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Introduction: mapping patterns in
diverse universities

Community engagement promoted Iin national

policy
alongside teaching and learning

» Conceptual confusion, debate and contestation within and
between universities

» framework and empirical

basis to understand the

complexity and diversity of current ‘engaged’ academic
practice

» mapping

‘community engagement’, drawing on an
empirical

analysis of patterns of interaction in five
universities representing distinct institutional types, through
an integrated analysis of survey of individual academic
practice, and case study data of institutional facilitation
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Scholarship for direct benefit of
external audiences

ENGAGED/

Not ENGAGED/
RESPONSIVE

Not RESPONSIVE

= Teaching = Teaching
= Service = Service
= G

(adapted from Michigan State Univ)
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“How do you extend your
academic scholarship to the
benefit of external social
partners?”

/ « Social partners

» Types of relationship

 Channels of interaction
'\ « B - Outputs

 Qutcomes and benefits

' f '\ « Challenges and constraints
Those who do not interact — why
not?

« (adaptation of RoKS survey of firms and

universities)

Academic Interaction
with social partners

Survey, of 2 000 academics Iin
5 distinct types of ‘university
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-’ Methodology: complexity and
variety of patterns?

» Main types of institutions: 2 research, 1 comprehensive, 1 U
of Technology and 1 rural university

» CATI tool: short telephonic interviews yielded 62% return
» Analysis of large sample :

» Frequency: weighted average
» Principal

component analysis

partners, relationships, channels and outcomes

» Qualititative

Investigation
Interaction:

identify patterns of

» correlation to identify coexisting patterns of partners with

types of relationship and channels of interaction

of  conceptualisations
with

Institutional
managers, analysis of institutional documents /data

of

engagement, policy, structures and mechanisms to promote
Interviews

leaders

and
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4

81% engage BUT varying scales
of frequency and networks

Comprehen Universit
P Rural Versity
—SIVe universit o

university 4 Technology

Research Research
university 1 university 2

No Engagement

On isolated scale

Moderate scale with a
single partner

Moderate scale with
two or more partners

Number of academics
in sample

Number of academics
in institution



L%

Rural

) Res?2

——Firm partners

-l Academic partners

Social science that makes a difference

—abe—\Nelfare partners ——— Community partners
e Civil society partners —— Government partners
Nature of partners —




Resl f;i > Comp
IH_
V K\J.
Rural Res?2
—#— Engagedresearch —ll— Engaged teaching and outreach
—e— Alternative teaching —— Technology transfer
Types of relationship =

Social science that makes a difference gré
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Rural " Res2

—— Community and social development

—l— Academic benefits

== Productivity and employment generation

Outcomes TF

Social science that makes a difference =




—t— Customized expert

—l— Technology development
—— Technology structure
= Public media

Channels of interaction e
Social science that makes a difference Q[_E
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R S T
university 1

Research
wuniversity 2

Uniwversity of
p =T gl p To-d Fa i (V)

o e hensia
e umniwve rsity

HRural
e iwve rsity

CoO rr L it ys
emngagermnent

Social
responsivenass

Co rr L mmitys
engagermeaent samd
wwork imtegrated
l=armimg

Engage=rmeaent

Cormirrrumitys
emngagermnent

Currmicular Ccormrrumitys
Semgasgee rmeent
FNMom—curricular corrmrrrummitys
engagerment

Research-related cormirmvumityg

engagerment

Cutreach

Social developrmant amnd
e rrmpoweerrmrent

Socially engageaed service
and learming Socially
engaged research
Socially engageaed teachimng
and research

Cliwic engagermeaemt

Wvwork Ilmtegrated Learmimg
Coopaerative education
Seaervice learmimg

Civice Engagermeaent
Cormrmunity outreach
Woluntearnsrm

Engage=rment throwugh
outreach amnd cormrmuamiity
ST e

Erngagaerment throwugh
professiomals

discipline based service
ol Silor

Engagaerment through
teachimg anmnd learmimg
Engagerment through
research and scholarship
*WWoluntesrisrm
Cormrmunity outreach
Imtermships

Coopeaerative education
Saervice learmimg

Institutiona ]l debate amnd

Carntestatiom

Couarmicular prograrmimnme s
Sseaerm as mrore wvaluable
WS anys exposure of
students to
fimpowverished,. Dlack)
Ccormrrmunities is wvalualkble |
Ovmee wwans phidlanthiro o
anmnd charnty w=s MMutual
bemnefit and mutual
exxchange
Engagaermeaent shouwuld
imnclude professiomal
acaderrmic sernicse
Responsivaness
promote s social jushce,
the pubklic good amnd
addresses ineguality
Al our works 1=
responsSive ws sociallys
engaged academic
schoaolarship

Coormirmunitys engacge rrmeaent
focuses omn teachimg amnd
le=armimng activities omliy
Od motion of
‘coopeerative educatiomn”
repackaged as worke
imtegrated learmimg with
little paradigm shift vw=s
mnaeww sophisticated
conceptualisatons of
wwork imtegrated learmimg
Engageaerment wwith local
amnd regioaomnal
dewveloprmaent

MNarroww defimition of
Cormmunity engagernmaent
w=s broad defimition of
engagermeaent with firrms
and sociaety

Conce ptual frarmewwork
mot suited to the s paecific
demands faced by thhe
imstitution
Coormrmanitys dewelo prree it
armnd service as
philanthro peys ws
Cormmunity eraxhange as
rrvatual exchamnge and
Ppartmersip



Mapping the landscape

. Awareness of and commitment to engagement
. Conceptual confusion and contestation

. Absence of concept of engaged scholarship: core
academic activities reported as engaged activities

Engagement oriented to teaching and learning or to
outreach and service

. Very little activity oriented to innovation and technology

Prevalence of academic partners but absence of networks
reflects weak knowledge flows across HE

Pattern in each university complex and messy, diverse
knowledge fields, cannot be easily and neatly described

. Clear Iinstitutional differences, associated with strategic
challenges and intersecting with historical trajectorie:
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Institutional patterns

Characterised by strongest trend of more active and
frequent engagement:

1) A community service, teaching-oriented pattern (research
university 1)

2) A socially responsive, research and teaching oriented
pattern (research university 2)
3) A teaching-oriented community engagement with a
research-oriented firm engagement pattern
(comprehensive university)

4) A development-oriented service pattern (Rural university)

5) A firm and user teaching- and research-oriented pattern
(university of technology)
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A COMMON SET OF
INSTITUTIONAL POLICY,

STRUCTURES AND
MECHANISMS



Formal policy on ‘engagement’
Approved by Senate and internal
structures

Reporting to other structure
Faculty committees
‘Entities’ as external interface mechanisms

Research structures
ERELEECEESEGEGEGESSESS

2010

X X X

X

X X X X X

2008

X X X

2011

X

X X X

2010

X X

- |Resi1/Res2|Comp| UoT |Rural_

2008

X X X

X X
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:

x x

x

x x
Formal insertion in provincial and city X X

government

x x

x x



Allows for strategic and
conceptual insights:

— Comprehensive mapping of existing patterns of interaction
within distinct institutional types and substantive conditions

across HE system, relative to institutional and national policy
Intent and global trends

— Inform policy, strategic intervention and capability building
across national system of innovation, and within universities
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gkruss@hsrc.ac.za
ghaupt@hsrc.ac.za
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