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Abstract

Although a large body of literature discusses the advancement of
community engagement in higher education, a less substantial
body of scholarship explores how engagement is promoted and
institutionalized within universities. In this exploratory study, using
a discourse analysis of official reports posted on the websites of three
university cases, the qualitative results unfolded how community
engagement was institutionalized. The study identified some of the
basic mechanisms social language uses to create institutions within
institutions, like university engagement. The study provided data to
support the theoretical assumption that language, through a host of
possible configurations of texts, generates discourses that engender
social actions such as institutionalization. Those processes disclosed
how engagement was produced, and it is still evolving. Further research

strategies are discussed.
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s universities evolve, embrac-

ing new missions and models to

transform people and communi-

ties, they continue to experience

the emergence of new ways to
bring out changes within the three critical
missions of teaching, research, and service
(Gregorutti, 2011; McAdam & Debackere,
2018; Yun & Liu, 2019). Particularly since
the 1980s and in the American context, in-
stitutions of higher learning have been re-
acting to an increasing attempt to establish
partnerships with surrounding communi-
ties. An important landmark that made this
trend visible can be traced back to the 1985
creation of Campus Compact, an initia-
tive sponsored by the presidents of Brown,
Georgetown, and Stanford Universities and
the Education Commission of the States to
advance the mission of promoting a health-
ier democracy through the engagement
of higher education with communities.
According to its official website (https://
compact.org), these leaders were concerned
with the lack of involvement of higher
education institutions in strengthening de-
mocracy and society. Ernest Boyer, with his
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Scholarship Reconsidered (1990) report from
the Carnegie Foundation, set another vital
milestone to rethink the purposes of higher
education. These and others’ contributions
were reactions to the increasing question-
ing of higher education that permeated
American society (Hursh & Wall, 2011).

In recent years, universities and communi-
ties have been approaching each other, in-
creasing the exchange of resources to partner
on behalf of everyday needs (Bortolin, 2011;
Hahn et al., 2015; Hoffman, 2021; Schneider,
2022). According to Campus Compact and
similar organizations, those activities show
remarkable growth involving people from
academia and community institutions. At
the same time, peer-reviewed publications
have proliferated, exhibiting a host of ways
in which engagement can be expanded,
grounded on its virtues, through different
models and activities, to advance communi-
ties and learning in the U.S. higher education
system (Kuh, 2009; Ozias & Pasque, 2019;
Yorio & Ye, 2012; Zepke, 2015).

The initial Academic Profession in the
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Knowledge Bases Society (APIKS) survey
report, a longitudinal study (Jacob et al.,
2020), showed that U.S. universities and
their professors are increasingly involved
in community engagement. The 1,135 re-
sponses from 80 sampled institutions rep-
resenting the four-year tertiary education
spectrum from 33 states and two territories
depicted a clear commitment to engage-
ment. About 77% of the APIKS participat-
ing professors have been involved in some
community service. Most faculty members
were engaged, whether their orientation
was toward research (72%) or teaching
(78%), showing a widespread acceptance
of engagement as part of their professional
activities. Also, at an institutional level,
most professors (70%) acknowledged that
engagement is promoted through official
mission statements. More than half of the
academics reported that their universities
provided formal institutional support to ad-
vance service. These profound and essential
shifts have also influenced students, knowl-
edge production, university relationships,
and communities.

One may ask, what prompts universities
to participate in transforming communi-
ties and themselves? According to Bringle
and Hatcher (2002), that question can be
approached through different exchange
theories, since community engagement
is essentially an activity rooted in human
and institutional relationships that lead to
“trading” mutual benefits. Enos and Morton
(2003), borrowing from the transactional-
transformational leadership theory (Burns,
1978), suggested that “most of our service-
learning and community service efforts can
be characterized as transactional” (p. 24),
and the same authors explained the idea
by saying, “Too often, then, we think of
campus-community partnerships as linear,
transactional relationships between or
among representatives of institutional in-
terests” (p. 24), an approach that some re-
searchers have criticized, stressing that en-
gagement must move beyond transactional
toward transformational (Bushouse, 2005;
Strier, 2014; Welch, 2016). O’Meara (2008)
underlined the importance of motivational
theories to explain how individual and in-
stitutional goals and assumptions prompt
engagement in each context. Isomorphism
may explain some of the popularity of en-
gagement among universities, as they copy
each other (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983).

Universities and faculty members start

engaging through the emergence of a new
epistemology, as Schon (1995) put it, that
prompts them to share their resources.
Based on the social theory of cognition,
Sloman and Fernbach (2017) proposed that
people rarely think alone. Humans build
systems of knowledge, with practical impli-
cations, by relying on complex interactions
not only with one another but also through
their bodies and artifacts designed to cope
with challenges.

According to Phillips et al. (2004), institu-
tions are based on specific types of texts that
configure a coherent discourse with sets of
assumptions, principles, and purposes to
develop actions that are later institution-
alized: “Institutions can be understood as
products of the discursive activity that in-
fluences actions” (p. 635). That happens
through “texts” that can be oral, written, or
symbolic, but all converge to facilitate ac-
tions. Using a discourse analysis (DA) may
be helpful to explore this central question;
as De Graaf (2001) put it, “Discourses are
constitutive of reality. By looking at what
people say and write, we can learn how
they construct their world” (p. 301). Little
research addresses the institutional dis-
course associated with promoting commu-
nity engagement as a new higher education
paradigm reconfiguring U.S. tertiary educa-
tion’s core missions. Numerous theoretical
discussions have explained the importance
of involvement to advance learning (Astin,
1984, Pace, 1980; Tinto, 1993) that provided
the basis for engaging students in the con-
text of criticism of higher education (Boyer,
1990; Kellogg Commission, 1999; Kosar,
2011; National Commission on Excellence
in Education, 1983). Several studies ex-
plain how engagement became relevant for
higher education by questioning prevalent
practices (Wolf-Wendel et al., 2009) and
how the federal government supported the
idea of engagement through funding that
prompted several initiatives to advance the
trend (Kuh, 2009; Ross, 2002). Other stud-
ies provided ideological explanations, such as
neoliberalism as the source of engagement
(Biesta, 2004; Hursh & Wall, 2011; Zepke,
2015). Several researchers have devoted time
to explaining the types and characteristics
of engagement (Furco, 2010; Saltmarsh et
al., 2009; Strier, 2014; Welch, 2016). Still
others focused on what facilitates engage-
ment development (Dorado & Giles, 2004;
Enos & Morton, 2003; Gehrke & Kezar, 2019;
Hoffman, 2021; Hoyt, 2010; O’Meara, 2008).
An extensive body of studies explores the
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benefits and positive impact on students,
universities, and communities (Astin et al.,
2000; Eyler et al., 2001; Galiatsatos et al.,
2015; Harden et al., 2017; Holley & Harris,
2018; Rama et al., 2000; Roberts et al., 2019).
However, the effect of DA as a comprehen-
sive methodology to explain the development
of engagement in higher education has not
been studied.

Understanding the mechanism and pro-
cesses associated with the impact of narra-
tives that produce engagement represents
a significant gap in the current specialized
literature on community engagement. Thus,
this article aims to introduce this movement
to systematize its general characteristics
and explore how three case universities
promoted and applied the central elements
of this emerging trend. Moreover, under-
standing global paradigms, discourses, and
narratives that configure and reconfigure
specific and influential processes impacting
higher education can benefit higher edu-
cation administrators and policymakers in
developing and implementing policies such
as engagement.

Theoretical Approach

According to the Carnegie Foundation for
the Advancement of Teaching (n.d.):

The purpose of community engage-
ment is the partnership of college
and university knowledge and re-
sources with those of the public and
private sectors to enrich scholar-
ship, research, and creative activ-
ity; enhance curriculum, teaching,
and learning; prepare educated,
engaged citizens; strengthen
democratic values and civic re-
sponsibility; address critical soci-
etal issues; and contribute to the
public good. (“What Is Community
Engagement?”)

This definition encompasses most dimen-
sions of engaging with communities to ad-
vance multiple purposes. It reveals essential
aspects of the impact of culture, mission,
and environment on organizational behav-
ior in the context of engagement. However,
no comprehensive theoretical framework
appeared as distinctive (e.g., Hicks & Lloyd,
2021; Warren, 2012) to explain the phe-
nomenon. Since community engagement
is built into the fabric of society, involv-
ing many factors and social organizations,
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such as universities and communities, DA
can provide some of the epistemological
foundations to uncover what influences the
configuration and development of engage-
ment in higher education, as Phillips and
Hardy (2002) remarked:

We find discourse analysis to be a
compelling theoretical frame for
observing social reality[,] . . . a
useful method in a number of em-
pirical studies[, and] . . . an episte-
mology that explains how we know
the social world, as well as a set of
methods for studying it. (pp. 2-3)

A core epistemological assumption of DA is
that social reality is created through lan-
guage that expresses itself through various
types of text, such as verbal, visual, and
written (Krippendorff, 2004; Wittgenstein,
1967). In tandem with many contextual
interactions, these texts configure the dis-
courses that yield social organizations (Gee,
1999). The final product of the dynamic be-
tween texts and context is a discourse that
creates specific identities or, as Gee (1999)
put it, “spoken and written language as
it is used to enact social and cultural per-
spectives and identities” (p. 4). The same
author clarified, “Language-in-action is
always and everywhere an active building
process” (p. 11), producing social reality: in
this case, community engagement among
higher education institutions.

It is essential to recognize that organiza-
tional and social discourses must be ana-
lyzed by different approaches, depending
on epistemological assumptions. One avail-
able approach is critical discourse analysis
(CDA), a variant of DA that is making its
way into social sciences, as well as education
(Bortolin, 2011; Garrity, 2010; Ozias & Pasque,
2019; Pasquesi, 2019; Saarinen, 2008; Wright
& Kim, 2022). Indeed, an impressive amount
of research has applied CDA to explore po-
litical or social justice problems that are,
one way or the other, perpetuating current
misbalances within communities. CDA fo-
cuses on the power dynamics that emerge
from a text to support action; as Wodak
(2013) put it, CDA has an “interest in the
semiotic dimensions of power, injustice and
political-economic, social or cultural change
in our globalized and globalizing world and
societies” (p. 22). Consequently, CDA ex-
amines how any specific actor or organiza-
tion constructs and utilizes the discourse to
substantiate activity within a social power
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struggle. Through an interconnected set of
texts, language creates a discourse that CDA
explores in its context but against a critical
view of the power struggle (Foucault, 1966).

Instead, this study is concerned with as-
sembling the essential elements that fa-
cilitate community engagement—the as-
sumptions, principles, and purposes that
are promoted to create an institutional
discourse—namely, different variants of
community engagement. A general DA ap-
proach can better fit the goals of the study,
as Phillips and Hardy (2002) put it:

Not all empirical work is so directly
interested in power, however, and
many studies explore the construc-
tive effects of discourse without
explicitly focusing on the politi-
cal dynamics. Important bodies of
work . . . [are] more interested in
developing an understanding of
constructive processes than power
and politics per se. Rather than
exploring who benefits or is disad-
vantaged by a socially constructed
“reality,” these researchers are
more interested in understanding
the way in which discourses ensure
that certain phenomena are created,
reified, and taken for granted and
come to constitute that “reality.”

(p- 20)

Moreover, DA can be seen as an umbrella
methodology to collect and treat data. Based
on constructivist epistemology, discourse is
understood as a language that formulates
and recreates reality. Furthermore, even if
the reconstruction of discourse is based on
texts, like institutional reports, “We cannot
simply focus on an individual text, however;
rather, we must refer to bodies of texts be-
cause it is the interrelations between text
. . . and systems of distributing texts that
constitute a discourse over time” (Phillips
& Hardy, 2002, p. 5). The reconstruction of
discourse therefore must be performed in a
“reference to the social context in which the
texts are found, and the discourses are pro-
duced” (p. 5). This consideration of context
is relevant given that discourses selectively
assemble a combination of endorsed texts
in a particular setting that makes them co-
hesively influential in creating social action
through organizations like colleges and
universities. As Gee (1999) asserted, “We
continually and actively build and rebuild
our worlds not just through language, but

through language used in tandem with ac-
tions, interactions, non-linguistic symbol
systems, objects, tools, technologies, and
distinctive ways of thinking, valuing, feel-
ing, and believing” (p. 11). According to Gee,
a discourse is embedded in a particular con-
text that gives a significant meaning where
it is inserted, as discourses are networks of
complex interconnected texts expressed in
multiple forms. Even though this process
morphs as social interactions impact people
and change institutions, Smagorinsky and
Taxel (2005) argued that discourses allow
people to decipher “the ideology behind
that vocabulary. Furthermore, one’s dis-
course is intertextual, enabling members
of the same culture to instantiate similar
referents when hearing the same terms and
by and large share the same perspective on
those referents” (p. 66). Those intertextual
elements are embedded in a multilevel web
of meaning crucial to assembling collective
ideas that become institutional discourses.

Consequently, within each university,
community engagement is guided by those
shared meanings that loop back to recon-
struct and evolve new dimensions of insti-
tutional discourses as implementation and
reflection interact. Understanding these
cycles of interactions can offer a way to
unveil how engagement emerges and varies
over time. Moreover, influential actors can
use those mechanisms to advance alterna-
tive forms of discourses that would become
new social actions. In short, DA provided a
theoretical frame with epistemological as-
sumptions that guide the method to explore
the relationship between different expres-
sions of community engagement discourses
within the context of each case study.

Research Design

Using DA, this exploratory qualitative
study employed three cases to understand
the assumptions and motivators expressed
through institutional discourses that the
selected universities endorsed to advance
community engagement. The research
question prompted a qualitative methodol-
ogy. As Creswell (2013) put it, “We conduct
qualitative research because a problem or
issue needs to be explored” (p. 47) using
that methodological approach. The com-
plexity of the problem makes it very diffi-
cult to identify and measure the intervening
variables; as Creswell explained, “Statistical
analyses simply do not fit the problem” (p.
48). Also, as a central epistemological as-
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sumption, qualitative methods contend for
understanding variables in their environ-
ment, as they are a natural product of con-
textual interactions (Creswell & Creswell,
2018).

Consequently, this exploratory DA examined
three cases to see how institutions generated
their narrative to justify social action—that
is, community engagement. Creswell and
Creswell (2018) clarified the point: “Case
studies are a design of inquiry . . . in which
the researcher develops an in-depth analy-
sis of a case, often a program, event, ac-
tivity, process, or one or more individuals”
(p. 14). In addition, multiple-case studies
provide more data; as Yin (2014) pointed
out, “The evidence from multiple-cases is
often considered more compelling, and the
overall study is therefore regarded as being
more robust” (p. 57).

Selection of Cases

Three universities were purposively selected
for data collection (Creswell, 2013; Yin,
2014). The selected cases have shown sig-
nificant engagement involvement efforts at
local, state, national, and even global levels.
The three cases provided data to extrapolate
theoretical conclusions as well. Yin (2014)
recommended this exploratory qualitative
option for cases as a methodological alter-
native to handle complex social issues.

Among the thousands of higher education
institutions in the United States, this study
considered ones that have already advanced
the three main missions for higher educa-
tion. This strategy is especially important
since those institutions are fully commit-
ted to all the educational missions identi-
fied so far as relevant (Boyer, 1990; Crow
et al., 2018; Harden et al., 2017). They look
for the evolvement of teaching, research,
and transfer of discoveries to the broader
community through patents, spin-offs, and
commercialization of ideas that generate
employment and applied scientific break-
throughs (Baker & Wiseman, 2008). Also,
the third mission is unfolded as serving and
cooperating with communities, in multiple
ways, toward their improvement. Relatively
few institutions have pursued innovative
ways to integrate their core missions with
local, regional, and international communi-
ties.

Consequently, institutions with such quali-
fications have been listed by the Carnegie
Classification of Higher Education as ac-

tively involved with communities. As shown
in their respective websites and activity re-
ports, they have institutionalized engage-
ment through programs that impact the
three central missions of higher education.
In short, the study was based on the follow-
ing institutions: (1) Tufts University (TU), a
medium-sized private school; (2) Michigan
State University (MSU), a major public uni-
versity; and (3) Loyola University Chicago
(LUC), a medium-sized religious-affiliated
school. This university exemplifies an ex-
tensive network of nonpublic and religious-
affiliated institutions in the United States.

Source of Information and Data Analysis

The snowballing amount of information
posted on websites is increasingly relevant
for research in social sciences. Some recent
researchers have successfully explored this
data collection approach (Bennett et al.,
2017; LePeau, 2015; LePeau et al., 2018).
According to LePeau et al. (2018), “The in-
stitutional website is an important medium
for creating and delivering messages that
communicate institutional values” (p. 127).
Official websites’ contents express informa-
tion essential to understanding assumptions
within each university that evidence insti-
tutional discourses, as published reports
substantiate perceptions and purposes that
impact activities developed at each campus
(Kalaja & Barcelos, 2003; Lazeti¢, 2019;
LePeau, 2015; Wilson et al., 2012). Moreover,
as Bennett et al. (2017) pointed out, institu-
tional websites “shape the public image of
an institution and represent an important
component of an institution’s integrated
marketing strategy. As such, websites tend
to reflect the most important messages a
university wishes to portray in shaping its
image” (p. 54). Therefore, websites can
provide reliable documents to explore in-
stitutional discourses. Since the information
was available to the general public through
web browsers, no Institutional Review Board
process was required to collect multiple
types of reports posted online. The three
universities posted publicly available infor-
mation that needed no special permission to
analyze. Public information does not involve
special authorizations to be studied and
published as long as the sources are cited.

The websites of each selected institution
were explored to find official written re-
ports. Upon identifying key publications that
showed information regarding reasons for
activities, academic structures, and state-
ments supporting community engagement,
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most of them in PDF format, the researcher
downloaded them to be later examined
using NVivo software.

The written reports from the early 1990s
to recent years were clustered into two
broad categories. In the first category were
institutional reports and papers generated
for specific organizational purposes and
used for advancing mission or strategic
statements that consolidated community
engagement. In the second category were
endorsed documents or interviews contain-
ing relevant data; these were publications
produced in other institutional contexts
and later posted to support engagement.
Examples included annual reports, articles,
and special issues that offered different
dimensions to explore institutional dis-
courses.

The data from official websites were clus-
tered by university. For instance, the 10 final
reports selected from Tufts University’s
webpages included three endorsed papers
and seven institutional reports. All 10 repre-
sented a total of 187 pages used for analyses.
In the case of Michigan State University, the

website screening provided 12 final reports,
of which nine fell under the institutional
reports category and three were endorsed
papers, all totaling 525 pages. For Loyola
University Chicago, there were 14 final re-
ports totaling 424 pages. Eleven of those
documents were institutional reports and
three were endorsed papers.

Upon identifying and downloading the
official and institutional reports through
accessing the websites, NVivo Software
(Version 12) served to process the data-
base. The software facilitated the coding of
each report to later configure the emerging
themes that provided the bases of DAs. Each
document was assigned a code name con-
sisting of a letter identifying its originating
university and a number to locate it within
each case. “T” was for Tufts-Tisch College,
“M” for Michigan State University, and “L”
for Loyola University Chicago. Tables 1, 2,
and 3 provide a full list of documents ex-
amined, with their code names.

Yin (2014) recommended that competent
and close-to-the-topic peers review quali-
tative research. In this study, to ensure that

Table 1. Reports Selected From Tisch College at Tufts University

Code name Title Content Type of report | Length | Year
Report T1 Declaration of Purpose | Main purposes for engagement Ins:;t:g?tnal 1p. 2000
Summer Institute Institutional
Report T2 of Civic Studies— The basics of Civic Studies 9 pp. 2007
. report
Framing Statement
T-10 Strategic Plan Global strategies for Tufts Institutional
Report T3 2013-2023 University report 45pp. | 2013
Tisch College Annual Citizenship activities in the Institutional
Report T4 Report 2012—2013 university’s schools report 10 pp. 2013
Explained what the board
Interview with TCRC members expect and endorse Endorsed
Report TS board members for the Tufts Community interview 9 pp. 2014
Research Center
Report T6 Civic Studies The principles of Civic Studies Er;)ti(;)r;ed 5 pp. 2014
Report T7 Civic Educat/on.and Deeper Learnl_ng Research Endorsed 22 pp. 2015
Deeper Learning Series paper
America’s Civic View from organizational Institutional
Report T8 Renewal Movement leaders report 27 pp- 2015
Strategic Plan Strategic positioning to develop Institutional
Report T9 2016-2023 civic life report 26pp. | 2016
Report T10 The Republ_/c Is (Still) National _da_ta report of Endorsed 33 pp. 2017
at Risk democratic involvement paper

172



173

The Making of a New Purpose for Higher Education: The Engaged University

Table 2. Reports Selected From Michigan State University

Code name Title Content Type of report | Length | Year
. . - . . Institutional
University Outreach Defining dimensions of UOE 1993/
Report M1 at MSU with strategic directions report for 66 pp. 2000
provost
History, conceptual Institutional
Report M2 Background Papers understanding of UOE & report for 281 pp. | 1994
recommendations provost
Guidebook for planning & Institutional 1996/
Report M3 Points of Distinction . 47 pp. | 2000/
quality assessment of outreach report 2009
Outreach Linkages, . - Institutional
Report M4 Spring 1998 Sharing activities about UOE report 4 pp. 1998
Outreach Linkages, . - Institutional
Report M5 Summer 1998 Sharing activities about UOE report 4 pp. 1998
Outreach Linkages, . - Institutional
Report M6 Fall 1999 Sharing activities about UOE report 4 pp. 1999
Criterion Five:
o Endorsed
Report M7 Engagement and Description of the UOE model aoer 32 pp. 2006
Service pap
Scholarly
Report M8 O&E Reported by A typology _of thg engaged Endorsed 8 pp. 2009
Successfully Tenured university paper
Faculty
Embracing the World Affirming the Morrill Act for a Endorsed
Report M9 Grant Ideal 21st-century global society paper 21pp. 2009
World Grant The president of MSU Institutional
Report M10 Universities explaining UOE report 5pp. 2010
The Engaged Scholar . - Institutional
Report M11 Magazine, Vol. 10 Sharing activities about UOE report 53 pp. 2015
UOE: A Forward Look A provost's steering committee Institutional
Report M12 to New Opportunities on outreach and engagement report 21 pp. 2018

at MSU

Note. O&E = outreach and engagement; UOE = university outreach and engagement.
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Table 3. Reports Selected From Loyola University Chicago

Code name Title Content Type of report | Length | Year
Immigrant Student Dealing with undocumented Multiple
Report L1 National Position students in higher education: institutional 36 pp. 2013
Paper The Jesuit position report
. s Jesuit universities supporting —
Report L2 AJCU Presidents undocumented students across Institutional 2 pp. 2013
Statement report
the USA
Impact Report Activities of the Center for Institutional
Report L3 2013-2014 Experiential Learning (CEL) report 17pp. | 2014
Plan 2020: 2015-2020 . . . Institutional
Report L4 Strategic Plan University 5-year strategic plan report 23 pp. 2015
Transformative Principles of Loyola’s Jesuit Institutional
Report L5 | Education in the Jesuit P eda g report 15 pp. 2015
Tradition pedagogy P
Report L6 CEL Partnership Partnershlps_wnh em_ploy_ers Institutional 2 pp. 2016
Statement and community organizations report
Ignatian Pedagogical Arrupe College as an Endorsed
Report L7 Paradigm at Arrupe alternative education for 23 pp. 2017
paper
College underprepared students
. o Guide to help educators utilize
Report L8 CEL Qu:de fo Cr/.tlcal and deepen reflection in their Endorsed 22 pp. 2018
Ignatian Reflection paper
courses
Report L9 Men and Women for | Redefining education for social Endorsed 19 1973/
P Others justice paper Pp- 2018
Conversations . . . I
Ropon 10 | _onJesutgher | DUesionndrenarathie | mstitonal | g L
Education, Fall 2019 P paradig P
An Education That Presenting the main Institutional
Report L11 Empowers and characteristics of Jesuit 10 pp. 2019
) report
Transforms education
2018-2019 Annual Activities of the Center for Institutional
Report L12 Impact Report Experiential Learning (CEL) report 29 pp. 2019
Mission Priority A comprehensive strategic Institutional
Report L13 Examen Self-Study examen of the university report 164 pp. | 2019
Report L14 Ignatlan_ Pedagogy Analysis of engz_aged service- Institutional 10 pp. 2019
and Service-Learning learning report
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the final coding and derivation of themes
that emerged from the data were performed
accurately by this researcher, a qualitatively
trained reviewer was hired to double-check
the analyses. The final recoding provided a
comprehensive agreement concerning the
original coding. With the results identi-
fied from the 1,136 pages downloaded and
processed from the three universities, the
researcher applied a DA for each case.

Analyses were performed using an institu-
tional approach, leaving out specific faculty
members’ points of view. When some pro-
fessors and administrators expressed their
ideas in a particular report, they represented
a larger institutional constituency.

Institutional Discourses

The evolvement to support engagement at
each institution was situated in a global set
of values and assumptions of education that
each of these universities endorsed through-
out their history. These ideas were expressed
in the reports and appeared as contextual
discourses that facilitated specific discourse
versions around the main functions of
higher education in American society. The
impact of those “meta” discourses created
multiple types of institutional engagement
discourses that are represented as follows.

Tufts University

Since the 1950s, when the Tisch College
Center for Civic Education was created, this
university has expressed some commitment
to civic education. However, some of those
ideas were formalized at the beginning of
the 21st century. Mainly, the Declaration
of Purpose (T1, 2000) functioned as a piv-
otal event in the institutional engagement
configuration. The one-page document
expressed the framework elements to ad-
vance institutional discourses with a civic
and democratic leaning:

We believe that the preservation of
our democracy is dependent upon
the ability of all citizens to realize
that, as we enjoy the rights and
privileges that democracy bestows
on us, so must we accept the duties
and responsibilities it demands
from us. (p. 1)

Thus, the overall purpose of the institu-
tion was to educate “all members of the
Tufts community in the values and skills of
active citizenship, with the goal of produc-

ing committed community leaders who will
take an active role in addressing the core
problems of society” (p. 1). The Strategic Plan
2016-2023 (T9) stated that every university
student is interconnected to Tisch College,
receiving training “for a lifetime of engage-
ment in civic and democratic life, to study
civic life and its intersections with public
and private institutions, and to promote
practices that strengthen civic life in the
United States and around the world” (p.
8). The college facilitates “activities that
improve democracy and civic life and that
engage citizens and communities in ad-
dressing shared social problems” (p. 15),
with the ultimate goal of educating “a
new generation of committed and engaged
citizens who will ensure that the American
model of participatory democracy continues
to flourish” (T1, para. 15). Tufts University
has assembled a version of engagement that
leans toward strengthening civic values to
advance democracy. These foundational
declarations established the bases for fur-
ther institutionalizing engagement as a vital
assumption for strategic thinking.

Paradigm Shifts

The metainstitutional discourse to develop
civic engagement trickled down to reconcep-
tualize the specific discourses for the mis-
sions Tufts University carries. Throughout
the next almost 20 years after the Declaration
of Purpose, faculty members, students, and
administrators unfolded the implications
of the new institutional discourse, creating
and adjusting to the various aspects that in-
volved teaching, research, and service. Out
of those deep revisions, the online published
reports evidenced three major discourses
that emerged as paradigm changes for this
university.

Communities as Partners. The new
understanding of engagement made exter-
nal communities more actively involved as
contributors and not as passive receptors
of the resources the university can supply:
“Bringing together community and univer-
sity is a strength where we have many things
to share and learn” (T5, p. 3). The effort and
discourse centered around the necessity of
bridging both organizations, making the
university more available to communities:
“Loosen the control of the information from
the university and use jargon less language
so community people can understand” (T5,
p. 7). The documents expressed an underly-
ing assumption that “there is vast potential
in taking a civic approach to these and other
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problems, applying the concepts and meth-
ods of civic engagement in order to leverage
the assets of individuals and communities”
(T9, p. 10). Due to overwhelming social
and, particularly, political challenges that
threaten democracy, Tufts University sees
in partnering with communities a wealth of
assets to expand democratic values. Citizens
are seen as “creative agents” who can turn
things around, an assumption articulated as
“We take the view that human beings can be
seen as co-creators and designers of their
actions and of the power structures within
which they act” (T2, p. 5). In short, commu-
nities become a partner for the civic cause.

A Communal Epistemology. The dis-
course supporting communities as active
participants in solving social issues carries
the assumption that universities should not
be seen as the primary source of knowledge;
rather, community is the focus of knowledge
that comes through

bringing together the community
representatives in the Tufts host
communities and Tufts faculty,
students and administrators inter-
ested in its local community issues,
and with the ultimate goal of doing
research that addresses the needs of
its population and is beneficial to its
communities. (T5, p. 1)

Communities working with faculty produce
the best possible scenario as “Tisch College
supports engaged research and generates
new knowledge about civic engagement”
(T4, p. 1). Research becomes “informed by
practice and community-identified needs,
and it strives to inform policy and practice.
It is driven by a pressing need to answer
vital questions about the best ways to shape
stronger communities and a healthier de-
mocracy” (T9, p. 14). The goal is to facilitate
a “paradigm-shifting research and scholar-
ship, often in the face of numerous obsta-
cles, and to persist until publishers, funders,
and colleagues appreciate how their work
fundamentally changes our understanding
of the world” (T3, p. 36).

The discourse favored a displacement from
academia toward a bidirectional and multi-
disciplinary approach to generating discov-
eries. The ultimate intent is to “develop new
models of inquiry helpful to citizens” (T9,
p. 19) to facilitate new “academic pathways
such as Civic Science, the movement to put
civic skills and democratic practices at the

forefront of scientific inquiry and to make
scientific knowledge a vital public resource”
(T9, p. 20). These views underscored a deep
desire to reverse current models of detached
knowledge generation that “distinguishes
Tisch College’s research and strengthens
our ability to impact civic life in America and
around the world” (T9, p. 14). This is the in-
stitutional research discourse that emerged
as a noticeable paradigm shift.

A Collaborative Learning. Several as-
sumptions configured a new emerging
discourse of civic learning since it was pro-
moted as “the best vehicle to train young
people to sustain our democracy. . . . Over
time, investing in civic learning can ensure
we train the future generations of citizens
to safeguard our democracy” (T10, p. 3).
Learning is enlarged to have a civic purpose
that goes beyond the university and even
personal benefit because the institution
ooks to “formulate the relevant skills and
capacities, and to develop our understanding
of the structures of power. . . . to promote
the teaching and learning of those skills”
(T2, p. 6).

This new idea of civic learning is presented
as better than regular education since it
contributes to society and enhances a higher
level of learning among students:

Specifically, we advance two theses:
1) Deeper learning has great poten-
tial to promote civic outcomes and,
hence, to strengthen our democ-
racy; and 2) strengthening civic
education is an important way to
promote deeper learning.

Indeed, we argue that civic educa-
tion, when implemented effectively,
exemplifies deeper learning, requir-
ing students to work together with
peers and adults to diagnose and
define problems, to deliberate and
choose solutions, to implement
strategies, and to reflect on the re-
sults. (T7, p. 2)

In addition, these experiences are transfor-
mational at personal and professional levels
as well:

Through our programs, many stu-
dents have transformational learn-
ing experiences that inform their
views of themselves and the world,
that shape their future trajectories,
and that enable them to become ef-
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fective agents of change. Thousands
more are inspired by the culture
of civic engagement we foster on
campus. (T9, p. 11)

Moreover, Report 3 added that those ex-
periences can “fundamentally challenge
a person’s assumptions and preconcep-
tions, as well as their beliefs and values,
affecting how they understand themselves,
others, and the world” (p. 21), a process
that would take a community of “profes-
sors, peers, coaches, advisers, chaplains,
counselors, and others who are dedicated
to helping students embrace and process
transformational experiences” (T3, p. 22).
This way, this new institutional discourse of
civic learning is endorsed as having a better
potential to tackle social issues and signifi-
cantly advance students’ learning.

Michigan State University

One of the first institutions of the Morrill
Land-Grant Act was created to facilitate
bridges between higher education and sur-
rounding communities. From its begin-
ning, the overall institutional discourse
prompted this institution to solve social
issues; as one of its presidents pointed out,
“a state-assisted institution should serve
the people, that departments and colleges
should develop and implement plans that
are consistent with the institution’s mis-
sion” (M2, p. 32). Furthermore, this type of
university “has always embraced the prin-
ciple that knowledge gained in one setting
should be widely disseminated to advance
the public good in other places” (Ma1o, p.
46). Promoting engagement was thus a
natural fit for MSU, extending formal and
informal programs aligned with that origi-
nal institutional discourse.

Background Papers (M2) collected the main
discussions for groundbreaking ideas that
reshaped the global institutional discourse
and, consequently, many subsequent re-
ports found online. During the 1990s, those
discussions unfolded in a national debate
regarding the purpose of higher education
in the country.

As the numerous university and community
actors matured and evolved the implemen-
tation of the initial institutional discourse,
MSU expanded to a global approach of the
land-grant or world grant ideal thought to
be a valuable model for all universities, as
they “must be capable of reframing their
approaches to knowledge creation, use, and
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dissemination as changes occur in the envi-
ronment and as demarcations between na-
tions, cultures, and fields of study become
increasingly blurred” (M9, p. 7). Thus,
through its products, higher education has
the overarching mission of reshaping itself
and the world, not just the states as in the
land-grant model. “Together, all universi-
ties can use and act on knowledge to move
the world toward greater good” (p. 2) to
“embrace the ideals that make a difference
in society and address the tensions inher-
ent in the work we do” (p. 2). This overall
institutional discourse provided the bases
for several succeeding discourses impacting
other aspects of MSU’s missions.

Paradigm Shifts

The official MSU website houses a vast
number of reports. Several subdiscourses
emerged from the ones selected and ana-
lyzed for this study as professors, admin-
istrators, and community leaders interacted
and reflected over the years after the foun-
dational debates and reconstruction of insti-
tutional discourses during the early 1990s.
At least three major specific discourses ap-
peared as central from the reports.

Outreach as Emerging Transdisciplinary
Scholarship. University Outreach at Michigan
State University (M1, 1993) played a cen-
tral role in defining outreach as the new
dominant form of scholarship that “cuts
across teaching, research, and services. It
involves generating, transmitting, apply-
ing, and preserving knowledge for the direct
benefit of external audiences in ways that
are consistent with university and unit mis-
sions” (p. 1). Outreach was proposed as an
all-encompassing idea that later became a
central piece of the dominant institutional
discourse at MSU.

Outreach is “better conceived as a cross-
cutting function” (M1, p. 3), and it should be
“integral to the intellectual life of the entire
University, not isolated and marginalized in
special units” (p. 8). This reframing was
a revolutionary aspect that enhanced the
land-grant values, but at the same time
went further, embracing all dimensions of
higher education and incorporating com-
munities as cocreators of solutions taking
each “individual practitioner not just as the
beneficiary of its knowledge but also as a
partner in the creation” (M9, p. 13).

This embracing approach intended to com-
prehend “complex and interrelated situa-
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tions while focusing on the contributions
that individual, family, agency, service
system, and community outcomes make
toward achieving larger desired community
impacts” (M6, p. 2). This idea assumes that
“not all knowledge and expertise resides in
the academy, and that both expertise and
great learning opportunities in teaching and
scholarship also reside in non-academic
settings” (M11, p. 14). Universities should
therefore commit to “draw the separate
academic disciplines and institutions out-
side the silos of their internal conversations,
to create a new conversation that speaks
with a collective voice to address challenges
confronting all nations and cultures” (p. 12)
to come all together, including all fields of
knowledge and universities, to advance a
“financially robust and culturally literate
population that can understand what it
means to participate in a democracy” (Mo,
p- 12). This transdisciplinary approach has
social-knowledge-driven motives: “We
strongly believe that transdisciplinary
and participatory approaches to modeling
complex problems hold the promise of co-
creating new knowledge at the intersections
of discipline-based and local knowledge . .
. to manage the many complex problems
facing communities in the 21st century”
(M11, p. 42).

Applying Knowledge Through Outreach.
All the core missions of MSU appeared to
gravitate around knowledge and its implica-
tions in the context of being transformed by
outreach, as MSU looks to discover new and
“practical uses for theoretical knowledge,
and to speed the diffusion of information to
residents of the state, the nation, and the
world . . . emphasizing the applications of
information; and . . . contributing to the un-
derstanding and the solution of significant
societal problems” (M7, p. 185). This aim
puts the university in a “unique position
to provide the kinds of outreach activities
that will respond to society’s needs while
maintaining excellence in all knowledge
domains” (Mi, p. 11).

Outreach is a new approach to knowledge
and its purpose in higher education. “If out-
reach is not fundamental to what a univer-
sity is and does, then the knowledge associ-
ated with outreach will be second-rate and
not worthy of connection to an institution of
higher learning,” and that is why “outreach
must be considered a fundamental feature
of a university’s academic mission” (M2, p.
100).

Knowledge creation is redefined through
outreach, as professors and students extend
the “university’s research capacity to non-
academic audiences through such activities
as applied research and technical assis-
tance, demonstration projects, evaluation
of ongoing programs, technology transfer,
policy analysis, and consulting undertaken
in conjunction with the unit’s programs”
(M3, p. 3) to involve nontraditional part-
ners to reconfigure knowledge impact. This
process brings about “a relationship with
partners who may lack academic credentials
but possess nuanced cultural or technical
knowledge about a particular place or set
of circumstances” (M10, p. 45), enriching
the final research use process. Success in
this endeavor requires a combination of
“research and engagement that holds the
greatest potential to address local and world
challenges” (M9, p. 16).

Wellness of the Whole Society. The
cross-cutting scholarship discourse involved
a different teaching-research paradigm that
pursues personal and social health. The
model is people/community oriented. “As
we continue to work with people to frame
the ultimate impact of their outcomes, a
new picture has emerged. We began to real-
ize that a powerful picture could be drawn if
we thought of impacts as people-centered”
(M6, p. 2). To maximize impact on issues
that affect students and society, a far-
reaching academic approach is necessary to
expand “student development as scholars,
researchers, leaders, and citizens; and [ad-
vance] opportunities for interdisciplinary
research and teaching” (Mi1, p. 15).

This discourse is inserted in the context
of two primary goals. First, according to
Report 9, MSU should train students to
“become learners for life, capable of adapt-
ing to changes in the processes and nature
of work in a global economy” (p. 6), which
will impact society as they engage in their
jobs. Second, MSU ought to “continue to
create, disseminate, and apply knowledge
that drives economic development and cre-
ates jobs locally and globally” (p. 6) because,
in a close relationship, both universities
and communities improve the conditions
of people and, therefore, society. The ul-
timate goal is to create social betterment
through a “combination of both significant
job creation and an educated citizenry that
will move our nation toward a more sus-
tainable prosperity and, ultimately, lead the
world in solving problems of global scale”
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(p. 6). Consequently, jobs are expected to
transform the world, and not just to con-
tinue with existing misbalances for the sake
of generating employment: They will “not
only employ the world’s population but also
employ it to the betterment of all citizens
and the planet” (p. 6). MSU spells out the
terms for accomplishing this task:

By broadening the conceptual defi-
nitions of teaching and research,
these terms can quickly embrace
most of the knowledge extension
and application activities that have
traditionally been included under
the rubric of public service. In fact,
all of what the university does
should be defined as public service.
(M2, p. 56)

This model provides “experience for stu-
dents to engage with communities, and . . .
a practical element” (Mi1, p. 5) and an op-
portunity to “actually take the things we’re
learning in the classroom and make them
applicable to people’s lives” (p. 6), a central
goal for the official outreach discourse MSU
promoted.

Loyola University Chicago

This university was founded during the
second part of the 19th century, one of
the most intensive periods of U.S. higher
education history, when many colleges and
universities were created to deliver alterna-
tive training as a response to the growing
demand for education (Lucas, 1996). Its re-
ligious traditions equipped this school with
a unique institutional discourse that fosters
active service not only as a social or intellec-
tual imperative but as strongly linked with
a moral call to bridge academia with society
for its betterment. As Pedro Arrupe, an in-
fluential leader of the Jesuit Society, put it,
“We must help each other to repair this lack
in us, and above all make sure that in future
the education imparted in Jesuit schools will
be equal to the demands of justice in the
world” (L9, pp. 2-3). This view constituted
the primary fabric for the institutional dis-
course since LUC cannot “separate action for
justice and liberation from oppression from
the proclamation of the Word of God” (p. 6).

Moreover, this social justice involvement,
representing faith assumptions, has an
“emphasis towards education as linked with
responsibility for betterment of the world
[that] can help students concretize their
learning in ways they may have not previ-

ously been encouraged to do,” as students
are learning by practice that they have “a
purpose that is bigger than themselves and
simple intellectual mastery” (L8, p. 17).
Students are expected to mature and con-
tribute to people in need as they engage in
their professional fields.

Due to the Jesuit commitment to social
justice, “this union of faith and justice . .
. has become the integrating factor of all
that Jesuits and their institutions under-
take” (L5, pp. 7-8). Thus, higher education
is understood to transform society since
“every Jesuit academic institution of higher
learning is called to live in a social reality .
.. and to live for that social reality, to shed
university intelligence upon it, and to use
university influence to transform it” (L13,

p.1).

Paradigm Shifts

The following three institutional discourses
emerged in the context of a crossroad of the
above global institutional discourse, which
characterizes the Jesuit Society and, simul-
taneously, the national debate to advance
and practice community engagement as an
encompassing mission for American higher
education.

Framing the Pedagogical Model.
Understanding teaching in Jesuit higher
education requires several assumptions
that are not found in a public or private
university, because “faith, knowledge,
and the promotion of justice are intrinsi-
cally related: they are not three indepen-
dent aspects of education that are merely
juxtaposed, but rather they form a triad
in which each is dynamically related and
incomplete without the others” (L4, p. 4).
Based on those elements, the model turns
instruction in a transformational approach
so as to help “students name their gifts,
formulate their convictions, and ultimately
take full ownership of their own lives. . . .
[it] transforms students in order that they
might transform the world” (L5, p. 7). A
core and foundational assumption of Jesuit
education is to transform the student first
and then the society, as it “aims at assist-
ing learners to undergo a series of internal
transformations in how they go about un-
derstanding themselves vis-a-vis their own
inclinations, passions, biases, and sponta-
neous reactions” (L5, p. 8).

This transformative education is built on
cura personalis and cura apostolica. The first
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term denotes personal care, “a hallmark
of Jesuit education, . . . [which] recognizes
that students bring the totality of their lives
into the classroom and that reality has a
direct effect on the learning process” (L8,
p. 6). Cura personalis can motivate “students
to live out core values that have shaped our
University since its founding” (L11, p. 5) and

promote “active listening and a practiced . .

effort to understand their world, which
may be quite different from our own” (p.
3). In the case of cura apostolica, “the same
intimate knowledge and compassion found
in cura personalis is extended, beyond any
single person, to encompass our shared
personhood and mission” (L10, p. 4), and
“as cura personalis demands a humanistic
and scientific education to create whole per-
sons, cura apostolica orients our universities
to grapple with today’s vital society issues”
(p. 9). These two foundational constructs
cooperate to enrich a comprehensive and
engaging idea of learning practiced at LUC.

Communities as Partners. In addition to
the development some neighborhoods may
have experienced through LUC’s interven-
tion, community engagement was endorsed
as a powerful resource to advance transfor-
mational learning:

We believe that students should
leave the service-learning ex-
perience with a deeper and even
changed understanding of them-
selves, our communities, and their
potential to participate in the civic
life of our communities, country,
and world. Service-learning as ped-
agogy creates the opportunity for
students to try on and live out the
core principles and values of Loyola
University in the world! (L14, p. 3)

In addition, scholarly engagement aims to
offer students class-correlated content in
the form of a “chance to volunteer directly
in the community at an organization whose
mission aligns with the course’s academic
outcomes” (L14, p. 3). Through such experi-
ences, students can see “their potential in
society and want to make a difference” (L3,

p. 16).

Loyola University treats partners as social
entities that are “co-educators of our stu-
dents, and in this role, we rely upon them to
provide the necessary orientation, training,
and supervision required for our students
to complete their assigned responsibilities”

(L6, p. 1). This dynamic of community in-
volvement facilitates “the development of
high-impact learning experiences connect-
ing classroom content with real-world ex-
perience” (L3, p. 1), a learning exchange that
“integrates knowledge and theory learned in
the classroom with practical application and
skill development in a professional setting
. allowing students to ‘learn by doing’
and reflect upon that learning” (L3, p. 4).
This inclusive model of relationships with
communities also facilitates some levels of
“interdisciplinary research, a space where
faculty and students from different depart-
ments or schools can converge and collabo-
rate” (L11, p. 8) toward common issues:

Experiential pedagogies will help
break down the artificial silos be-
tween teaching and research as fac-
ulty develop interdisciplinary work
with community partners to identify
research questions that are impor-
tant to advancing the common good
and developing solutions. This in-
tegrative and experiential approach
will be more effective in moving
toward solutions to complex prob-
lems and will challenge perceived
categories and presuppositions,
requiring depth of thought, imagi-
nation, and analysis. (L4, p. 16)

In short, the transformational learning view
of education is conducted through multiple
levels of academic community engagement
developed as students mature in their spe-
cific knowledge field in real social contexts.

Contextual and Redemptive Engagement.
From the beginning, the religious belief
system that LUC endorsed to carry higher
education in Chicago aimed for the advance-
ment of society through a combination of
inclusive interactions between university
and community actors working together to
facilitate

a place where a committed commu-
nity can be formed among people
from different religious and ethnic
backgrounds. This is precisely the
kind of community our world needs
today: a community that can look
beyond the specifics of its own
tradition in order to learn, study,
celebrate, and pray with all people
of goodwill who are ready to rebuild
and renew our world together. (L11,

p. 6)
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This comprehensive view was rooted in a
dialogue mode of facilitating a “culture
where students do not feel like isolated
individuals but rather members of a com-
munity that encourages respectful discourse
and debate, which celebrates hard work and
accomplishments, and that promotes social
justice and responsible freedom” (L11, p.
6). Students are stirred to answer questions
that have personal, professional, and social
repercussions, “‘for whom’ and ‘for what’
as they prepare for their careers. . . . How
will this work contribute to or impact the
communities that it serves? How might it
contribute to society and to the struggle
for peace and justice?” (L11, p. 7). To ad-
dress those questions, the university uses
“classrooms as well as [working] through
encounters across Chicago and the world”
(L4, p- 21) to tackle current issues, stating,
for example, that “climate change, environ-
mental degradation, aging societies, global
security, growing economic disparities, the
displacement of peoples, systemic poverty,
homelessness, violence, and emerging in-
fectious diseases require sustained effort,
interdisciplinary knowledge, and innovative
approaches” (L4, p. 16). Consequently, uni-
versities become a hub for “healing” social
problems. These institutions advance en-
gagement through learning and systematic
research to “redeem” their students and, by
extension, society.

Discussion

The three universities showed similar ideas
regarding the importance of engaging with
communities, although each institution used
different internal processes with alternative
assumptions about motives for engagement.
Every institution elaborated its version of
engagement, drawing from its traditions
and institutional values. The analysis im-
plied a change in basic teaching, research,
and service assumptions across the three
cases. However, following its institutional
values, Tufts University evolved an engage-
ment discourse that prioritized civic ideals
for the advancement of society. The central
institutional discourse was to promote de-
mocracy as an ideal model for higher edu-
cation. Engagement was conceived as the
approach to improve communities through
civic values and skills, so this overarch-
ing discourse impacted the three primary
missions, aligning them to contribute to
that purpose. In the case of Michigan State
University, the land-grant ideal was a pre-
cursor of community engagement. However,

the university dialogued with a multitude
of contemporary actors. It developed a new
and comprehensive discourse of outreach
as a cross-cutting function that directed
all missions to bridge academia with real
social issues. This all-embracing function
of higher education became the world grant
ideal, which distinguished MSU and set
the tone for many other universities in the
country and overseas. Finally, in the case
of Loyola University Chicago, the institu-
tional discourse to advance engagement
was framed within the moral and social
responsibility the Jesuit Society assumed as
central for its universities. This unique view
of reality promoted, first, a transformation
of students and, later, enhanced social jus-
tice. Moreover, a series of anthropological
and biblical beliefs produced a redemptive
pedagogy that was the channel to renovate
students’ lives, which later would translate
into bringing social redemption.

Now, why has all this happened? A quick
answer can be that isomorphic forces play
a decisive role in explaining the diffusion
across institutions (DiMaggio & Powell,
1983). Universities copy each other to com-
pete and position themselves better as new
trends emerge, a tendency that shows par-
ticular strength when leading institutions
take initiatives that others consider attrac-
tive. For instance, the creation of Campus
Compact in the mid-1980s impacted many
higher education institutions, and soon
several of them joined the movement,
strengthening isomorphic forces.

Moreover, and adding to these efforts, well-
known and visible national organizations
like the Kellogg Commission and Carnegie
Foundation, along with reports from leading
scholars, such as Astin (1984), Lynton and
Elman (1987), Boyer (1990), and Gibbons et
al. (1994), provided multiple dimensions to
the discussion of university engagement.
The overall content of the reports, among
the three cases, exhibited the development
of each institution’s internal versions of en-
gagement that are well integrated into the
national discussion of the trend. The reports
showed several quotations and references to
the widespread ideas of community engage-
ment that influential actors and organiza-
tions disseminated.

Exchanging benefits from exchange theo-
ries was another relevant element that
facilitated engagement (Bringle & Hatcher,
2002). Universities envisioned relationships
with communities as highly beneficial, since
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learning and research could be advanced
through real “hands-on” scenarios. At the
same time, communities accepted universi-
ties as resourceful partners in solving com-
plex problems. This transactional element,
criticized by some scholars (Bushouse, 2005;
Dorado & Giles, 2004; Strier, 2014; Welch,
2016), is somehow present in the explored
reports of this study. Some motivational
theories (O’Meara, 2008) may serve as a
backdrop to understand why universities,
professors, and students want to engage
with surrounding communities. However,
isomorphic forces do not provide enough
explanatory power about the mechanisms
universities use to develop and morph en-
gagement.

An institution’s contextual environment
may also play an important role. According
to Sloman and Fernbach (2017), people
think and act in a social context. Their social
theory of cognition may explain some of the
forces that propel engagement; as Schén
(1995) also pointed out, those dynamics
facilitated deep questioning about practices.
Multiple examples of collaborative learning,
research, and service have demonstrated
the relevance of this “thinking and acting
together” with the other as a superior and
complete model for society in general. This
assumption was framed within a large set
of studies that indicated the positive impact
of engagement, proving more relevance for
this theoretical extrapolation. More studies
are needed to explore these dimensions.

DA can be seen as an alternative theoretical
model to explain the emergence and devel-
opment of community engagement in these
cases. Mainly for this study, the institution-
ally endorsed online reports available at
each website offered multiple texts, written
ones, to lay the “bricks” to construct several
institutional discourses. Those discourses
delivered the needed legitimization of
community engagement in the universi-
ties. The diffusion and acceptance of those
now-institutional discourses across cam-
puses prompted the institutionalization of
engagement. This relationship of discourse
and social action or institutionalization is
an interaction between “the production and
consumption of texts,” as Phillips et al.
(2004, p. 635) stated it. In other words, the
visible inclusion of different forms of com-
munity engagement in the analyzed cases
showed a significant institutionalization of
the discourses promoting the trend. Thus,
engagement appeared as a by-product of

language expressed through texts consti-
tuting a coherent and influential discourse.
This result seems to confirm a core as-
sumption of discourse analysis.

The cases followed a consistent path of in-
ternal revisions of their actions, reflecting
deep questioning of previous institutional -
ized practices and discourses. This ques-
tioning was also stimulated by a national
revision of actions that generated many
“texts” that slowly became macro and
micro discourses influencing these three
universities.

The three institutions dialogued in their
texts with the national discussions and
emerging discourses that offered the con-
text, as supra texts, to produce texts. At
the same time, they navigated the flow of
ideas. As they participated in this process,
they produced their texts and discourses in
a constant relationship with the prevailing
macro discourses. Then, slowly, the insti-
tutionalization of discourses occurred in
the form of centers for community service,
strategic planning, service-learning, civic
life, new classes, challenging lectures, new
funding to promote more engaged research,
and academic structures with new jobs, to
mention a few examples. Figure 1 shows the
iteration that happened in the data.

These manifestations of institutional actions
created new texts that contributed to new
micro and specialized discourses for specific
institutionalizations as engagement became
more complex and an overarching feature
of higher education. As institutionalization
occurred, new cycles of revision and ques-
tioning of existing practice emerged in a
changing context that generated new texts,
as shown in Figure 1.

Another source of texts could be seen
through the influential and established
“supra” institutional discourses. For in-
stance, the case of MSU and the land-grant
institutional discourse functioned as a supra
background discourse. Again, a requestion-
ing of the existing actions facilitated a flow
of new emerging texts that gave way to a
new institutional, more comprehensive dis-
course called the world grant ideal to extend
the land-grant model to all universities
across the globe. This discourse, portrayed
through several texts, was intended to en-
hance the original land-grant discourse.

The below data-driven model provides
clues to explain some of the whys and hows
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Figure 1. Path of Iterations of Texts, Discourses, and Social Action
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can be explained using a discourse analysis
method. Based on officially endorsed online
reports, universities communicated their
dialogues with supra texts and discourses,
creating versions of texts and institutional
discourses that yielded many forms of insti-
tutions. As community engagement became
an overarching institutional discourse, a
sort of supra discourse bounded within each
university case, it stimulated the generation
of complementary texts to address specific
dimensions of engagement. Those texts

Proto-
Discourses

Institutional

Institutionalization

Texts

Supra Texts
&
Supra Discourses

Discourse

Social Context

became part of new subdiscourses that pro-
duced different social actions to conduct, for
instance, teaching, research, and service.

In sum, the multiple community engage-
ment discourses among the three cases
could critically influence how universities
see themselves and carry out their essential
academic missions. In addition, university
engagement appeared as a by-product of a
complex and deep questioning of the prac-
tices under which institutions operated. The
revision of purposes with private and public
support for redirecting academia toward
more valuable and relevant contributions to
society, along with redesigning of learning
and research in the context of epistemologi-
cal paradigm shifts, may explain much of
this movement reconfiguring higher educa-
tion.

These findings may now be used to investi-
gate more cases to expand understanding of
other institutions that advance engagement
with alternative purposes that may enrich
the discussion. The U.S. higher education
system has many institutions, such as com-
munity colleges and four-year colleges,
with private and public funding. Extending
the study to those leaning-toward-teaching
institutions may unfold new elements to
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explain institutionalization of community
engagement with alternative mechanisms.

Further research is needed to quantify the
described iterations of texts, discourses,
and social actions to find, through them,
alternative maps of emerging patterns of
institutionalization. In doing so, the related
“analytic generalizations” could turn into
statistical generalizations, through which
the current theoretical assumptions could
become a “grand theory.” Such a theory can
be evaluated as a theoretical framework for
predicting factors facilitating community
engagement in higher education.

This study relied on what universities
published online. At the time of data re-
trieval, it was unknown to the researcher
whether some other sources of information
not publicly available existed that could
have helped to understand each institu-
tion’s case better. In addition, discourses
may not be fully captured through what
was published online, as web content con-
stantly changes. This study recognizes that

»

internal discourses are subject to changes
over time, making it even more difficult to
extrapolate results. New faculty members
and institutional leaders may reshape, in
short periods, existing assumptions that
have a profound impact on the relation-
ship between community engagement and
established missions (LePeau et al., 2018).
Further data triangulation should be ex-
plored by confirming website information
through interviews and observations.

The study shows that universities share ex-
tensive information through their websites.
The increasing amount of visual, audio, and
written reports that are freely available can
be utilized to generalize some of the conclu-
sions of this project. Those online contents
express relevant perceptions of social issues.
Developing strategies for quantifying online
text to unveil conceptual constructs, such
as institutional discourses, may provide
statistical tools for developing and testing
theories.

Author Note

This article was based on Gregorutti, G. (2022). The emergence of the American engaged
university paradigm: A three case study. Unpublished Dissertation. Humboldt Universitdt zu

Berlin. https://doi.org/10.18452/24098

About the Authors

Gustavo Gregorutti is a higher education professor at the School of Leadership, Andrews
University in Michigan, USA. He has been a visiting professor at several Latin American
universities, teaching and conducting various research projects. He is presently involved with
several international teams to advance comparative research and emerging trends that impact

universities.

184



185 The Making of a New Purpose for Higher Education: The Engaged University

References

Astin, A. W. (1984). Student involvement: A developmental theory for higher education.
Journal of College Student Personnel, 25(4), 297-308.

Astin, A. W., Vogelgesang, L. J., Ikeda, E. K., & Yee, J. A. (2000). How service learning affects
students. Higher Education Research Institute, University of California, Los Angeles.
https://heri.ucla.edu/PDFs/HSLAS/HSLAS.PDF

Baker, D., & Wiseman, A. (Eds.). (2008). The worldwide transformation of higher education.
Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

Bennett, D., Knight, E., Divan, A., Kuchel, L., Horn, J., van Reyk, D., & da Silva, K. (2017).
How do research-intensive universities portray employability strategies? A review
of their websites. Australian Journal of Career Development, 26(2), 52—61. https://doi.
0rg/10.1177/1038416217714475

Biesta, G. (2004). Education, accountability, and the ethical demand: Can the democratic
potential of accountability be regained? Educational Theory, 54(3), 233-250. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.0013-2004.2004.00017.X

Bortolin, K. (2011). Serving ourselves: How the discourse on community engagement
privileges the university over the community. Michigan Journal of Community Service
Learning, 18(1), 49-58. http://hdl.handle.net/2027/sp0.3239521.0018.104

Boyer, E. (1990). Scholarship reconsidered: Priorities of the professoriate. John Wiley & Sons.

Bringle, R. G., & Hatcher, J. A. (2002). Campus-community partnerships: The terms
of engagement. Journal of Social Issues, 58(3), 503-516. https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-
4560.00273

Burns, J. M. (1978). Leadership. Harper & Row.

Bushouse, B. (2005). Community nonprofit organizations and service-learning: Resource
constraints to building partnerships with universities. Michigan Journal of Community
Service Learning, 12(1), 32-40. http://hdl.handle.net/2027/sp0.3239521.0012.103

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. (n.d.). The elective classification for
community engagement: How to apply. American Council on Education. https://carn-
egieclassifications.acenet.edu/elective-classifications/community-engagement

Creswell, J. W. (2013). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five approaches
(4th ed.). SAGE Publications.

Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2018). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed
methods approaches (5th ed.). Sage.

Crow, R., Cruz, L., Ellern, J., Ford, G., Moss, H., & White, B. (2018). Boyer in the middle:
Second generation challenges to emerging scholarship. Innovative Higher Education,
43(2), 107-123. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-017-9409-8

De Graaf, G. (2001). Discourse theory and business ethics. The case of bankers’ con-
ceptualizations of customers. Journal of Business Ethics, 31, 299-319. https://doi.
0rg/10.1023/A:1010772910497

DiMaggio, P., & Powell, W. (1983). The iron cage revisited: Institutional isomorphism
and collective rationality in organizational fields. American Sociological Review, 48(2),
147-160. https://doi.org/10.2307/2095101

Dorado, S., & Giles, D. E. (2004). Service-learning partnerships: Paths of engagement.
Michigan Journal of Community Service Learning, 11(1), 25-37. http://hdl.handle.net/2027/
$p0.3239521.0011.103

Enos, S., & Morton, K. (2003). Developing a theory and practice of campus-community
partnerships. In B. Jacoby (Ed.), Building service-learning partnerships (pp. 20-41).
Jossey-Bass.

Eyler, J., Giles, D. E., Jr., Stenson, C. M., & Gray, C. J. (2001). At a glance: What we know
about the effects of service-learning on college students, faculty, institutions and communi-
ties, 1993—2000 (3rd ed.). Corporation for National Service, Learn and Serve America.

Foucault, M. (1966). The order of things: An archaeology of human sciences. Random House.



Vol. 28, No. 2—Journal of Higher Education Outreach and Engagement

Furco, A. (2010). The engaged campus: Toward a comprehensive approach to public en-
gagement. British Journal of Educational Studies, 58(4), 375-390. https://doi.org/10.10
80/00071005.2010.527656

Galiatsatos, P., Rios, R., Daniel Hale, W., Colburn, J. L., & Christmas, C. (2015). The lay
health educator program: Evaluating the impact of this community health initiative
on the medical education of resident physicians. Journal of Religion and Health, 54(3),
1148-1156. https://doi.org/10.1007/$10943-015-0028-3

Garrity, Z. (2010). Discourse analysis, Foucault and social work research: Identifying
some methodological complexities. Journal of Social Work, 10(2), 193-210. https://doi.
0rg/10.1177/14680173103636 41

Gee, J. (1999). An introduction to discourse analysis: Theory and method. Routledge.

Gehrke, S., & Kezar, A. (2019). Perceived outcomes associated with engagement in and
design of faculty communities of practice focused on STEM reform. Research in Higher
Education, 60, 844-869. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-018-9534-y

Gibbons, M., Limoges, C., Nowotny, H., Schwartzman, S., Scott, P., & Trow, M. (1994).
The new production of knowledge: The dynamics of science and research in contemporary
societies. SAGE Publications.

Gregorutti, G. (2011). Following the path: From teaching to research university. Cambridge
Scholars Publishing.

Gregorutti, G. (2022). The emergence of the American engaged university paradigm: A three case
study [Doctoral dissertation, Humboldt-Universitdt zu Berlin]. edoc-Server. https://
doi.org/10.18452/24098

Hahn, T., Hatcher, J., Norris, K., & Halford, J. (2015). What is the value of short? Exploring
the benefits of episodic volunteering for college students. IUPUI Center for Service and
Learning. https://scholarworks.iupui.edu/handle/1805/6634

Harden, S., Buch, K., & Ahlgrim-Delzell, L. (2017). Equal status: Shifting scholarship
paradigms to fully include community-based research into undergraduate research
programs. Journal of Community Engagement and Higher Education, 9(2), 48-66. https://
discovery.indstate.edu/jcehe/index.php/joce/article/view/397

Hicks, A., & Lloyd, A. (2021). Deconstructing information literacy discourse: Peeling back
the layers in higher education. Journal of Librarianship and Information Science, 53(4),
559-571. https://doi.org/10.1177/0961000620966027

Hoffman, A. (2021). The engaged scholar: Expanding the impact of academic research in today’s
world. Stanford University Press.

Holley, K., & Harris, M. (2018). “The 400-pound gorilla”: The role of the research
university in city development. Innovative Higher Education, 43, 77-90. https://doi.
0rg/10.1007/510755-017-9410-2

Hoyt, L. (2010). A city-campus engagement theory from, and for, practice. Michigan
Journal of Community Service Learning, 17(1), 75-88. http://hdl.handle.net/2027/
$p0.3239521.0017.106

Hursh, D., & Wall, A. F. (2011). Repoliticizing higher education and research within neo-
liberal globalization. Policy Futures in Education, 9(5), 560-572. https://doi.org/10.2304/
pfie.2011.9.5.560

Jacob, J., Gregorutti, G., Cummings, W., Finkelstein, M., Bain, O., & Kim, E. (2020).
Preferences of U.S. faculty members regarding the teaching-research nexus. Higher
Education Forum, 17(3), 135-150.

Kalaja, P., & Barcelos, A. M. F. (2003). Beliefs about SLA: New research approaches. Kluwer
Academic Publishers.

Kellogg Commission on the Future of State and Land-Grant Universities. (1999). Returning
to our roots: The engaged institution. National Association of State Universities and Land-
Grant Colleges, Office of Public Affairs. https://www.aplu.org/wp-content/uploads/
returning-to-our-roots-the-engaged-institution.pdf

Kosar, K. R. (2011). Ronald Reagan and education policy. Studies in Governance and Politics.

186



187 The Making of a New Purpose for Higher Education: The Engaged University

Krippendorff, K. (2004). Content analysis: An introduction to its methodology. SAGE
Publications.

Kuh, G. (2009). The national survey of student engagement: Conceptual and empiri-
cal foundations. New Directions for Institutional Research, 2009(141), 5-20. https://doi.
0rg/10.1002/ir.283

LaZeti¢, P. (2019). Students and university websites—consumers of corporate brands or
novices in the academic community? Higher Education, 77(6), 995-1013. https://doi.
0rg/10.1007/510734-018-0315-5

LePeau, L. A. (2015). A grounded theory of academic affairs and student affairs part-
nerships for diversity and inclusion aims. Review of Higher Education, 39(1), 97-122.
https://doi.org/10.1353/rhe.2015.0044

LePeau, L. A., Hurtado, S. S., & Davis, R. J. (2018). What institutional websites reveal about
diversity-related partnerships between academic and student affairs. Innovative Higher
Education, 43(2), 125-142. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-017-9412-0

Lucas, C. (1996). American higher education: A history. St. Martin’s Griffin.

Lynton, E. A., & Elman, S. E. (1987). New priorities for the university: Meeting society's needs
for applied knowledge and competent individuals. Jossey-Bass.

McAdam, M., & Debackere, K. (2018). Beyond “triple helix” toward “quadruple helix”
models in regional innovation systems: Implications for theory and practice. R&D
Management, 48(1), 3-6. https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12309

National Commission on Excellence in Education. (1983). A nation at risk: The imperative for
educational reform. U.S. Government Printing Office. http://edreform.com/wp-content/
uploads/2013/02/A_Nation_ At_Risk 1983.pdf

0’Meara, K. (2008). Motivation for faculty community engagement: Learning from ex-
emplars. Journal of Higher Education Outreach and Engagement, 12(1), 7-29. https://
openjournals.libs.uga.edu/jheoe/article/view/518

Ozias, M., & Pasque, P. (2019). Critical geography as theory and praxis: The commu-
nity-university imperative for social change. Journal of Higher Education, 9o(1), 85-110.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2018.1449082

Pace, R. (1980). Measuring the quality of college student experiences: An account of the develop-
ment and use of the college student experiences questionnaire. Higher Education Research
Institute.

Pasquesi, K. (2019). Representations of diversity and inclusion: Unpacking the language of
community engagement in higher education using critical discourse analysis [Doctoral
dissertation, University of Iowa]. Iowa Research Online. https://doi.org/10.17077/
etd.8now-a6ys5

Phillips, N., & Hardy, C. (2002). Discourse analysis: Investigating processes of social construc-
tion. SAGE Publications.

Phillips, N., Lawrence, T. B., & Hardy, C. (2004). Discourse and institutions. Academy of
Management Review, 29(4), 635-652. https://doi.org/10.2307/20159075

Rama, D., Ravenscroft, S., Wolcott, S. K., & Zlotkowski, E. (2000). Service-learning out-
comes: Guidelines for educators and researchers. Issues in Accounting Education, 15(4),
657-694. https://doi.org/10.2308/iace.2000.15.4.657

Roberts, R., Edwards, M. C., & Robinson, J. S. (2019). Benefits of using service-learning
in the preparation of teachers: An analysis of agricultural education teacher educa-
tors’ beliefs and intentions. Journal of Agricultural Education, 60(4), 19-34. https://doi.
0rg/10.5032/jae.2019.04019

Ross, L. M. (2002). Introduction to Lasting Engagement: American higher education and
community engagement: A historical perspective. In M. Martinez (Ed.), Lasting en-
gagement: Building and sustaining a commitment to community outreach, development, and
collaboration (pp. 1-17). U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.

Saarinen, T. (2008). Position of text and discourse analysis in higher educa-
tion policy research. Studies in Higher Education, 33(6), 719-728. https://doi.
0rg/10.1080/03075070802457090



Vol. 28, No. 2—Journal of Higher Education Outreach and Engagement

Saltmarsh, J., Hartley, M., & Clayton, P. (2009). Democratic engagement white paper. New
England Resource Center for Higher Education. https://scholarworks.umb.edu/
nerche_ pubs/45

Schneider, A. B. (2022). Implementing the marketing plan: How depth-of-engagement
in community-based learning impacts students and their nonprofit partners. Journal
of Nonprofit Education and Leadership, 12(4), Article 20. https://doi.org/10.18666/JNEL-
10547

Schoén, D. (1995). Knowing-in-action: The new scholarship requires a new epistemology.
Change: The Magazine of Higher Learning, 27(6), 27-34. https://doi.org/10.1080/00091
383.1995.10544673

Sloman, S., & Fernbach, P. (2017). The knowledge illusion: Why we never think alone. Penguin.

Smagorinsky, P., & Taxel, J. (2005). The discourse of character education: Culture wars in the
classroom. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Strier, R. (2014). Fields of paradox: University—community partnerships. Higher Education,
68, 155-165. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-013-9698-5

Tinto, V. (1993). Leaving college: Rethinking the causes and cures of student attrition (2nd ed.).
University of Chicago Press.

Warren, J. (2012). Does service-learning increase student learning? A meta-analysis.
Michigan Journal of Community Service Learning, 18(2), 56-61. http://hdl.handle.
net/2027/sp0.3239521.0018.205

Welch, M. (2016). Engaging higher education: Purpose, platforms, and programs for community
engagement. Stylus Publishing.

Wilson, J. L., Meyer, K. A., & McNeal, L. (2012). Mission and diversity statements: What
they do and do not say. Innovative Higher Education, 37, 125-139. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10755-011-9194-8

Wittgenstein, L. (1967). Philosophical investigations. Blackwell.

Wodak, R. (2013). Critical discourse analysis: Concepts, history, theory (Vol. 1). SAGE
Publications.

Wolf-Wendel, L., Ward, K., & Kinzie, J. (2009). A tangled web of terms: The overlap and
unique contribution of involvement, engagement, and integration to understanding
college student success. Journal of College Student Development, 50(4), 407-428. https://
doi.org/10.1353/csd.0.0077

Wright, J. S., & Kim, T. (2022). Reframing community (dis)engagement: The discursive
connection between undemocratic policy enactment, minoritized communities, and
resistance. Journal of Education Policy, 37(2), 186-204. https://doi.org/10.1080/02680
939.2020.1777467

Yin, R. K. (2014). Case study research: Design and methods (5th ed.). SAGE Publications.

Yorio, P. L., & Ye, F. (2012). A meta-analysis on the effects of service-learning on the
social, personal, and cognitive outcomes of learning. Academy of Management Learning
and Education, 11(1), 9-27. https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2010.0072

Yun, J. H. J., & Liu, Z. (2019). Micro and macro dynamics of open innovation with a
quadruple-helix model. Sustainability, 11(12), Article 3301. https://doi.org/10.3390/
su11123301

Zepke, N. (2015). What future for student engagement in neo-liberal times? Higher
Education, 69, 693-704. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-014-9797-V

188



