programs or 

services. To manage the demands of this extra aspect of their workload, often more 

than 50 students a semester, these community partners developed stock answers that 

they copied and pasted in their responses to the students‟ email inquiries. They both 

explained that a prior conversation with the faculty member about the assignment or 

an opportunity to address the class members all at one time would have been a helpful 

alterative process to manage the workload and as well as an opportunity to provide 

more comprehensive and course-specific information. Their offers to discuss 

alternatives were not acknowledged. 

 Five interview participants independently shared their experiences about a 

predictable semester routine. At the beginning and again at the end of each semester or 

term, these partners received a large number of urgent calls or emails from students 

who needed to fulfill a class-linked service requirement. Responding to these inquires, 

sometimes hundreds of student inquiries in a short period of time, added significant 
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amounts of work to these staff- and resource-strapped nonprofit organizations. 

Students were described at times as impatient and expecting immediate responses to 

their requests for information or inquiries about service-learning or volunteer 

opportunities. Students‟ impatience or pressure to find a service placement generated 

multiple follow up phone calls or emails that further complicated the process and 

strained the community organizations‟ resources. One organization created a web-

based volunteer application process to manage the inquiry volume. Other community 

partners made repeated attempts to reach out to faculty members who assigned service 

requirements to suggest ways to coordinate or possibly streamline the process. As one 

interview participant stated, “we were repeatedly rebuffed.” 

 Qualitative data indicated 12 negative assessments of students citing reasons 

such as “there was no long-term commitment to our organization,” “students are 

unprepared” and “don‟t always take initiative to do their part.” Community partners 

also cited challenges in working with students. Three interview participants observed 

that students lacked appropriate professional behavior such as calling supervisors if 

they were unable to come in for a shift. Other challenges to student engagement were 

lack of transportation and a lack of awareness of the social issues addressed by the 

community partners, such as the broader implications of hunger and homelessness. 

Community partners also faulted college and universities for not providing appropriate 

training and preparation for the service activity itself, including understanding the 

importance of confidentiality and the necessary boundaries related to staff and 

client/constituent services.  
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 Twenty-eight community partners expressed frustration and described the 

challenge presented by working with higher education institutions. They referenced 

levels of hierarchy that they perceived as drains on the direct service they needed to 

provide to their constituents. Other examples included additional record keeping 

required by the college or university and the absence of student preparation for the 

professional workplace. Some community partners expressed frustration, even feelings 

of disrespect, caused by “not being welcomed to participate” in planning or 

assessment of service activities. 

 Seven qualitative responses expressed more neutral sentiments indicating both 

good and bad experiences and an unwillingness to make judgments either way. 

Twenty respondents had “very positive” experiences with students and commented on 

their “superb energy and commitment.” One explained that their “students have been 

amazing” and another was “pleasantly surprised by the self-selecting group of diligent, 

capable, and well-balanced students” who had come to their organizations.  

 Another interview participant commented on the disruption to the partnership 

when there were staffing changes either at the college or university or within the 

community partner‟s organization. He observed that because many partnerships were 

based on personal relationships rather than institutional collaboration, staff turnover 

often stalled campus-to-community relationships, put partnership initiatives on hold, 

and prevented sustained service to both college students and constituents of the 

community organization. The turnover at colleges and universities was perceived to be 

much slower than at community organizations, something that was recognized in the 

pilot study. 
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 Many community partners get involved in community-based learning 

collaborations because they benefit from having the additional staff support that 

students can provide. Because of this expectation of mutual benefit in the campus-to-

community collaboration, community partners invested time to meet and train 

participants and provided supervision, office space, equipment, and supplies. In return 

community partners expected students to provide the results or the product of their 

work at the end of the project or the semester. Some examples of these outcomes 

included the data collected through field experiments, final research reports, strategic 

planning documents, or evaluations. This documentation was important for the 

community partners‟ work and professional commitments. Some interview 

participants expressed frustration by the fact they often did not receive timely reports 

or even the expected raw data, if they received any at all. One partner expressed 

disappointment in the quality of student work and wondered about the faculty 

member‟s commitment to the project and the students‟ preparation for “real jobs” 

given the poor quality of the final report. This frustration was magnified when the 

equipment or supplies used by students was not returned. Typically, nonprofit 

organizations were not compensated for the direct costs they incurred to host students 

such as the replacement cost for equipment or supplies or the additional costs for staff 

supervision. These direct expenses and irretrievable costs were magnified when they 

did not receive the expected data or reports at the end of the project. 

  Other challenges reflected differences in culture or administrative procedures. 

One respondent commented on the excessive time spent in “philosophical discussions 

before focusing on the project/task at hand.” Another noted the refusal of some faculty 
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members and institutions to respond to suggestions to improve collaborative processes 

and procedures that would benefit community partners such as addressing how and 

when service placement requests are handled or consolidation or coordination of 

requests for service placements across courses or disciplines. Other respondents noted 

the increased demands on physical and human resources, such as office space and 

professional supervision, which were not recognized by the supervising faculty 

member or college administrator. One community partner supported the notion of 

increased campus-to-community collaboration but observed that “we keep changing 

the shoe, but keep the same sole,” in describing the reality that goals and expectations 

are changing but the processes and structures to support operations have not changed 

to accommodate them.  

 All interview participants, even those with the most positive collaborative 

partnerships, expressed the need for focused communication, improved relationships, 

effective partnership organizational structures, and associated channels to share 

information, and honest assessments of projects or partnerships processes and 

outcomes. These characteristics, similar to the elements of partnerships presented by 

Scheibel et al. (2005), were missing in various ways in most partnerships.  

 Community partners’ perceptions of their influence on higher education.  

 The majority of survey respondents (68, 61.3%) indicated that they had been 

able to influence their most engaged college or university partner at least in some 

areas of higher education such as faculty and student awareness of community issues, 

student learning, course content, and, to some degree, the advancement of new 

initiatives and innovations. One respondent noted that “the biggest change that we 
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have noticed is that our two colleges and university partnerships have increased 

awareness among faculty and students of the work that we do and our regional extent. 

We have been asked to be guest lecturers in several courses as a result.” Another 

explained that their most engaged partner “assessed our needs, not their needs! They 

are not looking for monetary gain from us. They have repositioned their resources to 

best meet our needs. They view their students‟ service-learning projects as one with 

their mission as a religious institution.” 

 Conversely, more than 50% of the survey respondents did not know if they 

influenced their most engaged college or university or not in areas such as of research 

objectives, external foundation or grant applications, new initiatives or campus 

innovation, development or fundraising initiatives, public programming, policy, 

mission, or strategic objectives (see Table 4.9).  
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Table 4.9 

Areas community partners perceived influence on higher education partner  

Survey Respondents N = 64 Increase Decrease Unchanged Don't know 

Course content 29 0 10 25 

Research objectives 22 0 10 32 

Faculty awareness of 

community issues 

47 0 2 15 

Student awareness of 

community issues 

50 0 4 10 

Student learning experiences 50 0 5 9 

External foundation or grant 

applications 

19 0 11 34 

New initiatives or campus 

innovation 

19 1 8 36 

Public image or reputation 26 1 6 31 

Development initiatives 9 1 9 45 

Public programming 13 1 7 43 

Student/faculty recruitment  11 1 6 46 

Policy/administrative 

practices 

7 1 7 49 

College or university mission 11 1 10 42 

Strategic objectives 11 1 9 43 
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 Even though the quantitative data and qualitative comments suggested a 

predisposition to working with higher education and transformational collaboration, 

the high frequency of “Don‟t Know” responses suggests that many community 

partners experienced campus-to-community engagement as transactional rather than 

transformational. The data suggests a form of “projectitis” for many partnerships that 

existed only if there was funding or another type of motivator to continue (Corrigan, 

2000). Additionally, the data suggested that the relationships between community and 

higher education partners were primarily with the students and faculty who were 

directly related to the engagement experience itself, rather than being integrated across 

the institution, across disciplines, or in the college or university organizational 

structure. 

  Fifty (78.1%) of survey respondents indicated an increasing influence on 

student awareness of community issues and on student learning experiences and 47 

(73.4%) perceived an increasing influence on faculty awareness of community issues. 

However, qualitative comments suggested an imbalance of power relationships 

between colleges and universities and the shallowness of some of the campus-to-

community collaborations. One interview participant commented that “it is a story, not 

a culture.” Another interview participant explained that a story about a project was 

featured in an alumni magazine. However, the community partner was not involved 

during any discussions with campus faculty, deans, or administrators related to project 

planning, implementation, or assessment.  

 The public relations value of campus-to-community collaboration combined 

with the expectation of many foundations that engagement will be part of the funded 
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activity could be driving campus support or exposure of engagement beyond the actual 

level of influence or commitment to integration. Community partners understand the 

public relations aspects of collaboration. Their comments indicated that they value 

publicity and do not see publicity as a detriment to collaboration. Instead, community 

partners want the ability to promote their activities, as long as the public relations 

value is not the sole purpose of collaboration. One interview participant was so 

pleased and inspired by a campus- to-community project that she wondered if she 

could reach out to the college‟s public information office to provide details on 

campus-to-community collaboration in order to help the project‟s faculty partners and 

students get recognition for their work in the wider community. Another suggested 

that higher education does itself a disservice by not paying more attention to the 

number of hours and types of contributions that are made to the community. “People 

would be surprised and impressed if they knew how much college students give back 

to the community and the role that faculty members play in the process.” It should be 

noted, however, that the qualitative data emphasized community partners‟ 

expectations for meaningful and mutually beneficial partnerships, not just an 

opportunity for a good story.  

 One interview participant expressed the concern of being somewhat at the 

mercy of the higher education partner because of the organization‟s use of campus 

office space and technology. Although the organization had other options for office 

space, the agreement to establish the partnership recognized the value of an on-campus 

presence to both partners and their respective constituents. When establishing the 

partnership, the college and the community partners wanted to foster better 
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connections between faculty, students, and the community and to provide access to 

institutional resources to support their collaborative work. In practice, however, the 

community partner was sensitive to the economic conditions at the host campus and 

felt pressure to move slowly and not ask too much or too publicly for fear of raising 

concerns about the benefits the partnership brought to the community organization that 

were possibly at the expense of other campus needs.  

 Respondents respected the knowledge and expertise of the faculty members. 

However, some respondents and interview participants expressed a measure of 

alienation or lack of respect when explaining their relationships with faculty members 

who did not value their experiences or practical knowledge or treat them as mutual 

partners. Comments from qualitative data referred to the hierarchies within higher 

education and faculty members‟ privileged or superior position in relation to the 

community partners. Interview respondents commented that in some cases they were 

not treated as partners in the teaching-learning enterprise. Some respondents 

commented that they felt they were not respected by the faculty despite the fact that 

they had earned advanced degrees and, as supervisors of students‟ off campus service 

work, they were responsible for the delivery of a certain aspect of the curriculum. 

Additionally, three community partners identified themselves as adjunct faculty 

members and expressed some measure of alienation from fulltime faculty.  

 This sense of devalued status was not explicitly communicated to community 

partners, however. The messages from faculty and from the higher education 

community were more subtly sent and depicted in the following examples. 
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 One participant described a situation in which faculty members assigned 

students a service-learning requirement without first communicating with the 

community partner about expectations or outcome measures and just assumed 

that the partner could accommodate students.  

 Another participant described a situation in which faculty members assigned 

their classes a question about a specific aspect of a community program‟s 

work, which motivated scores of students to independently email or call the 

community organization to gather the same information.  

 A community partner described providing specific field training to a class to 

accompany the theoretical course content that was delivered by the faculty 

member. The community partner understood this would be in return for data 

the students would collect during the semester. However, the data was never 

received from the students or the faculty member.  

 The community partner asked the campus administration to help identify 

funding for direct expenses incurred when hosting and supervising students. 

The campus refused to discuss the request and they did not offer alternative 

solutions.  

 These examples demonstrate the structural challenges that exist in developing 

partnerships if the relationships and the partnerships are not built on trust and mutual 

respect and established to provide mutual benefit. 

 Perception of higher education’s added value.  

 Over 60% of the partnerships had been in existence for more than five years 

and the responses suggested that longevity was both a strength and a weakness. As a 
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result of their campus-to-community activities, respondents increased their 

understanding of the roles and functions of faculty and how colleges and universities 

operated. The partners got to know the students, faculty, administration, and the 

campuses better. As a result they developed an understanding of the benefits and 

limitations of collaboration. They also saw opportunities and better understood what 

innovations might be possible through collaboration with higher education institutions. 

Survey respondents and interview participants expressed respect and support for 

higher education‟s core mission of teaching, research, and service. They understood 

the relationship between education and community development and civic 

responsibility as explained by one respondent who stated that they had “developed a 

stronger appreciation for community-wide partnerships and the „it takes a village‟ 

view to address issues.” They also saw campus-to-community collaboration as a way 

to advance their own professional and organizational goals.  

 The major areas of increased awareness were in learning more about university 

programs and services, knowing whom to call for information or assistance, increased 

knowledge of resources, and increased interactions with faculty and administrators. 

Collaboration, however, had not increased on-campus involvement, plans to take 

classes, or involvement in other engagement activities in other disciplines or academic 

departments (see Table 4.10). 

 

 

 

 



98 

 

Table 4.10 

Changes in community partner awareness of college and universities  

Survey respondents N = 60 Percent Count 

I learned more about university programs and 

services 

85.0 51 

I know whom to call upon for information and 

assistance 

73.3 44 

I am more involved with activities, committees, 

and/or initiatives on campus 

30.0 18 

I have an increased knowledge of college and 

university resources 

81.7 49 

I have more interactions with faculty and 

administrators 

56.7 34 

I have taken or plan to take college or university 

classes 

8.3 5 

I have or plan to get involved in future 

community-based learning or engagement 

initiatives 

36.7 22 

 

 Collaboration with higher education increased community partners‟ awareness 

of the resources available through college and universities and the value higher 

education added to the community in general and to their organizations in particular. 

As one respondent explained, “colleges offer very valuable community resources 
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which extend far beyond education.” Community partners were predisposed to valuing 

higher education because of their experiences as students and the prestige and 

privilege that came with working with colleges and universities. Their campus-to-

community collaborations contributed to their respect for faculty expertise and 

knowledge. They appreciated having access to this professional expertise and the 

motivated and committed students who were involved in engagement. Collaboration 

with higher education did increase overall awareness of higher education‟s programs, 

resources, and services. Community partners were able to develop an expanded 

network of professional contacts within higher education and the community. These 

networks contributed value to their professional and organizational development. 

Their experience also fostered a deeper understanding of the principles that guide 

college and university operations and the relationship of these principles to community 

development and solving social problems. 

 Open-ended and interview responses also indicated that collaboration with 

higher education at times contributed to a loss of perceived value of higher education 

by community partners. Some community partners learned that working with students 

was challenging and drained time and resources away from the work of their 

community organization. The longer community partners worked with their higher 

education colleagues, the more they saw the possibilities for expanded collaboration 

and opportunities for social entrepreneurism. However, when they proposed new 

initiatives, partnerships, or enhancements to existing projects, they often experienced 

resistance to suggestions for process change or innovation. Collaboration also 

highlighted the different cultures and the challenges of working with different 
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calendars, i.e., September to May academic calendars with winter, spring and summer 

breaks compared to year-round service delivery schedules. As one community 

member commented, “The homeless and hungry need services all year, not just when 

school is in session.” Prolonged collaboration also exposed the different, sometimes 

conflicting, guiding principles and the more transactional nature of some campus-to-

community relationships. These experiences also confirmed some community 

partners‟ perceptions of faculty and academia as isolated, disconnected, and protected 

from the challenges faced by members of the greater community, constituents of the 

partners, and even by their own college students.  

 Perception of community organizations’ added value. 

 Collaboration with higher education institutions was perceived to add value to 

community organizations. Eighty-one (73.6%) of the survey respondents 

acknowledged that campus-to-community collaboration added value or had a positive 

economic impact on their organization (see Table 4.11). Collaboration was credited by 

55 (63.4%) of the respondents for their increased ability to serve clients or constituents 

and by 52 (63%) for an increase in organizational resources, and increased 

identification of additional volunteers by 48 (58.5%). One interview participant 

explained that “we could not do this without the college students.”  

 Despite the perceived added value of campus-to-community collaboration, six 

interview respondents stated that they were not dependent on colleges and universities, 

although collaboration was welcomed and was part of the greater community response 

to social problems or community development. Two interview participants explained 

that they were not dependent on colleges and universities for staff and/or volunteer 
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support. They noted that they had more volunteers than they needed and one had an 

extensive waiting list. Another explained that they had so many volunteers that they 

did not know if non-staff workers were students fulfilling college service requirements 

or community volunteers. 

Table 4.11 

Added value and economic impact on community organizations 

Survey Respondents N = 82 Percent Count 

Increased value of your services 48.8% 40 

Increased your organizational resources 63.4% 52 

Increased your ability to complete projects 45.1% 37 

Increased your ability to serve clients or 

constituents 

67.1% 55 

Increased your access to university technology 

and/or expertise 

43.9% 36 

New products, services, materials generated by 

your organization 

13.4% 11 

Increased your funding opportunities 25.6% 21 

Identification of new staff for your 

organization 

29.3% 24 

Identification of additional volunteers for your 

organization 

58.5% 48 

Other  4.9% 4 
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 Campus-to-community collaboration benefitted community organizations and 

the individuals involved. Specifically, respondents noted that collaboration increased 

the ability of staff to serve their clients and constituents because of professional 

development opportunities and access to faculty expertise and knowledge. Community 

partners identified tangible and intangible benefits including increased access to grant 

and foundation support, donations from various campus constituencies, and access to 

knowledge and support for special projects. Respondents noted that they were able to 

identify and recruit board members that brought important skills and professional 

networks to support their organizations. Conversely, qualitative responses indicated 

frustration and some measure of disillusionment when college and university partners 

did not respond to the suggestions that community partners presented for improving 

processes, launching new initiatives, or expanding activities and resisted 

entrepreneurial projects or innovations.  

 The majority of survey respondents, 92 (81.4%), indicated that collaboration 

with colleges and universities did affect their capacity to fulfill their organizations‟ 

mission. Fifty-six (60.9%) of the respondents noted that campus-to-community 

collaboration allowed for enhanced offerings of their services and 49 (53.3%) 

indicated that collaboration created new connections and/or networks with other 

community groups.  

 Many respondents indicated a genuine appreciation for the intellect and insight 

available through their higher education colleagues. These partners appreciated having 

access to professional expertise from faculty and staff on campus in a variety of 

discipline specific and administrative areas and they valued the strength of these 
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relationships that allowed them to contact faculty or staff with questions or for advice. 

Some examples included faculty and staff members‟ critiques of grant applications, 

college and university donations of older but still useful computers, and consultations 

supporting program enhancement such as guidance on the design and planting of 

community gardens. Interview participants noted the important roles higher education 

institutions played as facilitators, event hosts, meeting conveners, and researchers in 

projects such as a community health assessment. Table 4.12 reflects the ways campus-

to-community collaboration increased community organizational capacity.  

 Additional themes from responses to open-ended survey questions and 

interviews supported the survey data and provided details related to the ways that 

collaboration increased organizational capacity, leveraged resources, and increased 

effectiveness. Community partners noted that collaboration increased their ability to 

hire qualified staff and that many students continued to volunteer after their term of 

required service ended. Students served as catalysts and generated greater student 

support through student organizations and other institutional initiatives. Beyond 

student-led clothing, food, and supply drives, many students and graduates became 

issue-advocates to a wider audience of local, state, and national legislators and donors. 

 Access to college and university resources, such as meeting space, along with 

support for grant applications and higher education‟s endorsement for foundation 

support were identified as other ways collaboration increased their capacity. 

Community partners recognized the disciplinary connections between the work of 

their organizations, contributions to student learning, and collaboration with faculty 
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members. However, faculty involvement across the curriculum was evident in only a 

few colleges. 

Table 4.12 

How collaboration increased organizational capacity to fulfill mission 

Survey Respondents N = 92 Response Percent Response Count 

New insights about your organization 

and/or its operation 

26.1% 24 

Increase in number of clients or 

constituents served 

32.6% 30 

Enhanced offerings of services 60.9% 56 

Increased leveraging of financial, 

human or other resources 

39.1% 36 

Created new connections and/or 

networks with other community 

groups 

53.3% 49 

Supported changes in your 

organization‟s direction 

17.4% 16 

Supported staff professional 

development 

30.4% 28 

Increase in number of services offered 28.3% 26 

Improved the organizational climate 

for your staff (paid or volunteer) 

25.0% 23 

Other  10.9% 10 
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 Respondents frequently gave examples of the relationships they had developed 

with individual faculty members and administrators and the value of these 

relationships to support their own professional development and their organizations. 

They recognized the value of having senior administrators‟ direct involvement along 

with their explicit and consistent support, although this level of engagement was 

evident on only a few campuses. The interview participants explained that these 

relationships took time to develop and were based on trust and respect and were 

guided by a common understanding of community issues and a shared vision of 

campus-to-community engagement that was mutually beneficial and collaborative.  

 One interview participant explained the role that a group of presidents played 

to advance their personal and institutional commitments to diversity and multicultural 

programming in order to increase access to higher education. Their commitment to 

these values, their positional power, and their connections supported these programs 

and facilitated access to corporate funding to support unfunded initiatives. Their 

authority to direct the work in their respective college and university communities in 

offices such as admissions and academic affairs created a climate of support that 

advanced these principles on campus and through collaboration with community 

partners. 

 The vast majority of survey respondents and interview participants valued their 

relationships with higher education and their faculty partners. They recognized that 

most faculty members prepared students for service including developing professional 

behaviors related to communication and building students‟ understanding of the social 

issues they would face through engaged activities that could lead to careers or 
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advanced education. Respondents also commented on their belief that faculty, 

specifically, and colleges and universities, in general, had the best intentions when 

committing to an engagement agenda. However, some respondents observed a lack of 

deeper understanding about the essential nature of the challenges faced day-to-day by 

community organizations and their constituents. Community partners expressed a 

commitment to contribute to the teaching-learning process and valued being part of 

the extended learning community. They believed that community service and 

community-based learning and research opportunities were important in order for 

students and faculty to develop a greater understanding of the issues faced by the 

broader community in order to effectively contribute to solving problems.  

 Differences among types of colleges or universities. 

 There were differences among community partners‟ perceptions of the added 

value of different types of colleges and universities. Graduate and professional school 

faculty and their students were identified as resources for knowledge and research 

expertise compared to the two- and four-year institutions that were considered as 

sources for faculty guest speakers, student volunteers and interns, and faculty/student 

collaboration with service or community-based learning initiatives. The two religious 

colleges were identified as the most engaged partners for a small number of 

respondents. The mission-driven purpose of these Catholic colleges was reflected by 

their intentional incorporation of the work of community organizations in the 

curriculum and campus life. Faculty, staff, and students at these two schools were 

credited for taking time to understand and respond to the needs, interests, and 

expectations of the community and the community partners. Levels of satisfaction 
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with students, faculty and administration and partnerships with religious colleges were 

significantly higher than levels of satisfaction with secular colleges and universities. 

 Responses to survey questions, including the open-ended questions and 

interview transcripts, revealed the quality and characteristics of these relationships and 

the strengths of the campus-to-community collaboration. Community partners 

expressed a range of levels of satisfaction on the variables from very satisfied to very 

dissatisfied. 

 Survey responses.  

 Table 4.13 presents community partners' level of satisfaction with students, 

faculty and/or administrators involved in partnerships. Community partners were most 

satisfied with the level of trust and honesty with students (Ranking Average of 1.41; 1 

very satisfied; 5 very dissatisfied) and least satisfied with administrators whose quality 

of work was ranked at the lowest level of any category (Ranking Average of 2.18, 1 

very satisfied; 5 very dissatisfied). Overall, community partners were most satisfied 

with their interactions with students, including their level of trust and honesty, 

communication, clarity of roles and responsibilities, level of interaction, and the 

quality of student work.  

 Table 4.14 represents community partners‟ level of satisfaction with their 

college or university partnership as a whole. Overall, community partners‟ were most 

satisfied (1.74; 1 very satisfied; 5 very dissatisfied) with their partnerships‟ shared 

vision and mission. Two areas ranked at the lowest level 2.04 (1 very satisfied; 5 very 

dissatisfied) indicating the least satisfaction with the reciprocity among campus and 

community partners and the recognition or celebration of community partners‟ efforts. 
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As one community partner explained “Assessment, recognition, and reciprocity have 

been spotty.” However, there were other community partners who expressly noted 

their gratitude at their receipt of awards and recognition including the Jimmy and 

Rosalynn Carter Partnership Award and awards from Campus Compact of New 

Hampshire. 

 Table 4.15 represents the frequency of interview participants‟ agreement with 

various partnership characteristics (1 very satisfied; 5 very dissatisfied). The highest 

ranking average was 1.88 indicating comparatively strong agreement with the 

statement “Our partnership is built on interpersonal relationships that are based on 

trust and mutual respect.” The least overall agreement was with the statement “As 

partners, we are committed to continuous assessment of the partnership itself, as well 

as outcomes.” Overall, survey respondents expressed higher levels of satisfaction than 

the interview participants.  
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Table 4.13 

 

Level of satisfaction with students, faculty, and administrators  

 

Survey N==104*    VS/S** N/DS/VDS** Rating Avg. 

Honesty/trust with faculty 92 5 1.41 

Honesty/trust with students 87 8 1.57 

Honesty/trust/ administration 75 9 1.65 

Communication/ faculty 82 13 1.78 

Communication/ students 80 13 1.76 

Communication/ administration 58 20 2.01 

Roles/responsibilities – faculty 68 24 1.98 

Roles/responsibilities - students 74 17 1.84 

Roles/responsibilities – admin. 53 27 2.11 

Interaction – students 83 10 1.63 

Interaction – faculty 80 14 1.79 

Interaction – administration 59 23 2.02 

Quality of student work 77 14 1.79 

Quality of faculty work 66 19 1.88 

Quality of administration's work 46 28 2.18 

 

*The difference between the total responses (104) and the combined total of very  

 

satisfied, satisfied, neutral, dissatisfied, and very dissatisfied, is the total number of  

 

non-responses 

 

**VS/S = very satisfied/satisfied; N/DS/VDS = neutral, dissatisfied, very dissatisfied 
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Table 4.14 

 

Level of satisfaction with partnership 

 

Survey Respondents N=103       VS/S**  N/DS/VDS** Rating Avg. 

Shared vision and mission among partners 88 12 1.74 

Shared goals, objectives, an action plan 81 15 1.85 

Feedback/input into project planning 83 14 1.78 

Feedback/input into scope and timing  78 20 1.86 

Reciprocity among partners 71 27 2.04 

Recognition of community partner‟s 

needs, challenges, and resources 

74 26 1.98 

Partnership and outcome assessment 72 24 2.00 

Recognition/celebration of your efforts 65 28 2.04 

Clarity of member roles and 

responsibilities 

76 24 1.94 

 

*The difference between the total responses (103) and the combined total of very  

 

satisfied, satisfied, neutral, dissatisfied, and very dissatisfied, is the total number of  

 

non-responses 

 

**VS/S = very satisfied/satisfied; N/DS/VDS = neutral, dissatisfied, very dissatisfied 
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Table 4.15 

Interview frequency rankings of partnership characteristics 

Interview N = 9; 1 high; 5 low 

 

Partnership Indicators/Characteristics Ranking Average 

Partnership founded with a shared vision, resources, 

rewards, recognition, and risks 

2.44 

Partnership is integrated into the mission and support 

system of the partnering organizations/institutions 

2.33 

Partnership is clearly organized with dynamic leadership 2.66 

Partnership built on interpersonal relationships based on 

trust and mutual respect 

1.88 

University administrators support partnerships 2.55 

Faculty are sensitive to community needs 2.11 

Campus-to-community projects are related to broader 

collaborative efforts. 

2.33 

Partners have clear understanding of expectations, 

capacities, and consequences 

2.55 

Partners understand each other's interests, assets, needs and 

opportunities 

2.33 

Partnership success measured for both partners  2.00 

Partners are committed to continuous assessment  2.88 
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 Qualitative responses.  

 Qualitative data from open-ended survey questions and interviews provided 

additional information related to community partners‟ perceptions of their 

partnerships. Responses related to the partnerships were coded following the format of 

a SWOT analysis (strength, weakness, opportunity, and threat). Ninety-three 

comments were coded as partnership strengths. The following attributes were evidence 

of these strengths: providing access to professional development; enhancing the 

breadth of community collaboration; increasing awareness of community issues and 

challenges; “exceptional contributions of students through internships,  service-

learning and volunteerism;” community partners‟ appreciation of the 

acknowledgement of their contributions through awards and public recognition for 

their work; opportunity to extend professional networks; opportunities to improve 

constituent services and increase community organizations‟ resources; and the 

“positive climate created by working together toward a shared goal achieved with 

mutual benefit.” 

 Forty-six comments were coded as partnership weaknesses. The sentiments of 

these comments are reflected in the following statements: “hard to get things going; 

long time to make decisions;” “I have been surprised by the lack of engagement and 

communication with the administration as well as a lack of shared or identified 

outcomes;” “ it would help to know what the goals of the class are so I can help direct 

the students;” “it is a story, not a culture;” and “I would think it would be useful to ask 

about what is working with the collaboration.” 
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 Thirty-nine comments were coded as opportunities for the partnerships. These 

included recognition that continued cuts in foundation, grant, and state support for 

community agencies could foster creativity, innovation, and collaboration and the 

recognition that faculty and students needed some sort of structure and clarity of goals 

and expectations to guide their engagement activities. Respondents recognized the 

value of assessment and celebration of achievements and the growing realization that 

students benefit from engagement. They supported promoting these experiences to a 

wider audience in order to strengthen broader community support and to build good 

will for both higher education and their partners.  

 Fifty-one comments were coded as threats to the partnerships. Threats to 

partnerships were rooted in poor communication with faculty and administration; 

structural and operational barriers such as paperwork or faulty faculty assumptions 

about students‟ interest in service; taking for granted community partners‟ voluntary 

support for engagement and not recognizing their contributions and costs; fear and 

stagnation along with continued cuts in foundation, grant, and state support for 

community agencies that could restrict community organizations‟ support for future 

engagement; and exclusion from on-campus discussions of issues and practices that 

directly impacted community partners and engagement activities. 

 Differences in satisfaction with different types of colleges and universities. 

 An analysis of the various levels of satisfaction with students, faculty, and 

administrators and with the partnerships with different types of colleges and 

universities was conducted. The surveys were filtered in SPSS based on the response 

to Question 9, the organizational characteristic that described their most engaged 
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college or university partner (public, private, two-year, four-year, graduate, 

professional, rural, and urban). The frequency tabulations for most of the types of 

schools were similar (see Appendix K).  

 The frequency tabulations for religious and secular institutions were different 

suggesting the value of conducting a test of association. A chi square analysis was 

conducted to determine if the type of college was related to the level of community 

partner satisfaction with engagement for religious and secular schools. The results of 

the test of association indicated that participants were significantly more likely to be 

satisfied with partnerships with religious colleges than with secular colleges or 

universities in many areas (see Table 4.16 and Table 4.17). It should be noted that this 

analysis was conducted with a small sample size of 23 schools that included only two 

religious schools, both of which were Catholic. Further, the response rate for the 

survey was below the minimum needed to generalize to a larger population. The 

results do show that these two Catholic schools have developed satisfying partnerships 

with their 14 community partners in various areas. These results point to the 

importance of further study with a larger population of schools identified as religious 

and secular to learn if these results would be replicated.  

 Overall community partners indicated higher levels of satisfaction with 

students, faculty and administrators at religious colleges. However, they were 

significantly more satisfied (p<.05) with faculty at religious colleges in the areas of 

honesty and trust, communication, clarity of roles and responsibilities, level and 

quality of interaction, and the quality of work. They were more satisfied (p<.05) with 

administrators at religious colleges than at secular institutions in the areas of clarity of 



115 

 

roles and responsibilities, quality of interaction, and quality of work. Further, a review 

of Table 4.17 shows that in most areas there was an inverse ranking of the levels of 

satisfaction with actors involved in the partnership. Community partners ranked the 

actions of faculty, students, and administrators at religious colleges very satisfied or 

satisfied compared to rankings of neutral, dissatisfied or very dissatisfied for faculty, 

students, and administrators secular colleges. 

 Community partners expressed significantly higher levels of satisfaction 

(p<.05) with religious colleges than with secular schools (see Table 4.17). These high 

levels of satisfaction were in all aspects of campus-to-community partnerships 

including a shared vision, shared goals, openness to feedback and input to project 

planning, reciprocity among partners, assessment of the partnership and outcomes, 

recognition and celebration of partners‟ efforts, and clarity of roles and responsibilities 

in the partnership. Table 4.17 indicates that there was an inverse ranking of 

satisfaction levels with the core elements of partnerships. Community partners were 

very satisfied or satisfied with their partnerships with religious schools compared to 

respondents who partners ranked their secular college and university partnerships as 

neutral, dissatisfied or very dissatisfied. 
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Table 4.16 

Levels of satisfaction with students, faculty, and administration at religious and 

secular schools  

  

Religious   

  

 

(1)  (2)     

  

 

Fr (%) Fr (%) N (%) P Value 

Honesty and/or trust with faculty 13 (93) 1 (7) 14 (100) .044* 

Honesty and/or trust with students 12 (86) 2(14) 14 (100) 0.200 

Honesty and/or trust with 

administration 

7 (50) 7 (50) 14 (100) 0.061 

Communication- faculty 13(93) 1 (7) 14 (100) .017* 

Communication-students 11 (79) 3 ( 21) 14 (100) 0.475 

Overall communication with 

administration 

6 (43) 8 (57) 14 (100) 0.912 

Clarity of roles and responsibilities 

of faculty 

10 (71) 4 (28) 14 (100) .007* 

Clarity of roles and responsibilities 

of students 

10 (71) 4 (28) 14 (100) 0.283 

Clarity of roles and responsibilities 

of administration 

6 (43) 8 (57) 14 (100) .003* 

Level and quality of interaction with 

students 

11 (79) 3 (21) 14 (100) 0.475 
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Table 4.16 

Levels of satisfaction with students, faculty, and administration at religious and 

secular schools (continued) 

  

Religious   

  

 

(1)  (2)     

  

 

Fr (%) Fr (%) N (%) P Value 

Level and quality of 

interaction with faculty 

11 (79) 3 (21) 14 (100) .043* 

Level and quality of 

interaction with campus 

administration 

6 (43) 8 (57) 14 (100) .028* 

Quality of student work 11 (79) 3 (21) 14 (100) 0.475 

Quality of faculty work 10 (71) 4 (28) 14 (100) .021* 

Quality of 

administration's work 

6 (43) 8 (57) 14 (100) .007* 

 

1. very satisfied or satisfied  

p<.05 

2. neutral, dissatisfied, very dissatisfied  

Fr (%) = frequency count (%) 
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Table 4.16 

Levels of satisfaction with students, faculty, and administration at religious and 

secular schools (continued) 

  
Secular 

 

  
1 2 

  

  
Fr (%) Fr (%) N (%) P Value 

Honesty and/or trust with  

 

faculty 8 (73) 3 (27) 11 (100) .044* 

Honesty and/or trust with  

 

students 8 (73) 3 (27) 11 (100) 0.2 

Honesty and/or trust with  

 

administration 5 (45) 6 (55) 11 (100) 0.061 

Communication- faculty 7 (64) 4 (36) 11 (100) .017* 

Communication-students 8 (73) 3 (27) 11 (100) 0.475 

Overall communication  

 

with administration 2 (18) 9 (82) 11 (100) 0.912 

Clarity of roles and  

 

responsibilities of faculty 3 (27) 8 (73) 11 (100) .007* 

Clarity of roles and  

 

responsibilities of students 7 (64) 4(36) 11 (100) 0.283 

Clarity of roles and  

 

responsibilities of  

 

administration 1 (9) 10 (91) 11 (100) .003* 

Level and quality of  

 

interaction with students 8 (73) 3 (27)  11 (100) 0.475 
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Table 4.16 

Levels of satisfaction with students, faculty, and administration at religious and 

secular schools (continued) 

  
Secular 

 

  
1 2 

  

  
Fr (%) Fr (%) N (%) 

P 

Value 

Level and quality of interaction  

 

with faculty 

5 (45) 6 (55) 11 (100) .043* 

Level and quality of interaction  

 

with campus administration 

2 (18) 9 (82) 11 (100) .028* 

Quality of student work 8 (73) 3 (27) 11 (100) 0.475 

 

Quality of faculty work 
4 (36) 7 (64) 11 (100) .021* 

Quality of administration's  

 

work 

1 (9) 10 (91) 11 (100) .007* 

1. very satisfied or satisfied 
   

 

2. neutral, dissatisfied, very dissatisfied  
  

 
Fr (%) = frequency count (%) 
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Table 4.17 

Levels of satisfaction with religious and secular school partnerships 

  
Religious 

 

  
1 2 

  

  
Freq. (%) Freq. (%) N (%) P Value 

Shared vision and mission  12 (92) 1 (8) 13 (100) 0.012* 

Shared goals, objectives,  

 

action plan 

12 (92) 1 (8) 13 (100) 0.013* 

Openness to feedback, project  

 

input 

12 (92) 1 (8) 13 (100) 0.004* 

Openness to feedback. input  

 

into scope and timing  

11 (85) 1 (8) 13 (100) 0.002* 

Reciprocity among partners 12 (92) 1 (8) 13 (100) 0* 

Recognition of needs,  

 

challenges, and resources 

13 (100) 0 (0) 13 (100) 0.001* 

Assessment of partnership  

 

and project outcomes 

12 (92) 1 (8) 13 (100) 0.001* 

Recognition/celebration of   

 

efforts 

11 (85) 1 (8) 13 (100) 0.003* 

Clarity of roles and  

 

responsibilities 

12 (92) 1 (8) 13 (100) 0.001* 

      

1. VS_S means very satisfied or satisfied *p<.05 

 

2. N_D_VDS means neutral, dissatisfied, very dissatisfied   

 

Fr(%) = Frequency count (percent)    
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Table 4.17 

Levels of satisfaction with religious and secular school partnerships (continued) 

  

Secular 

  

1 2 

  

  

Freq. (%) Freq. (%) N (%) P Value 

Shared vision and mission  5 (45) 6 (55) 11 (100) 0.012* 

Shared goals, objectives,  

 

action plan 4 (36) 5 (45) 11 (100) 0.013* 

Openness to feedback,  

 

project input 4 (36) 7 (64) 11 (100) 0.004* 

Openness to feedback.  

 

input into scope and 

timing  3 (27) 8 (73) 11 (100) 0.002* 

Reciprocity among  

 

partners 2 (18) 8 (73) 11 (100) 0* 

Recognition of needs,  

 

challenges, and resources 4 (36) 7 (64) 11 (100) 0.001* 

Assessment of partnership  

 

and project outcomes 3 (27) 8 (73) 11 (100) 0.001* 

Recognition/celebration of   

 

efforts 3 (27) 7 (64) 11 (100) 0.003* 

Clarity of roles and  

 

responsibilities 3 (27) 8 (73) 11 (100) 0.001* 

 

     1. VS_S means very satisfied or satisfied *p<.05 

 

2. N_D_VDS means neutral, dissatisfied, very dissatisfied  

  

Fr(%) = Frequency 

count(percent)  
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 Stakeholder assessment, level of commitment to engagement, and 

partnerships. 

 Three conceptual models guided the analysis of the data collected in this study: 

stakeholder identification, profiles, and salience; higher education‟s level of 

commitment to engagement; and partnership satisfaction. Although each model 

offered a unique lens to assess community partnerships, they were interrelated. 

Stakeholder theory provided a system-wide approach to explore the nature of 

community-to-campus partnerships. This includes understanding stakeholders‟ needs, 

interests, expectations, the processes, relationships, and degrees of power, legitimacy, 

and urgency that influence collaboration (Burrows, 1999; Freeman, 2010; Mitchell, et 

al, 1997). Holland‟s (2006) rubric to assess institutional commitment to engagement 

was the second model. The rubric offered indicators to benchmark evidence of 

engagement from low to full levels of integration as they are perceived to exist in the 

college or university. Campus-to-community partnerships were assessed against ten 

elements of campus-to-community partnerships as presented by Scheibel et al. (2005) 

as the third model.  

 Stakeholder identification, profiles, and salience.  

 One approach higher education has used to respond to the demands for 

accountability and evidence of economic and social value has been to establish 

campus-to-community partnerships. As a result, colleges and universities have created 

a special class of external stakeholders that have become part of the teaching-learning 

process. Understanding the needs, interests, and expectations of this unique 

stakeholder class takes on more importance given their relationship and contributions 
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to the teaching-learning process. Colleges and universities informally, at least, have 

expanded the scope of their external stakeholder bases to include their community 

partners‟ networks as a result of campus-to-community collaboration.  

 Community partners valued their experience and contributions to the teaching-

learning process and took their roles in presenting the practical application of theory 

seriously. They perceived their work as a way to contribute to the next generation‟s 

success and developing their understanding of social justice issues. One respondent 

commented that “what we do with this partnership is not simply filling out the 

paperwork and not simply saying we‟ll have young men and women in the field” but 

about contributing to the “preparation of students to be responsible citizens, leaders, 

and practitioners.”  

 To effectively fulfill these roles, community partners wanted their college and 

university partners to “be present in the community and know who the community 

leaders/decision-makers are.” Respondents suggested that colleges and universities 

“reach out to local non-profits and see what the needs are to see if missions support 

each other” because “re-inventing the wheel wastes everyone‟s time.” Others observed 

that college and university actors “need to have passion and lots of patience and 

understand what commitment means” and “truly understand my nonprofit with its own 

unique challenges and opportunities” in order to “better fit the students‟ curriculum as 

well as understand the needs of each organization.” 

 Many respondents stressed that their resources were modest and the need to 

collaborate efficiently was important to leverage these resources as far as possible. 

One partner recognized that their organization had “only touched the surface of 
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possible engagement. Campuses make more available but we have lacked the staff to 

make the necessary connections.” Another partner explained that “very few nonprofits 

have money to pay for interns or to host events.” Respondents stressed the need for 

clear goals and finding the best fit between the students, the curriculum, and the host 

site to make the most of time and other resources. They urged faculty and 

administrators to “get to know the service agency and the issues being addressed by 

their services in order to establish a relationship that is more sustainable than short-

term projects.” One community partner recognized that leveraging campus and 

community resources was an essential component of collaboration. 

As noted earlier in this analysis, communication was central to the challenges, 

strengths, and opportunities related to collaboration. Community partners expressed 

dissatisfaction with the lack of quality communication with students, faculty and 

administrators. One interview participant explained the challenges of building 

relationships with higher education partners by stressing that “you have to have people 

willing to listen.” The ability and willingness to listen are conditions that frame 

openness to collaboration. These attributes are part of the process of gaining the 

understanding needed for a mutually beneficial partnership and building a foundation 

for effective stakeholder relations. Many respondents commented on the need to 

improve communication to better serve students and the partnership itself. “It is 

important to keep all channels of communication open and current,” explained one 

respondent. Another noted that “communication is key” and that faculty must 

“communicate with agencies in order to keep the relationship.”  
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 The personal relationships between faculty and individuals at community 

organizations were the foundation of most partnerships. There were 110 comments 

that referenced relationships including references to students, faculty, staff, and 

administrators. The sentiments were reflected in statements such as “people make the 

difference,” and “they were not just completing paperwork, but they were paying 

attention to our needs.” “We have a relationship with individuals” explained one 

respondent, “not with the college itself.” While interpersonal relationships are 

essential to effective collaboration, too much dependence on one individual can 

impact the long-term sustainability of a project. When people leave it takes a long time 

to re-establish connections with the organization, or as one partner explained, “You 

end up starting from the beginning.”  

 Further insights to the relationships between campuses and communities 

highlighted the differences in cultures. This gap in understanding was cited as having 

a negative impact on collaboration, communication, and process. Language is part of 

culture and even within the higher education community there is a lack of shared 

understanding of the meanings of and expectations related to activities that involve 

volunteers, service, outreach, service-learning, and engaged scholarship. Many schools 

also offer other student-to-community learning models such as externships, 

internships, independent study programs, and capstone projects that further complicate 

communication and a shared understanding. Comments in open-ended survey 

questions and from interview participants indicated that only a few applied the 

definitions and/or understood the distinctions between service-learning and other 

forms of student-to-community engagement and learning. The name of the activity 
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was far less important to community partners than was their understanding of the 

process, expectations, and outcomes related to campus-to-community, student, and 

faculty member collaboration during the experience.  

 Community partners expressed a need for information and a measure of control 

over the processes that impacted their organizations‟ work flow. This was not always 

possible because of the gaps in communication between faculty and community 

organizations. Complications with unpredictability of student workers, demands on 

staff time, extensive paperwork and documentation were compounded by unclear 

expectations and poor campus-to-community communication that challenged 

community organizations‟ ability to support engagement.  

 Stakeholder salience can be explored by assessing the levels of power, 

legitimacy, or urgency as perceived by each partner group as applied to the other, i.e., 

community partners‟ perceptions of their influence on higher education and vice versa 

(Mitchell et al., 1997). Quantitative and qualitative data indicated that the community 

partners ascribed the three attributes of power, legitimacy, and urgency, a definitive 

classification, to higher education (Mitchell et al., 1997).  

 Evidence of power attributes included control of physical resources such as 

office space, communication, controlling access to decision-makers, and participation 

in decision-making that directly impacted their organizations. Multiple interview 

participants expressed frustration with their respective college or university partners‟ 

lack of willingness to include them in discussions related to campus-to-community 

involvement, engagement, and community-based learning, despite repeated 

suggestions and requests to do so. Beyond a sense of exclusion and frustration, one 
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community partner observed that there was a “missed opportunity for students and 

faculty to give back to this community that could be institutionalized that isn‟t.”  

 Legitimate attributes were reflected in faculty members‟ expert status and their 

associated prestige and authority. Community partners frequently spoke of their 

understanding of and respect for faculty members‟ knowledge and expert status and 

they recognized the many demands on faculty members‟ time. Nonetheless, they also 

expressed frustration when faculty did not return phone calls or emails or inadequately 

followed through on project proposals. One partner expressed the hope that faculty 

would be “better stewards of their professional relationships.” Another community 

stakeholder commented on the fact that a call to a college campus could mean multiple 

internal transfers from one person to another “or even being just flat shut down, and 

told „I don‟t do that.‟ It [higher education] is hard to penetrate and it is often 

unwelcoming and I am a recent graduate of the college.”  

 Urgency attributes existed in the cyclical nature of academic schedules and the 

limited time available to respond to inquiries and accommodate students interested in 

service during a given semester. Additionally, another community partner noted that 

collaboration on grants seemed to fall at the busiest time of the year and meeting 

deadlines necessary to participate and benefit from foundation and grant support was 

often difficult. 

 Conversely, community partners did perceive their own legitimate influence on 

higher education related to expert knowledge of community issues. There was a small 

group of community partners who expressed a sense of their own power to decline 

collaboration or to demand more mutuality in planning and decision-making. One 
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interview participant described her organization‟s decision to refuse to accept students 

from a particular college and ultimately the dissolution of the partnership. The college 

sent unprepared students who were not good matches with their organization. 

Challenges with scheduling only compounded the situation. Repeated attempts to 

rectify these problems were ignored by the college administrators and faculty 

members involved. The community partner felt there was no choice but to exclude 

students from that college from agency service. This decision caught the attention of 

the public relations department, but did nothing to resolve the problem. Despite these 

isolated instances of power, most responses suggested that community partners‟ 

perceived their salience in the single attribute of legitimacy, classified as a 

discretionary category (Mitchell et al., 1997). 

 Level of commitment to engagement.  

 Holland (2006) offered a rubric to assess and interpret the levels of community 

partner integration in college and university operations ranging from low relevance 

levels to full integration (see Table 3.3). These measures were incorporated into the 

survey and used as a guide for a qualitative review and assessment of college and 

university web pages. A fully engaged college or university would have evidence of 

the highest levels of engagement in each benchmark area (mission; leadership; 

promotion, tenure, and hiring; organization structure; student involvement; faculty 

involvement; community involvement; and external communication) along with 

policies and practices to support full integration. A fully integrated institution would 

create a border land, a shared experience for the collaboration between community 

organizations and higher education (Giroux, 2005).  
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 Survey respondents did not have enough information to assess many 

benchmark areas even for their most engaged college or university partners. However, 

when they did, they typically ranked their most engaged college or university at the 

higher levels of integration in the benchmark areas. College and universities presented 

themselves at the higher levels as well. These results are consistent with the generally 

favorable rankings and levels of satisfaction expressed by survey respondents on other 

survey questions.  

 Survey responses.  

 Survey respondents were asked to select the response that best reflected their 

perception of their most engaged higher education partner‟s commitment to 

engagement in each of the benchmark areas: mission; leadership; faculty promotion, 

tenure, and hiring; organizational structure and funding; student involvement and 

curriculum; faculty involvement and curriculum, community involvement; and 

external communication and fundraising. Table 4.18 presents the frequencies from 

survey responses in each of these benchmark areas.  

 Less than one third of all survey respondents perceived a level of full 

integration by their most engaged college or university partner in any benchmark area. 

Thirty (30.3%) of the survey respondents identified full integration of engagement in 

college and university missions; 34 (34.3%) for campus leadership; two (2.0%) for 

faculty promotion, tenure, and hiring; 18 (18.2%) for organizational structure and 

funding; 21 (21.2%) for student involvement and curriculum; 17 (17.2%) for faculty 

involvement and curriculum; 17 (17.2%) for community involvement; and 13 (13.1%) 

for external communication and fundraising. 
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 Survey respondents had the least information related to the benchmark area of 

faculty member promotion, tenure and hiring. Seventy-two (72.7%) indicated that they 

did not have enough information to respond. Thirty-eight (38.4%) of the survey 

respondents did not know enough about their most engaged college or university 

partner to know if there was an organizational structure to support engagement 

activities. Fifty-four (54.5%) did not have enough information related to faculty 

involvement in engagement to respond. Forty-two (42.4%) of the survey respondents 

did not have enough information to evaluate the level of community integration in 

campus planning or operations. Fifty-one (51.5%) of survey respondents did not have 

enough information to know if their collaboration with their most engaged higher 

education partners was featured or even included in external communications or 

fundraising. The lack of information available to a large number of respondents to 

assess levels of commitment to engagement stand in contrast to their overall support of 

engagement and their expressions of positive experiences with campus-to-community 

collaboration. However, the lack of information was reflected in the challenges 

expressed and described earlier, i.e., communication, challenges, and coordination of 

engagement activities.  

 Qualitative responses related to these benchmark areas provided deeper insight 

to the perceptions of survey respondents and interview participants. Respondents 

noted the importance of senior leadership including boards of directors‟ and senior 

administrators‟ explicit public support for engagement activities and the financial 

commitment to allocate financial and other institutional resources to fund them.  
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 Document review.  

 An analysis of college and university documents contributed additional data 

related to the level of integration and commitment to engagement and publicly 

available information from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching 

(2011) and the Corporation for National and Community Service (2011). Six of the 23 

Campus Compact for New Hampshire colleges and universities submitted applications 

and were recognized for the 2010 Carnegie Engaged classification. Four of the 23 

submitted applications and were recognized in the 2011 Corporation for National and 

Community Service Honor Roll. 

 Web pages from each of the 23 Campus Compact for New Hampshire 

members were reviewed including: mission and vision; strategic plans; messages and 

annual reports from presidents‟ and other senior leadership; faculty handbooks, job 

specifications, and employment contracts; student activities; curriculum documents 

such as catalogs or program information; organizational charts and scope of 

departmental responsibilities; public information materials including annual reports, 

newsletters, and news items, etc. The ranking frequencies for these benchmark areas 

are included in Table 4.18.  

 The results of the document review indicated that the same three CCNH 

members ranked at the level of full integration across the majority of benchmark areas 

of mission, campus leadership, student involvement, faculty involvement, community 

involvement and external communications and fundraising. Only one of the 23 

institutions had a ranking of full integration for faculty promotion, tenure, and hiring 

and four had full integration in the area of organizational structure and funding. 
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 Sixteen (69.6%) of the CCNH members ranked medium or high and 

represented their campuses as engaged institutions through their mission statements or 

in some aspect of their academic agendas. However, the senior leadership of ten, 

(43.5%), institutions clearly expressed a commitment to engagement and referenced 

engagement in public documents such as annual reports, statements, and speeches.  

 Based on the public documents available, 12 (52.2%) of the campuses‟ faculty 

hiring, promotion and tenure criteria either had little or no information about 

engagement or aligned engagement with traditional forms of service or volunteerism 

and ranked at low integration levels. Nearly half (11, 47.8%) of the campuses had 

some sort of organizational structure that ranged from a single individual to a center or 

a department. There was funding to support engagement activities to allow for a rank 

at a high level of integration. More than half (12, 52.2%) of the campuses included 

information reflecting student involvement in engagement and were ranked at the high 

level of integration. Faculty involvement was ranked at a medium level of integration 

and pro bono consulting and community volunteerism were acknowledged for nine 

schools (39.1%). Community partners were mentioned at a high level of integration 

for ten (43, 5%) of the institutions. Stories of students, alumni, faculty, or staff as good 

citizens were sufficient evidence of engagement for a majority (15, 65.2%) of the 

schools to rank at medium to high levels of integration. 
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Table 4.18  

Comparison of the levels of commitment to engagement-surveys and documents  

Survey 

Respondents            

N = 99  

Benchmark area/Level of 

Integration 

Document Review 

N=23 

Percent Count Mission Percent Count 

4.0 4 low 17.4 4 

23.2 23 medium 34.8 8 

18.2 18 high 34.8 8 

30.3 30 full 13.0 3 

0.0 0 None of the above 0.0 0 

24.2% 24 

Not enough information to 

respond  0.0 0 

     Percent Count Leadership Percent Count 

5.1 5 low 52.2 5 

6.1 6 medium 30.4 10 

18.2 18 high 13.0 5 

34.3 34 full 4.3 3 

4.0 4 None of the above 0.0 0 

32.3 32 

Not enough information to 

respond  0.0 0 

     Percent Count Hiring, Promotion & Tenure Percent Count 

7.1 7 low 52.2 12 

4.0 4 medium 30.4 7 

8.1 8 high 13.0 3 

2.0 2 full 4.3 1 

6.1 6 None of the above 0.0 0 

72.7 72 

Not enough information to 

respond  0.0 0 
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Table 4.18  

Comparison of the levels of commitment to engagement-surveys and documents 

(continued) 

Survey 

Respondents            

N = 99  

Benchmark area/Level of 

Integration 

Document Review 

N=23 

Percent Count 

Organizational Structure & 

Funding Percent Count 

2.0 2 low 26.1 6 

21.2 21 medium 8.7 2 

17.2 17 high 47.8 11 

18.2 18 full 17.4 4 

3.0 3 None of the above 0.0 0 

38.4 38 

Not enough information to 

respond  0.0 0 

     

Percent Count 

Student Involvement & 

Curriculum  Percent Count 

14.1 14 low 17.4 4 

11.1 11 medium 17.4 4 

32.3 32 high 52.2 12 

21.2 21 full 13.0 3 

3.0 3 None of the above 0.0 0 

18.2 18 

Not enough information to 

respond  0.0 0 

     Percent Count Faculty Involvement  Percent Count 

7.1 7 low 21.7 5 

8.1 8 medium 39.1 9 

8.1 8 high 26.1 6 

17.2 17 full 13.0 3 

5.1 5 None of the above 0.0 0 

54.5 54 

Not enough information to 

respond  0.0 0 
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Table 4.18  

Comparison of the levels of commitment to engagement-surveys and documents 

(continued) 

Survey 

Respondents            

N = 99  

Benchmark area/Level of 

Integration 

Document Review 

N=23 

Percent Count Community Involvement Percent Count 

15.2 15 low 17.4 4 

10.1 10 medium 26.1 6 

12.1 12 high 43.5 10 

17.2 17 full 13.0 3 

3.0 3 None of the above 0.0 0 

42.4 42 

Not enough information to 

respond  0.0 0 

     

Percent Count 

External Communications & 

Fundraising   Percent Count 

5.1 5 low 21.7 5 

11.1 11 medium 34.8 8 

12.1 12 high 30.4 7 

13.1 13 full 13.0 3 

7.1 7 None of the above 0.0 0 

51.5 51 

Not enough information to 

respond  0.0 0 
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Partnership evaluation and satisfaction. 

 Scheibel et al. (2005) presented ten elements of effective campus-to-

community partnerships: honesty and trust; broad stakeholder representation; 

reciprocity; clear roles and responsibilities; assessment of needs, challenges, 

resources, and assets; vision and mission; shared goals, objectives, and an action plan; 

communication; formative and summative assessments; celebration of efforts. The 

levels of satisfaction with students, faculty and administration and with the 

partnerships as a whole were similar among most types of colleges and universities as 

depicted in Tables K1 and K2 (see Appendix K). Survey results showed that most 

community partners were satisfied with the level of trust and honesty with faculty and 

a shared vision and mission among partners (see Tables 4.13 and 4.14). Differences 

were identified between levels of satisfaction with students, faculty and administration 

and the partnerships when religious colleges were compared with secular schools (see 

table 4.16). 

 Community partners‟ comments provided further insight to the effectiveness of 

their higher education partnerships. Many expressed a sentiment similar to one who 

suggested that faculty and other higher education administrators “be willing to commit 

to the partnership at the highest level.” Others recognized the resources available at 

colleges and universities that could be made available to community partners. “If 

higher education would lend in-kind resources for grant writing purposes and 

collaboration, it would be truly seen as an economic engine for the region,” explained 

one respondent. Many also expressed a desire for an instrument of some type that 

would be available to evaluate students‟ performance according to curriculum goals or 

to assess the partnership and project outcomes, something that is not regular practice. 
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 Summary. 

 Overall, campus-to-community partnerships were perceived as positive 

experiences for community partners. Collaboration added value to community 

organizations and increased their ability to fulfill their missions and achieve their 

goals. The responses from open-ended and survey questions and interview participants 

indicated that community partners took their responsibilities in the teaching-learning 

process seriously and wanted the opportunity and the resources to provide the most 

useful and appropriate experiences for the students, faculty, and institutions that 

support them.  

 The community partners were unsure if their collaboration with higher 

education had any influence on college or university missions, strategic objectives, 

policies, or programming. However, more than half of the respondents perceived that 

collaboration influenced faculty and student awareness of community issues, student 

learning, course content, and, to some degree, the advancement of new initiatives and 

innovations.  

 Collaboration added value to community organizations. By increasing their 

understanding of faculty roles and functions and higher education‟s operating 

structure, community partners were able to identify areas suitable for expanded 

collaboration and process improvement. Many responded that they developed a deeper 

understanding and appreciation of the value of higher education‟s core mission of 

teaching, research, and service and the relationship between education and community 

development and civic responsibility. They also saw campus-to-community 

collaboration as a way to advance their own professional and organizational goals.  
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 Tangible and intangible benefits came from campus-to-community 

collaboration including increased access to grant and foundation support, donations 

from various campus constituencies, and access to faculty expertise for special 

projects. Community partners identified and recruited board members, staff members, 

and volunteers as a result of their relationships with higher education.  

 There were differences among community partners‟ perceptions of the added 

value of different types of colleges and universities. Graduate and professional school 

faculty and their students were identified as resources for knowledge and research 

expertise compared to the two- and four-year institutions that were considered as 

sources for faculty guest speakers, student volunteers and interns, and faculty/student 

collaboration with service or community-based learning initiatives. Colleges with 

religious affiliations were identified as the most engaged partners for a small number 

of respondents. The mission-driven purpose of these religious colleges more fully 

embraced the work of community organizations and faculty, staff and students sought 

to understand and respond to the needs, interests, and expectations of the community 

and the community partners. 

 Despite the many positive experiences and high levels of satisfaction among 

respondents, the data highlighted challenges, weaknesses, and threats to the 

partnerships as well. This included inadequate communication between partners, lack 

of project planning and student preparation; and conflicts that emerged from different 

cultures, work schedules, and processes. Collaboration also had a negative impact on 

the community partners‟ human and financial resources such as increased demands on 

staff time, office or work space, and additional expenses needed to support 
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engagement activities. Community partners‟ contributions to the learning process were 

not always recognized by their higher education partners nor did community partners 

perceive sufficient outcome assessments to establish a practice of continuous 

improvement.  

 Identifying the specific concerns related to partnerships and project 

implementation can help define best practices. However, the data revealed an 

underlying theme of frustration and isolation that speaks to the future of campus-to-

community collaboration and the relevance and value of higher education in today‟s 

world. This analysis of campus-to-community partnerships is best summarized by 

recommendations, remarks, and observations from community partners:  

 “A culture of philanthropy is missing. There is not the institutionalized 

commitment to build a philanthropic culture and it is more than giving time 

and money. It is a missed opportunity for students and faculty to give back to 

the community.” 

 “We need to let go of traditions of the past and draw outside the lines and walk 

in both worlds. We can‟t wait.” 

 “Higher education and faculty need to be better stewards of their professional 

relationships with their community partners.”  

 “Take time to listen and get into the community you are in.” 

 “Think beyond your institution.” 

 “Be open to possibilities. 
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 The fundamental sentiment expressed in these comments is the desire for 

higher education to reclaim its historic role to help solve social problems, to be 

relevant, and add value to the all members of the community.  
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Chapter 5 

Conclusion  

 Introduction. 

  The concepts of university life and the experience of earning a college degree 

have developed strong holds on our consciousness, our values and culture for 

centuries. As higher education has entered the 21
st
 century it has faced economic, 

social, and technological turbulence that has challenged its seemingly invulnerable 

status. In the current environment, colleges and universities have felt pressure to 

change what they do and how they do it along with increasing demands for 

accountability, efficiency, innovation, and evidence of their economic and social value 

to students and to the broader, external communities they serve.  

 Campus-to-community partnerships have been part of the response to the 

demands on higher education. Colleges and universities are not typical businesses, nor 

are they social service agencies. They are unique in their purpose to “guard treasures 

(real and virtual)” and to “provide a safe place for the exploration of difficult issues or 

challenging ideas” (Watson, 2007, p. 46). They have developed strategic objectives 

and organizational structures to reflect their distinct institutional missions and 

underlying commitments to teaching, scholarship, and service. 

 Interaction with community members is a fundamental thread in service, 

outreach, civic engagement, service-learning, and engaged scholarship. Understanding 

the elements of effective collaboration and engagement are central concerns for 

administrators, faculty, and project managers who wish to respond to Boyer‟s 
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challenge of creating campus-to-community partnerships “in search of answers to 

social, civic, economic and moral problems” (Boyer, 1996, p. 11).  

 The overall purpose of this study was to better understand and explain the 

nature of community stakeholders‟ relationships with and their influence on higher 

education. This study explored the nature of campus-to-community partnerships 

among the 23 Campus Compact for New Hampshire (CCNH) members and their 

community partners. Although the population was small, understanding the nature of 

these relationships and stakeholder expectations provided important insight related to 

how higher education can define and implement its response to contemporary 

pressures in order to guide relationships, affirm its relevance, and maintain its value to 

the greater society. 

 The mixed method approach used in this study allowed for the convergence of 

quantitative and qualitative data to depict the nature of the relationship between higher 

education and community partners. Three conceptual models guided the analysis of 

the data: stakeholder identification, profiles, and salience; higher education‟s level of 

commitment to engagement; and partnership effectiveness and satisfaction (Freeman, 

2010; Holland, 2006; Scheibel et al., 2005). These models allowed for the 

development of a profile of community partners‟ needs, interests, and expectations of 

their higher education partners.  

 The findings portrayed a variety of campus-to-community relationships and 

engagement models. Survey respondents perceived their campus-to-community 

collaborations as mostly positive experiences and community partners took their role 

in the teaching-learning process seriously. The data revealed that the more successful 
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partnerships included the essential elements of successful collaboration including 

strong interpersonal and organizational relationships; a collaborative spirit; effective 

communication and servant leadership; shared vision and mission; clear roles and 

expectations; outcome assessments; and recognition of partners‟ efforts. The findings 

also revealed challenges that restricted or threatened partnerships including ineffective 

and inconsistent communication; shallow professional relationships lacking respect, 

trust and mutual benefit; and inadequate professional practices, organizational support, 

and resources.  

 These perceptions provided specific insights into the opportunities and threats 

to campus-to-community collaboration and suggested best practices for mutually 

beneficial partnerships. Community partners perceived added value to higher 

education from campus-to-community collaboration and more than half of the 

respondents perceived their own increasing influence in some areas of higher 

education. They also believed that collaboration with higher education institutions 

benefitted their organizations and the individuals associated with them. Findings 

indicated that there were differences among community partners‟ levels of satisfaction 

with engagement activities with different types of colleges and universities, most 

notably between religious and secular colleges. The findings also revealed a measure 

of frustration and disappointment in the depth and breadth of campus-to-community 

collaboration, compounded by ineffective communications, the lack of connection 

between engagement activities and the curriculum, and the transactional nature of 

many partnerships. 
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 Conclusions. 

 Four main conclusions emerged from this study. First, community partners 

were predisposed to meaningful collaboration. Second, the underlying structural and 

operational differences between higher education and community partners are 

potential threats to future engagement. Third, community partners expect higher 

education to fulfill its social responsibility and to lead the search for solutions to social 

problems. Forth, sustainable collaboration requires institutional commitment, 

leadership, and integration across the organization.  

 Predisposition to meaningful collaboration. 

 Community partners value higher education as a reflection of a civil society 

and the cultural, economic, political, and social systems that guide it. As a result, 

community partners were predisposed to collaboration with colleges and universities. 

They experienced tangible and intangible benefits from engagement and had respect 

for faculty expertise and for students‟ levels of commitment and valued student and 

faculty contributions. Collaboration with faculty and students lent legitimacy and 

prestige to their work and their organizations benefitted from having access to the 

resources higher education had to offer. Because they were invested in the 

collaboration they wanted to provide the best possible experience for students. 

 Community partners have a unique set of skills and knowledge to contribute. 

They are products of the democratization of higher education that has expanded access 

to knowledge and expertise over the last 150 years. They have applied their own 

specialized knowledge and expertise to their community organizations and developed 

professional networks and collaboratives. They want to be part of the response to 
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solving the social problems faced by society and their own organizations as equal 

partners with their higher education colleagues. For community partners, collaboration 

is more than a public interest story. They want the partnership to be guided by a shared 

mission, purpose, and mutual respect. When explicitly endorsed by higher education 

leadership with policies and support with resource allocation, engagement can lead to 

individual and organizational transformation for campus and community partners. 

 Differences between higher education and community partners and threats 

to engagement. 

 The partnership profile and process data contributed to the understanding of 

the practical aspects of campus-to-community collaboration. The data also revealed 

more subtle insights to the essential nature of engagement activities that could 

challenge, inform, or significantly redefine collaboration in the future. These are the 

underlying hierarchical, philosophical, operational, and cultural differences between 

community organizations and their higher education partners. These differences are 

rooted in the divergent values, histories, privilege, perceptions of legitimacy, and 

power. They are influenced by structural hierarchies that exist between theory and 

practice, faculty and practitioners, and institutional cultures, missions, and resources. 

 The data indicated that the longer the collaborations existed, the more apparent 

these differences were. Community partners‟ expectations went unmet and frustration 

intensified. Communication problems and lack of partnership outcome assessments 

were compounded by community stakeholders‟ exclusion from decision-making and 

discussions that related to their partnerships, even if they directly impacted the 

operations of the community organization.  
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 These conditions indicated an imbalance of the power relationships between 

colleges and universities and, at times, the shallowness of some of the campus-to-

community collaborations. Higher education‟s vertical organizational structures, or 

silos, were identified as part of the problem, but the larger concern was the absence of 

faculty and administration in broader community conversation. Even members of the 

more successful partnerships expressed dissatisfaction with the degree to which their 

higher education colleagues engaged with the community and all but one interview 

participant specifically recognized the absence of administrators at the community 

planning table.  

 These gaps in relationships led to their questioning higher educations‟ 

relevance in the community and if colleges and universities were civic partners or 

ivory towers. As one interview participant explained “We need to let go of traditions 

of the past and draw outside the lines and walk in both worlds. We can‟t wait.” 

 Expectation for higher education to lead the search for solutions to social 

problems. 

 The data revealed that community partners viewed collaboration as more 

significant and intricate than isolated transactional projects or activities. They 

perceived higher education as the entity that could lead an effective transformation 

and community response to civic, cultural, and economic turbulence. Maybe more 

importantly, community partners expected higher education to fulfill this 

responsibility and lead the search for solutions to social problems or, at very least, to 

play a part in helping to solve problems as one of the community stakeholders. 
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 Community partners want relationships with their higher education colleagues. 

They know the value of higher education‟s expertise, perspectives, and resources 

based on their experience as students, community partners, and sometimes as adjunct 

faculty members. They want higher education to be relevant and need college and 

university faculty, administrators, and students to be involved. They value the social 

and economic contributions colleges and universities make to their communities. 

Community partners expressed the desire for higher education to reclaim its historic 

role to help solve social problems and to be relevant and add value to the lives of the 

community. They wanted authentic, mutually beneficial relationships with 

administrators and to collaborate in this work as equal partners.  

 Campus-to-community collaborations are vulnerable to the influence and 

impact of social and economic changes faced by community partners. As resources 

have become more limited, community partners had less time to reach out and to 

develop relationships. They looked for partnerships that provided the best return on 

their investment of resources in order to achieve their goals. They sought partners who 

provided meaningful experiences for students and supported an engaged agenda. In 

the current economic climate, community partners acknowledged that the value added 

to their organizations from collaboration must be clear and based in mutual benefit and 

respect.  

 The data presented a picture of some college and university engagement 

activities that effectively outsourced a portion of the curriculum to community 

partners. Community partners understood the challenges faculty members faced 

because of multiple responsibilities and assumed their best intentions in fostering 
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student engagement. They also wondered about the usefulness of their work and why 

many faculty members were disengaged from the activity. Survey respondents and 

interview participants gave examples of faculty who required service as part of a class 

but who never communicated with the community partner or with students before, 

during, or after the experience. The challenges of these situations were compounded 

by the realization that students pay tuition for their educational experience yet 

community partners rarely receive reimbursement for their time or the direct costs 

they have incurred. The bridge between theory delivered in the classroom and the 

applied experiences of engagement was frequently missing.  

 This lack of accountability, communication, clarity of roles, mutual benefit, 

and responsibilities posed risks to the collaboration and could compromise the 

principles and purpose of higher education and its ownership of the curriculum. If 

higher education continues to outsource its responsibility for delivering the curriculum 

and disengage from the teaching-learning process, colleges and universities face the 

erosion of their positional power and marginalization in the community. 

 Institutional commitment, leadership, and integration across the 

organization. 

 Sustainable collaboration requires a commitment and integration from each 

partner organization. Each member is unique, with a specific organizational mission, 

goals, strategic objectives, governance, and commitments. The most effective campus-

to-community collaborations embraced a shared vision and mission and worked 

compatibly to achieve goals. The partners take time to know each other. They 

developed relationships based on trust and honesty as they explored possibilities. 
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Together they built partnership agreements that shared risk and benefit and recognized 

the contributions of all.  

 While effective partnerships may only involve only a few people, they are 

vulnerable to changes in staffing, funding, and organizational priorities. The scope of 

responsibility to campus-to-community collaborations is impacted by the community 

organizations‟ type of work and the profiles of their constituents as well as the college 

students enrolled. Therefore, organizations and their campus counterparts would 

benefit from clearly articulated agreements based on their individual missions, 

strategic objectives, clearly stated roles, responsibilities, and anticipated contributions. 

Further, these agreements should include alternative service delivery or an exit 

strategy because of the real possibility of changing circumstances and/or personnel.  

 Any operation is vulnerable if it relies on a single person. While personal 

relationships and issue advocacy can drive the creation of a partnership between 

faculty members and community organizations, without a broader commitment from 

both organizations, the collaboration can easily dissolve. When support comes from 

senior management at both community organizations and their higher education 

colleagues, it is more likely to be integrated into the organizations‟ mission, strategic 

objectives, and organizational structure. Senior administrators have the positional 

power to address the structural, attitudinal, training, and resource barriers to that are 

needed to support collaboration. When college and university presidents reach out to 

meet with and understand the needs and interests of community organizations, it sends 

a message about their support of the activity and fosters a climate of effective, 
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sustainable, and holistic collaboration. It also demonstrates the campus‟s commitment 

to the greater good of the community. 

 Recommendations. 

 Three types of recommendations are offered based the data analysis: 

recommendations for community organizations, recommendations for higher 

education, and recommendations for addressing the broader scope campus-to-

community collaboration.  

 Recommendations for community organizations. 

 Community partners need to be accountable for their roles and responsibilities. 

Their honest assessment of their needs, interests, capacity, and expectations from the 

partnership and from their partners is essential. Further, they need an accounting of the 

tangible and intangible assets they can or are willing to invest in the partnership that 

will not impact their ability to support their primary mission and strategic objectives.  

 Scheibel et al. (2005) presented a well-constructed guide to create, develop, 

and sustain community partnerships. They presented checklists and assessment tools 

for community partners to use to evaluate opportunities, develop partnerships, and to 

assess the value of their contributions and benefits associated with partnerships. By 

using this tool or others like it, community partners would have the information they 

need to evaluate opportunities, guide future partnership development, and to assess 

current ones. They could use this information to develop specific goals and metrics to 

evaluate outcomes in areas such as service impact, volunteer recruitment and 

retention, asset acquisition, successful grant applications, or the value of in-kind 

services.  
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 Recommendations for higher education. 

 Each higher education institution is different. Each has its own mission, goals, 

strategic objectives, curriculum, students‟ profiles, governance, and reward structure. 

Any strategic objective that includes engagement activities should be connected to the 

values that guide the distinct mission, vision, and operations. The partners of the 

religious colleges, a graduate college, and a private college that were included in this 

study were credited with implementing an effective engagement agenda that fit with 

their shared missions and visions. These organizations aligned their organizational 

values and commitment to social issues with their ability to support a campus-specific 

engagement agenda. This was evident in their organizational structure, and hiring 

policies and rewards for senior administration, faculty, and staff. It was clearly stated 

in recruitment goals and in the curriculum.  

 Similar to community partners, colleges and universities also need to be 

accountable for their role in collaboration. Their clarity and honest assessment of their 

needs, interests, capacity, and expectations from the partnership and from their 

partners is essential. They need an inventory of the assets they are willing to invest in 

the partnership that will leverage their ability to support their primary mission and 

strategic objectives. Holland‟s rubric of the key organizational factors that characterize 

levels of commitment to engagement can guide this process as each college and 

university defines its own goals and capacity (see Table 3.4). This process will move 

colleges and universities away from vertical organizational structures of silos to a 

sieve-like model that would support internal collaboration. 
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 If a campus wants to foster a climate of engagement and create a community of 

practice not only does it need to be endorsed by college and university presidents and 

senior administrators but training and professional development opportunities need to 

be made available to faculty and staff. Further, explicitly defining how that agenda 

will be implemented, by whom, when, and with what resources, tools, and benchmarks 

for measuring outcomes are important elements that will support success. Identifying 

metrics and measuring return on their social investments will allow the institution to 

clearly evaluate the experience against other initiatives. The most obvious metric 

would be tracking the number of faculty/student hours dedicated to engagement 

activities or numbers of partnerships. Metrics could be financial benchmarks that 

could be measured by the number of foundation or grants awarded. Other benchmarks 

could include the number of service-learning courses, changes in the types of inquiries 

related to admission or community members seeking collaborative opportunities, 

student retention and job placement for those involved in engagement activities, 

changes in the number or type of invitations for faculty speakers, or faculty, staff, 

administrator seats community boards or members, or community member seats on 

campus committees or boards. Clarity of the purpose and the specific roles and 

responsibilities of college and university actors, presidents, senior administrators, 

academic deans, faculty, and students will assure the agenda is implemented and will 

foster collaboration and innovation.  

 The study participants also noted key suggestions for higher education that are 

included here: being open to possibilities, fostering good stewardship of professional 

partnerships, training and preparing students to be responsible members of a service 
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initiative and effective campus representatives, reach out to the community and be part 

of the discussion to understand the social issues faced by community members, and 

look beyond their own campus in order to leverage resources through collaboration.  

 Two final recommendations are more practical in nature. The first 

recommendation is for colleges and communities to explore what intangible or 

intangible resources could be made available to support community partners who host 

students involved in engaged activities. A bank or directory could be created with the 

services available on college campuses such as IT support, meeting facilitation, grant 

writing, or access to meeting room space. If made available, these supports would 

recognize the value of the community partners‟ contributions to student engagement 

and build institutional good will with external stakeholders. A tuition stipend for 

organizations hosting students would be included in this model. The stipend is already 

used for by some teacher education programs to recognize the work of collaborating 

teachers or schools. A similar model would work for community partners and also 

could serve as seed money to support enrollment goals by attracting new students to 

the college‟s degree programs. 

 The last recommendation is for the creation of a matching system where 

community organizations could easily log their availability to host students involved 

in service-learning, ideas for community-based research or learning opportunities, or 

concepts for engaged scholarship projects. College and university staff and faculty 

could use the same system to post engagement opportunities or research initiatives.  
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 Recommendations addressing the broader scope campus-to-community 

collaboration. 

 The last recommendation relates to how campus-to community collaboration 

affects or is affected by the social problems or issues in a specific community. A 

statewide summit would be useful, of course, but it is recommended that each college 

host a local summit addressing the issues unique to their stakeholders and their 

community. The purpose would be to identify and understand the needs, interests and 

expectations of a broad spectrum of community stakeholders including business and 

industry, government, healthcare, social services, education, etc. Other questions could 

be addressed including perceptions of the value of campus-to-community 

collaboration, what barriers to collaboration exist, what tools or resources would make 

collaboration more effective. The group could discuss the nature of innovation, social 

responsibility, and social entrepreneurialism as they relate to engagement and the local 

priorities, goals, and timetables. The group could develop an action plan and define 

steps to respond to the needs of the community. This information could be assembled 

and used to frame a larger, state-wide discussion with a broader group of stakeholders 

built on what is learned at the local level. In addition to answering important strategic 

community questions, the results reaffirm of higher education‟s commitment to 

solving community problems.  

 Recommendations for further research. 

 A number of questions emerged from this study that suggested further 

research. The most obvious recommendation is to replicate the study with a larger 

population of community and higher education partners to explore differences in 
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location, sizes, and types of colleges and universities and the nature of campus-to-

community collaborations with online delivery models and for profit institutions. 

Conversely, a case study approach could more fully explore to the nuances of campus-

to-community relations that were revealed from the data. 

 A comprehensive understanding of the perceived value of engagement 

practices would benefit from understanding the experiences of internal stakeholders 

such as students, alumni, faculty members, administrators, staff members, promotion 

and tenure committees, and boards of trustees. Other community members, business 

leaders, and organizations that are not involved in campus-to-community partnerships 

could also provide insight to the value of collaboration and of higher education in 

solving community problems. 

 Other areas for further research include exploring how engaged practices 

impact scholarship, problem solving, innovation, and foster new models of 

collaboration among community partners. What is the implication of campus-to –

community collaboration with increased on-line programs or alternative delivery 

models? What is the impact of students‟ participation in engaged activities on 

academic and career choices and opportunities for future employment? What are the 

cross cultural and global implications of engagement? How do international 

engagement experiences prepare students to respond to global needs and enhance the 

social good of a global audience? What are the real costs and benefits of engagement? 

What is the impact of different leadership styles, experiences, and responsibilities on 

the level of commitment engagement? What are the relationships between social 

responsibility, social entrepreneurialism, and levels of commitment to engagement for 
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colleges and universities? Is institutional social capital generated from engagement 

activities and how can it be measured? Is institutional financial capital gained from 

engagement and how can it be measured? 

 Summary. 

 Colleges and universities in the 21
st
 century are complex organizations with 

academic, civic, and operational functions and missions. Higher education‟s response 

to challenge and change are evident throughout history as universities have adjusted to 

the unique needs and values of the times (Perkins, 1966). If there is any difference 

now, it could be in the convergence of the magnitude, velocity, and multiple voices of 

the demanding change. These demands suggest the importance for leaders in higher 

education to understand the implications of these multi-faceted perspectives of the 

internal and external pressures on college and university operations. Without an 

understanding of the relationships, relevance, and value to external stakeholders it is 

impossible to craft or implement an effective response to challenge and change. 

 In recent years there has been a renewed interest in engagement. Campus-to-

community collaboration allows higher education to continue to commit to the core 

principles of teaching, research, and service while responding to the variety of needs 

of the communities it serves and “partner in the search for answers to our most 

pressing social, civic, economic and moral problems” (Boyer, 1996, p. 11).  

 The study contributed an important perspective to the understanding of the 

experiences, needs, and interests of the community partners. The data also revealed 

important information about their perceptions of higher education as a result of their 

participation in engagement activities. This information is useful to higher education 
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as senior administrators, faculty, and staff assess opportunities and threats to 

partnerships and to guide better practices. Openness to understanding community 

stakeholders contributes to administrators‟ ability to learn from and manage 

relationships, build relevancy and good will, maximize resources, and fulfill their 

institutions‟ short- and long-term objectives. Building an environment that supports 

stakeholder relations helps leaders maneuver through the challenges and change of our 

times. 
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Appendix A 

 Plymouth State University Institutional Review Board approval. 

Plymouth State University 
Institutional Review Board 

 
 
April 8, 2011 
 
Dear Ms Lever:  
 
On behalf of the Institutional Review Board (IRB), your project entitled “Relationships and 
Relevance: Assessing Community Partners in Higher Education” has been granted approval 
under exempt status for one year effective April 8, 2011.  
 
If, during the course of you project you intend to make changes which may significantly affect 
the human subjects involved (particularly methodological changes), you must obtain IRB 
approval prior to implementing these changes. Any unanticipated problems related to your use 
of human subjects must be promptly reported to the IRB. The IRB may be contacted through 
Dr. David Mackey, Chair of the IRB. This is required so that the IRB can update or revise 
protective measures for human subjects as may be necessary.  
 
You are expected to maintain as an essential part of your project records, any records 
pertaining to the use of humans as subjects in your research. This includes any information or 
materials conveyed to and received from the subjects as well as any executed forms, data and 
analysis results. If this is a funded project (federal, state, private, other), you should be aware 
that these records are subject to inspection and review by authorized representatives of the 
University, State of New Hampshire, and/or the federal government. 
 
Please note that IRB approval cannot exceed one year. If you expect your project to continue 
beyond this approval period, you must submit a request for continuance to the IRB for renewal 
of IRB approval. IRB approval must be obtained and maintained for the entire term of your 
project or award. 
 
Please notify the IRB in writing when the project is completed. We may ask that you provide 
information regarding your experiences with human subjects and with the IRB review process. 
Upon notification we will close our files pertaining to your project. Any subsequent reactivation 
of the project will require a new IRB application. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact the IRB if you have any questions or require assistance. We 
will be happy to assist you in any way we can. Thank you for your cooperation and efforts 
throughout this review process. We wish you success in this endeavor. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
David Mackey 

 
David A. Mackey, Chair 
Institutional Review Board 
Plymouth State University 
damackey@plymouth.edu 
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 University of New Hampshire Institutional Review Board approval. 
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Appendix C 

 

 Community partner web survey invitation and reminder email copy. 

 

Initial invitation to participate in survey (first email communication). 

 

Greetings,  

 

You are invited to participate in an anonymous, Internet survey related to campus-to-

community collaboration. The survey should take approximately 10 minutes to 

complete. Your responses will help us to understand and explain the nature of campus-

to-community partnerships.  

 

This survey is part of a research study that will explore the perceptions of 

approximately 250 community partners who have collaborated with New Hampshire 

colleges and universities in activities such as community-based research, engaged 

scholarship, or service learning. The survey will be accessible until July 20.   

 

Your input is important. I hope you will share your thoughts about your experiences 

related to campus-to-community collaboration and partnerships.  

 

To participate in the Internet survey:  

1. Click the following link. You will land on the consent form and be able to 

enter the survey https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx  

If the link does not bring you directly to the survey, please copy and paste the entire 

web address into your Web browser, and press the ENTER.  

2. This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address. Please do not 

forward this message.  

3. Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click the 

link below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.  

https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx  

 

More information on the study:  

As you know, funding organizations, government agencies, and the public have called 

for increased accountability, efficiency, innovation, and evidence of economic and 

social value from nonprofit and community organizations, colleges, and universities. 

Your responses to this survey will enhance our understanding of campus-to-

community partnerships and help us respond to these challenges and expectations with 

effective and useful solutions.  

 

I am conducting this study as part of the requirements for a doctorate in education at 

Plymouth State University (PSU). I am also Director of Marketing and Community 

Relations at the University of New Hampshire (UNH) Manchester Campus. Your 

survey responses will be used in my dissertation research and the results will help 

community organizations and their higher education partners strengthen these 

partnerships and to more effectively meet their needs, goals, and expectations.  
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The results of this survey will be reported in a grouped format and may be published 

or reported to academic institutions, professional associations, or peer reviewed 

journals. Neither individual nor organizational identities will be determinable through 

demographic information such as your service area or affiliation with a college or 

university.  

 

Thank you for your time and your anticipated participation. If you have any questions 

or concerns about this study or if would like to request a summary of the findings, 

please contact me, Ginger Hobbs Lever, by email at gingerlever@gmail.com or call 

603-818-6722.  

 

Thank you,  

 

Ginger Hobbs Lever, CAGS/Education  

gingerlever@gmail.com  

 

 Copy of first reminder email (second communication). 

 

Subject: Campus to Community Partnerships - What works and What Doesn't 

 

Greetings, 

 

Earlier this week I sent you an invitation to participate in an web survey about your 

collaboration with colleges and universities. If you have already responded, thank you 

for your time. 

 

I know this is a busy time of year and hope you can take 10 minutes to share your 

experiences and perceptions. When you do, you will help us understand what works 

and what does not and how campus-to-community collaboration can be improved. 

 

Here is a link to the survey: 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=_2bbYnCpOg5eQejM8WJve_2ftos6nXL

IVwqNRRb5HiZABms_3d 

 

This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address. Please do not forward 

this message. 

 

Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click the link 

below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list. 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx 

 

If you have any questions about this survey, please do not hesitate to contact me 

at gingerlever@gmail.com 

 

Thank you for your participation. 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=_2bbYnCpOg5eQejM8WJve_2ftos6nXLIVwqNRRb5HiZABms_3d
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=_2bbYnCpOg5eQejM8WJve_2ftos6nXLIVwqNRRb5HiZABms_3d
https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx
mailto:gingerlever@gmail.com
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 Second reminder email (third email communication). 

 

Subject: Challenging Times for Nonprofits and Community  

 

Greetings, 

 

As you know, funding organizations, government agencies, and the public have called 

for increased accountability, efficiency, innovation, and evidence of economic and 

social value from nonprofits and community organizations. For many organizations, 

collaboration with colleges and universities has been one solution to respond to these 

demands.  

 

This email is a follow up to an invitation to participate in an anonymous Internet 

survey related to campus-to-community partnerships. Without community partners, 

there cannot be campus-to-community collaboration! Your responses to this survey 

will help us understand campus-to-community partnerships and develop effective 

responses to meet the challenges of our times.  

 

I hope you can spare approximately 10 minutes to complete the survey and share your 

thoughts about your experiences. The survey will be accessible until July 20. More 

than 75 people have responded so far. If you have already responded, thank you for 

your time. This survey is part of a research study that will explore the perceptions of 

community partners who have collaborated with New Hampshire colleges and 

universities in activities such as community-based research, engaged scholarship, or 

service learning.  

 

To participate in the Internet survey:  

1. Click the following link. You will land on the consent form and be able to 

enter the survey https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx  

If the link does not bring you directly to the survey, please copy and paste the entire 

web address into your Web browser, and press the ENTER.  

2. This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address. Please do not 

forward this message.  

3. Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click the 

link below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.  

https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx  

 

More information: 

I am conducting this study as part of the requirements for a doctorate in education at 

Plymouth State University (PSU). I am also Director of Marketing and Community 

Relations at the University of New Hampshire (UNH) Manchester Campus. Your 

survey responses will be used in my dissertation research and the results will help 

community organizations and their higher education partners strengthen these 

partnerships and to more effectively meet their needs, goals, and expectations.  
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The results of this survey will be reported in a grouped format and may be published 

or reported to academic institutions, professional associations, or peer reviewed 

journals. Neither individual nor organizational identities will be determinable through 

demographic information such as your service area or college or university affiliation.  

 

Thank you for your time and your anticipated participation. If you have any questions 

or concerns about this study or if would like to request a summary of the findings, 

please contact me, Ginger Hobbs Lever, by email at gingerlever@gmail.com or call 

603-818-6722.  

 

Thank you,  

 

Ginger Hobbs Lever, CAGS/Education  

gingerlever@gmail.com  

 

Third and final reminder email (fourth email communication). 

 

Subject: Community Partner Survey  

 

Greetings, 

 

Without community partners, there cannot be campus-to-community collaboration! By 

sharing your perceptions about your partnerships you can help develop best practices 

for effective campus-to-community collaboration. I hope you can take 10 minutes to 

respond to questions in this anonymous Internet survey. Your responses will us 

understand your experiences, needs, interests, and expectations.  

 

The survey is available until July 20. There is still time to participate and share your 

experiences, needs and expectations of campus –to-community collaboration. 

 

To participate in the Internet survey:  

1. Click the following link. You will land on the consent form and be able to 

enter the survey https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx  

If the link does not bring you directly to the survey, please copy and paste the entire 

web address into your Web browser, and press the ENTER.  

2. This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address. Please do not 

forward this message.  

3. Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click the 

link below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.  

https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx  

 

More information: 

I am conducting this study as part of the requirements for a doctorate in education at 

Plymouth State University (PSU). I am also Director of Marketing and Community 

Relations at the University of New Hampshire (UNH) Manchester Campus. Your 

survey responses will be used in my dissertation research and the results will help 
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community organizations and their higher education partners strengthen these 

partnerships and to more effectively meet their needs, goals, and expectations.  

 

The results of this survey will be reported in a grouped format and may be published 

or reported to academic institutions, professional associations, or peer reviewed 

journals. Neither individual nor organizational identities will be determinable through 

demographic information such as your service area or affiliation with a college or 

university.  

 

Thank you for your time. If you have any questions or concerns about this study or if 

would like to request a summary of the findings, please contact me, Ginger Hobbs 

Lever, by email at gingerlever@gmail.com or call 603-818-6722.  

 

Thank you,  

 

Ginger Hobbs Lever, CAGS/Education  

gingerlever@gmail.com  

 

 Final email (fifth email communication). 

 

SUBJECT: Community Partner Survey Closes July 20 

 

Greetings, 

 

I have invited you to share your perceptions about your higher education partnerships 

in previous emails. The Community Partner Survey will close on July 20, and if you 

have not yet responded, I hope you will take this opportunity to share your 

experiences. 

 

To participate in the Internet survey:  

1. Click the following link. You will land on the consent form and be able to enter 

the survey https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx  

 If the link does not bring you directly to the survey, please copy and paste the 

 entire web address into your Web browser, and press the ENTER.  

2. This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address. Please do not 

forward this message.  

3. Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click the 

link below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.  

https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx  

 

More information: 

I am conducting this study as part of the requirements for a doctorate in education at 

Plymouth State University (PSU). I am also Director of Marketing and Community 

Relations at the University of New Hampshire (UNH) Manchester Campus. Your 

survey responses will be used in my dissertation research and the results will help 
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community organizations and their higher education partners strengthen these 

partnerships and to more effectively meet their needs, goals, and expectations.  

 

The results of this survey will be reported in a grouped format and may be published 

or reported to academic institutions, professional associations, or peer reviewed 

journals. Neither individual nor organizational identities will be determinable through 

demographic information such as your service area or affiliation with a college or 

university.  

 

Thank you for your time and your anticipated participation. If you have any questions 

or concerns about this study or if would like to request a summary of the findings, 

please contact me, Ginger Hobbs Lever, by email at gingerlever@gmail.com or call 

603-818-6722.  

 

Thank you,  

 

Ginger Hobbs Lever, CAGS/Education  

gingerlever@gmail.com  
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Appendix D 

 

 Permission email from Barbara Holland. 

  

 
Reply 

 
Barbara Holland barbara.holland@sydney.edu.au to me 

 

show details May 23  
 
Dear Ginger, 
Great to hear from you! Thank you for the reflection back on my interview in the late 1990s...I 
left that experience excited by the potential for UNH Manchester and I do remember our 
conversations. I have fond feelings for your campus! 
  

Good to hear you are working on the Ed.D. and some partnership research. There have been 
a number of important works on partnerships in the last five years so let me know if I can help 
you develop some resources for your literature review so as to place your study in the context 
of that work. I'm always delighted to encourage those who are working on their doctorate while 
working - I can relate from my own experience! 
  

I'm happy for you to use the survey in the book...we (the authors) have been quite liberal in 
this regard. Thanks for checking. 
  

I hope you will stay in touch and let me know how you progress along! 
Kind regards, 
Barbara 
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Appendix E 

 

 Informed consent and web survey. 
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 Debriefing sheet – web survey. 

 

Thank you for completing the survey!! This page will further explain the purpose of 

the survey research you have just participated in. After you are finished viewing this 

page and have submitted your answers by clicking on the button at the bottom of the 

page, it is recommended you exit or quit your Web browser to eliminate the possibility 

(which varies depending on your computer and browser) that your responses could be 

viewed by hitting the "back" button. 

 

Please do not discuss or show the information on this page with any of your friends 

who might complete the survey or speak with someone else who might. This is to 

avoid invalidating the results of the study. We would like to remind you that all the 

data you just provided will be kept in a confidential and anonymous manner and that 

any identifying information you provided will be used ONLY to provide you with a 

copy of the research summary data, and will be destroyed immediately following this 

notification. 

 

The purpose of this study is to understand and explain community partners‟ 

expectations, needs, and interests, and their perception of the value of higher education 

as a result of engagement activities. Specifically, this study will explore the nature of 

these campus-community relationships and the level of higher education‟s 

commitment to engagement resulting from campus-community collaboration in 

engagement activities such as service learning, civic engagement, and engaged 

scholarship.  

 

Because you have invested time in this study, you may have an interest in what we 

hope to find from your results. If you have questions about this survey or would like a 

copy of the results (available after October, 2011), please click now to email me at 

gingerlever@gmail.com or call me at the number below. Thank you again for your 

interest and participation. Now, it's time to submit your answers. 

 

CLICK HERE if you have read this information and want to keep your responses to 

the survey. 

 

CLICK HERE if you have read this information and want to remove your responses 

from the data file. 

 

Principal Investigator:  Ginger Hobbs Lever 

    Plymouth State University, candidate for a doctorate in 

education      and University of New Hampshire  

    Director, Marketing and Community Relations 

    400 Commercial Street; Manchester, NH 03101  

    Phone: Office: 603-641-4122; Cell: 603-818-6722 

    Email: gingerlever@gmail.com 

 

  

mailto:gingerlever@gmail.com
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Appendix F 

 

 Community partner interview invitation letter. 

 

Dear (community partner): 

 

I am conducting a study exploring the nature of college campus-community 

partnerships, specifically those partnerships that have included some form of 

engagement activity such as service- learning, community-based research, or engaged 

scholarship. I write to invite you to participate in a personal interview regarding your 

experiences with engagement activities.  

 

The purpose of this study is to understand community and campus stakeholders‟ 

expectations, needs, and interests as well as their perceptions of the value of higher 

education. I am conducting this study as part of the requirements for a doctorate in 

education in learning, leadership, and community at Plymouth State University. 

 

The interviews will be conducted in a 30- to 45-minute session at a time and location 

that is convenient for you between (Date) and (Date). Interviews will be conducted in 

person or via telephone. You will be asked a series of open ended questions about 

your experience and perceptions related to on your campus community engagement 

activities. I will take hand-written notes on your responses to the interview questions, 

and, only with your permission, may audio tape the interview. 

 

Participation in the study is voluntary and I will seek to maintain the confidentiality of 

all data and records associated with your participation in this project. Your responses 

will be aggregated with those of other participants and included in the overall data 

analysis. 

 

I will contact you after (within one week after the invitation is sent) to determine your 

interest and availability to participate. If you are interested, we can schedule the 

interview at that time.  

 

If you have any questions pertaining to this research you can contact me, Ginger 

Hobbs Lever, by email at gingerlever@gmail.com or by phone at 603-818-6722, or 

Susan Amburg, Director Office of Sponsored Programs, Plymouth State University 17 

High Street, MSC #51, Speare Administration Building, Room 220 Plymouth, NH 

03264 603-535-3233. If you have any questions about your rights as a research subject 

you may also contact Dr. Julie Simpson in UNH research Integrity Services at 603-

862-2003 or julie.simpson@unh.edu to discuss them. 

 

Thank you for your consideration of this invitation to participate in this study. I will 

contact you by phone next week, unless I hear from you before that time. 

 

Sincerely, 

Ginger Hobbs Lever 
 

mailto:julie.simpson@unh.edu
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Appendix G 

 

 Community partner interview consent form.  
 

TITLE OF RESEARCH STUDY 

“Relationships and Relevance: Assessing Community Partners in Higher Education.” 

The researcher, Ginger Hobbs Lever, is conducting this study as part of the 

requirements for a doctorate in education in learning, leadership, and community at 

Plymouth State University. 

 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY? 

The purpose of this study is to understand and explain community partners‟ and 

stakeholders‟ expectations, needs, and interests, and their perception of the value of 

engagement activities. Specifically, this study will explore the nature of these campus-

community relationships and the level of higher education‟s commitment that results 

from campus-community collaboration through engagement activities such as service 

learning, civic engagement, and engaged scholarship. 

 

WHAT DOES YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THIS STUDY INVOLVE? 

The study will include interviews with 5 community partners from CCNH member 

colleges and universities. The study will be conducted in a 30- to 45-minute interview 

format at a time and location that is convenient for you. You will be asked a series of 

open ended questions about your experience and perceptions related to on your 

campus engagement activities, such as service-learning, civic engagement or engaged 

scholarship.  

 

WHAT ARE THE POSSIBLE RISKS OF PARTICIPATING IN THIS STUDY?  

There are no risks to you by participating in this study and your participation is 

voluntary. 

 

WHAT ARE THE POSSIBLE BENEFITS OF PARTICIPATING IN THIS STUDY? 

By participating in this study you will contribute to the understanding of how 

engagement activities can serve as a catalyst to build university and community 

partner relationships. Your participation will provide insight to best practices for 

effective collaboration.  

 

IF YOU CHOOSE TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY, WILL IT COST YOU ANYTHING?  

 There are no costs to you to participate in this study. 

 

WILL YOU RECEIVE ANY COMPENSATION FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS STUDY?  

You will not be compensated for participating in this study. 

 

WHAT OTHER OPTIONS ARE AVAILABLE IF YOU DO NOT WANT TO TAKE PART IN THIS 

STUDY?  

You understand that your consent to participate in this research is entirely voluntary, 

and that your refusal to participate will involve no prejudice, penalty or loss of benefits 

to which you would otherwise be entitled. 

 

CAN YOU WITHDRAW FROM THIS STUDY?  
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If you consent to participate in this study, you are free to stop your participation in the 

study at any time without prejudice, penalty, or loss of benefits to which you would 

otherwise be entitled. 

 

HOW WILL THE CONFIDENTIALITY OF YOUR RECORDS BE PROTECTED?  

The researcher seeks to maintain the confidentiality of all data and records associated with 

your participation in this research. If you agree to audio taping, the audio tapes, along with the 

researcher‟s notes will be transcribed and the files secured, protected, and accessible only to 

the researcher. Once transcribed, the audio files will be erased. Response data from the study 

will be reported in the aggregate. The data from the study will be used for publications and 

presentations. 

 

You should understand, however, there are rare instances when the researcher is required to 

share personally-identifiable information (e.g., according to policy, contract, and regulation). 

For example, in response to a complaint about the research, officials at Plymouth State 

University, designees of the sponsor(s), and/or regulatory and oversight government agencies 

may access research data.  

 

The researcher will take hand-written notes on your responses to the interview questions, and 

may, with your permission, audio tape the interviews. These notes and, if used, the audio files 

will be secured in a locked cabinet in the researcher‟s office until they are destroyed after 

transcription. All responses will be reported in the aggregate. 

 

WHOM TO CONTACT IF YOU HAVE QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS STUDY 

 If you have any questions pertaining to the research you can contact Ginger Hobbs 

Lever by email at gingerlever@unh.edu or by phone at 603-818-6722, or Susan Amburg, 

Director Office of Sponsored Programs, Plymouth State University 17 High Street, MSC #51, 

Speare Administration Building, Room 220 Plymouth, NH 03264 603-535-3233. If you have 

any questions about your rights as a research subject you may also contact Dr. Julie Simpson 

in UNH research Integrity Services at 603-862-2003 or julie.simpson@unh.edu to discuss 

them. 

  

Please initial here __ if you agree to the audio-taping of the interview. You are free to stop the 

audio-taping at any time during the interview. 

 

 

I, ________________________________ consent/agree to participate in this research study 

 

 

            

Signature of participant         Date 

 

 

            

Signature of researcher         Date 

 

mailto:gingerlever@unh.edu
mailto:julie.simpson@unh.edu
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Appendix H 

 

 Community partner interview questions. 

 

Basic Information: 

 

1. Please provide a brief overview, from your own perspective, of the 

partnership(s) or project(s) in which your organization participated. What 

people, offices, roles have you worked with in the course of your campus-to-

community relations? 

 

2. Why did you get involved in the(se) partnerships/projects? How did they come 

about? 

 

Regarding project outcomes: 

 

3. What were your expectations? Did you have specific goals? Were your 

expectations met? 

 

4. What would you say was the key to success? What went particularly well, and 

why? 

 

5. What obstacles/barriers did you encounter and how did you deal with them? 

 

Regarding the impact of the project on your organization: 

 

6. What were the benefits to your organization (social, economic, impacts on 

staff, insights about operations, capacity to serve clients)? 

 

7. Knowing what you know now, what would you do differently that would make 

the partnership go better? 

 

 

Regarding the college or university’s role in the partnership: 

 

8. What should the college or university do differently next time? 

 

Reflecting on your experience of working with the college or university: 

 

9. What is the most important thing you would like the university to hear from 

you? 

 

10. What relationship, if any, do you anticipate you will develop or maintain with 

the college or university in the future? 
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Appendix I 

 

 Interview participant survey. 
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Appendix J 

 

Table Jl 

 

Campus Compact for NH College and University members 
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Appendix K 

 

Table K1  

 

Community partners’ satisfaction with students, faculty, and administrators 
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Table K1  

 

Community partners’ satisfaction with students, faculty, and administrators 

(continued) 
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Table K1  

 

Community partners’ satisfaction with students, faculty, and administrators 

(continued) 
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Table K1  

 

Community partners’ satisfaction with students, faculty, and administrators 

(continued) 
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Table K1  

 

Community partners’ satisfaction with students, faculty, and administrators 

(continued) 
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Table K1  

 

Community partners’ satisfaction with students, faculty, and administrators 

(continued) 
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Table K2  

 

Community partners’ satisfaction with partnerships 
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Table K2  

 

Community partners’ satisfaction with partnerships (combined) 
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Table K2  

 

Community partners’ satisfaction with partnerships (combined) 
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Table K2  

 

Community partners’ satisfaction with partnerships (combined) 
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