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CHAPTER 1

Introduction: Examining Higher Education
Institutions Public Mission Initiatives
Through the Lens of Organizational

Perspective

Antigoni Papadimitrion and Marius Boboc

Public and non-profit higher education institutions (HEIs) across the
globe have an enormous capacity to produce changes and contribute to
the public good. An analytical overview of common trends and emerging
patterns of their public mission initiatives worldwide is needed. The edi-
tors acknowledge that under the “public mission” umbrella, there are dif-
ferences between activities usually called “knowledge transfer” or
“economic development” and those traditionally pursued as “community
engagement”. Consequently, this book covers such differences as derived
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from the various “case studies” from different countries. Colleges and
universities, as organizations, do not exist in a vacuum, as they are live
organizations that interact with their external and internal environments.
Thus, in order to develop a better understanding of various public mission
initiatives across the globe and why these were adopted by HEIs, the edi-
tors use a theoretical framework that emerges from organizational theory.
Specifically, they analyze these “case studies” by using external environ-
mental elements namely political, economic, socio-cultural, and techno-
logical as well as internal college /university characteristics, such as mission,
vision, leadership, and governance (Papadimitriou 2020). Another feature
of this book is related to a practical emphasis on the public mission initia-
tives described, their implementation and challenges throughout the
chapters, with the intent to prompt readers to consider appropriate ways
in which to adapt some of the lessons learned by the contributing authors.

Tue PusLic MissioN OF HIGHER
EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS

The three conventional ways in which colleges and universities are defined
focus on an integrated approach to knowledge discovery, production, and
dissemination across various academic disciplines, connecting undergrad-
uate and graduate education, and advancing knowledge through research,
scholarship, and teaching (Calhoun 2011). A different angle of analysis
relates to the mission of HEIs, based on which teaching, knowledge pro-
duction, and community engagement are intertwined. While the former
two are more casily implemented and quantified, the latter could lead to
varying degrees of complexity and scope when it comes to impact on com-
munity (Papadimitriou 2020). Community engagement relies on a range
of structures, agents, and procedures by which communities at local,
national, regional, and international levels are involved in partnerships and
networks (Jacob et al. 2015). Benneworth et al. (2018, p. 17) define com-
munity engagement as a “process whereby universities engage with com-
munity stakeholders to undertake joint activities that can be mutually
beneficial even if each side benefits in a different way”. As the public mis-
sion of colleges and universities derives from the definition of their work
in the public domain (Calhoun 2011), the various types of related activi-
ties encompass economic development, technology transfer, community
engagement, and community partnerships. The importance of the various
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ways in which institutions of higher education represent and connect to
the communities they serve is supported by the fact that most of the eco-
nomic impact of colleges and universities is felt at the local level (Lane
2012). At the same time, given the increasingly relevant research profile of
colleges and universities in the twenty-first century, political stakeholders
expect higher education to support economic development by way of
commercialization of intellectual property through technology transfer
(Siegel and Phan 2005). As an integral component of the repertoire of
services offered by higher education to society, community engagement
has increased in relevance in terms of solving civic issues. Given the cur-
rentloss of financial capability by local, state, and /or national government(s)
to sponsor programs and initiatives aimed at improving the wellbeing and
livelihood of its citizens, colleges and universities have to step in to fill the
void. Working with community partners could lead to greater positive
influence of such actions onto creating and sustaining policies and prac-
tices intended to solve societal problems (Fisher et al. 2004).

Concurrent with increasing accountability requirements and public
scrutiny, colleges and universities worldwide have been asked to become
more actively involved in solving social issues either on the local, regional,
national, or international level. The first mission of HEIs was focused on
the transmission of knowledge through teaching, while the second mis-
sion dealt with the creation of knowledge through research (Cooper
2017). What emerged as a public or the third mission of higher education
proposed relevance and social impact as parameters by which core activi-
ties would re-engage communities (Pinheiro et al. 2015) by applying the
knowledge output through commodification and financialization (Addie
2017). The resulting institutionalized knowledge transfer encouraged aca-
demic entrepreneurialism (Shore and McLauchlan 2012) that was also
spurred on by the gradual diminishing of state support for higher educa-
tion. From the first time the phrase “third mission” was coined by
Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff (2000), the concept gained traction in various
ways, ranging from economic and social impact of college /university ini-
tiatives involving communities to all such activities focused on environ-
ments external to institutions of higher education (Glasser et al. 2014).
Under these circumstances, HEIs has gone through a series of structural
changes to curricula to place a greater emphasis on employability and mar-
ketability of graduates whose academic preparation aligns with the require-
ments and needs of the labor market. As an example, a focus on science,
technology, and mathematics (STEM) education is based on guidelines
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from various state and federal organizations that underscore the need for
the US to maintain its global competitive edge via appropriate college
preparation (Green 2014). College campus communities engage in pro-
gram prioritization exercises as a way to cope with the growing public
scrutiny dealing with the cost of attending college and its correlation to
student debt, in addition to calls for accountability in terms of productiv-
ity and ability to contribute to the greater public good (Fannin and Saran
2017). In terms that go beyond the American context, colleges and uni-
versities became entrepreneurial as a way to maintain or elevate their
regional competitiveness. In this light, formal and informal interactions
with agencies at the local, state, and/or regional levels through a mix of
curricular innovations, technology transfer, and research-driven incuba-
tors are expected to benefit society at large (Guerrero et al. 2016).

ORGANIZATIONAL PERSPECTIVE

Papadimitriou (2011) underscores that open systems theory has convinc-
ingly argued that in order to understand organizational change, one must
observe an organization as an open system because organizations do not
exist in a vacuum. Open systems theory emphasizes the importance of the
environment in which organizations exist and it focuses on the inputs,
outputs, and transformation of organizations insisting on the importance
of the environment, emphasizing its impact on the organization.

The editors argue in this book that the constantly changing environ-
ment exerts pressure on HEIs to adapt. Organizational theorists (Katz and
Kahn 1978; Morgan 1998; Scott 1995) discuss how open systems theory
has generated many new concepts of thinking about organizations. Open
systems theory was chosen as a starting point for the theoretical consider-
ations when addressing universities in a changing environment.

Scott (1981, p. 22) stresses that “organizations are not closed systems,
sealed [off from] their environments, but open to and dependent on flows
of personnel and resources from outside their own systems”. Organizations,
as open systems, exchange ideas with and give feedback to their external
environment. Morgan (1998, pp. 40—41) states that “the systems approach
builds on the principle that organizations, like organisms, are ‘open’ to
their environment and must achieve an appropriate relation with that envi-
ronment if they are to survive”. In a similar vein, Scott (2003, p. 91) states
that from an open system perspective, “there is a close connection between
the condition of the environment and the characteristics of the system
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within it: a complex system could not maintain its complexity in a simple
environment”. Researchers describe HEIs as organizations with unique
characteristics (Baldridge et al. 1977; Baldridge and Deal 1983;
Papadimitriou 2011). Some distinguishing characteristics that affect a
HEIs’ decision processes regarding adaptation to change (i.e. adopt pub-
lic mission initiatives) are goal ambiguity, client service, task complexity,
professionalism, and environmental vulnerability.

Enders (2004, p. 362) represents universities as “multi-purpose or
multi-product” organizations and states that “universities are institutions
that, in all societies, have performed basic functions which result from the
particular combination of cultural and ideological, social and economic,
educational and scientific roles that have been assigned to them”.

The argument that an organization does not and cannot exist in a vac-
uum also implies that organizations interact with their environments to
achieve basic objectives (Gornitzka 1999). “The prevalence of an open-
systems approach in organization theory has meant a focus on the rela-
tionship between the individual organization and the environment”
(Rhoades 1992, p. 1886). Organizations’ external environment includes a
variety of elements including technological, legal, political, economic,
demographic, ecological, and cultural elements (Hall 1999; Scott 1995).
Hall (1999, p. 208) maintains that “organizations do not respond to tech-
nological change through simple absorption. Instead, the organization’s
political process operates through the advocacy of change or stability”. He
observes that “since the rate of technological and all other environmental
changes is not constant for all organizations, the degree to which organi-
zations must develop response mechanisms varies” (p. 208). Sporn (1999)
emphasizes that the new environmental demands triggered internal
responses from universities around restructuring, retrenchment, re-
engineering, (total) quality management, strategic planning, financial
accounting, and technology transferred. Internationalization, globaliza-
tion, regionalization, and de-nationalization are the changes in universi-
ties’ environment (Enders 2004).

Against this backdrop, the overarching critical points that the editors
considered in their analysis of the contributing chapters and underscore
the following factors faced by HEIs when attempting to adopt third mis-
sion initiatives:

(a) Political (with potential legislative /legal undertones)
(b) Economic (featuring funding constraints)
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(¢) Socio-cultural
(d) Technological
(e) HEIs characteristics (mission, vision, leadership, and governance)

OVERVIEW OF BoOk CONTENTS

Beyond this introduction, the collection of chapters in this book high-
lights various public mission initiatives from the US, South America,
Europe, Africa, and Asia. While the parameters within which these cases
are constructed differ, every chapter creates a rich picture (conceptual
and/or empirical) of how HEIs attempt to serve the public good.
Structures, processes, stakeholder groups involved in the collective work
are detailed, based on which there is an overview of challenges and recom-
mendations. The editors conclude the book by applying the organiza-
tional perspective based on the analysis of the environmental factors that
applies almost to all case studies included in this volume. The synthesis
prompts the editors to focus on lessons learned for each case, from which
lines of future research are derived.

US PERSPECTIVES

Marius Boboc discusses several ways in which colleges and universities, as
anchor institutions, could recharge their social responsibility, thus pro-
moting their third mission to the public they serve. By using a descriptive
case study focused on a public, mid-sized, research university in the
American Midwest, processes and procedures are outlined as they inform
the alignment of mission-driven efforts across campus with public involve-
ment as an anchor institution in its geographic location. Connections to
functional areas of a university demonstrate how to coalesce decision-
making bodies and stakeholder groups that could chart its strategic direc-
tion. Moving forward, this case study intends to contribute to the
national /global conversations on how to promote institutions of higher
education as anchor institutions in urban areas perceived as places of
promise and opportunity. All along, components of a theoretical frame-
work proposed for anchor institution planning emphasize established
practices that inform higher education management,/governance.
Michael W. Klein explores public-public partnerships (PuPs) between
public institutions of higher education and their local municipalities that
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expand institutional capacity, while simultaneously revitalizing urban cen-
ters during this time of shrinking public funding. Using a theoretical
framework of resource dependency, this study shows how public-public
partnerships (PuPs) allow public universities and local governments to
combine resources for their mutual benefit. Examples in the study include
Arizona State University’s Downtown Phoenix campus, the University of
California Davis’ Aggie Square, and California State University Chico’s
South Campus Neighborhood Project. Building on literature from public
water projects around the world and a highway project in Texas, this study
suggests the advantages of PuPs for higher education and how they may
become a new funding model for public higher education infrastructure
and urban redevelopment. The key elements are committed champions,
strategically planned projects, and collaboration between an institution’s
academic experts and local civic leaders to identify and address community
concerns, with a critical eye toward economic risk, particularly involving
real-estate development.

Sean Robinson presents Morgan State University’s role in revitalizing
its community targeting economic and business development. Recognizing
that building and maintaining significant university-community partner-
ships is a complex process, the purpose of this chapter is to discuss the role
of an urban university in the redevelopment process of its surrounding
community, drawing upon the current Morgan State University-
Northwood Commons project as a frame of reference. In keeping with its
mission, and with its position as Baltimore’s anchor urban research institu-
tion, Morgan State University is uniquely positioned to contribute its
community’s business and economic development. This case study is espe-
cially unique in that as a Historically Black University, Morgan State has a
particular opportunity to directly impact its neighborhood, which is made
up almost exclusively of African Americans, and which has suffered from
severe economic inequality over the past 50 years.

Carey Borkoski and Sherri K. Prosser elaborate on the issue of fac-
ulty identity with respect to community engagement and the extent to
which faculty—institution compatibility influences decisions to engage in
the institution’s public mission. Incongruence, or incompatibility, of fac-
ulty values and beliefs with stated or perceived institutional mission and
norms increases the likelihood that innovations in support of the public
mission will ultimately fail. Faculty at research universities frequently enter
academia with the professional identity as a researcher, not a teacher,
which is reinforced by the structures and rewards of institutions. Even
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when faculty or staff value and report an interest in participating in com-
munity engagement, organization-level factors such as structure, leader-
ship, and rewards can serve as “engagement demotivators” to community
service. Institutions have a responsibility, therefore, to cultivate commu-
nity engagement efforts that promote their public service mission. Campus
leaders can create the leverage needed to move research institutions toward
engagement with communities and informal practices within a depart-
ment can have just as much influence as formal policies in shaping faculty
perceptions about what is valued. This chapter focuses on research univer-
sities in North America and explores faculty identity with respect to com-
munity engagement and the extent to which faculty—institution
compatibility influences decisions to engage in the public mission. The
chapter concludes with recommendations for institutions, including the
role of faculty belonging in being fully committed to community engage-
ment, the promotion structure in community engagement, and profes-
sional learning programs in promoting the community engagement and
the public mission.

Antigoni Papadimitriou, Rosalyn W. Stewart, and Constantine
Frangakis argue that university-engagement research benefits the com-
munities as well as HEIs; however, such research, and especially the pro-
cess of community engagement, has been less frequently described in the
literature. Recognizing the variation within community-based participa-
tory research (CBPR) practices and processes, as well as that research has
employed cross-disciplinary mixed methods (MM) designs to create out-
comes that are meaningful to communities, the purpose of their chapter is
to report on a cross-disciplinary collaborative university-engagement MM
research of the character of CBPR for healthier and safer communities in
Baltimore, Maryland, funded by Johns Hopkins University. The authors,
first, familiarize readers with CBPR, then provide details about the proj-
ect’s backdrop, MM design, and conclude with lessons learned and sug-
gestions for future research to improve collaboration within scholars in
different academic departments (social science, public health, and medi-
cine) as well as with community leaders and residents. This chapter is writ-
ten from the perspective of sharing academic empirical knowledge in order
to apply the fruits of scholarships to pressing well-being community issues
beyond the walls of academia.

Marcia Ballinger elaborates on the case study of Lorain County
Community College’s (LCCC) community engagement and strategic
planning process which demonstrates the community college’s evolution
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throughout the past three decades to its current Vision Network model
that engaged more than 1600 external and internal stakeholders. It pres-
ents a background on community college evolution and mission as the
US’s unique form of higher education founded on open access that guar-
anteed new opportunities for all. This chapter discusses the historic trans-
formation of this Midwestern community college’s vision, mission, values,
and strategic priorities that are grounded in the four pillars of education,
economy, culture, and community. LCCC’s most recent planning process,
which is based on creating a preferred future and shared vision for the
community, is detailed to provide practitioners with a conceptual model
for planning and engagement. It incorporates strategic foresight in recog-
nition of the volatility, uncertainty, complexity, and ambiguity facing
higher education institutions today, with particular emphasis on commu-
nity colleges that are aligned to local stakeholder needs. Among the topics
and questions that explored are (1) the creation of a shared, preferred
future for a community; (2) the global drivers and megatrends that are
affecting our future and their probability of impacting a community and
college; (3) where should the college lead, collaborate, and partner.

GLOBAL PERSPECTIVES

South America (Panama and Brazil)

Mariana Leén explores how university engagement—or extension univer-
sitarin—is shaped within the context of Panama. A brief introduction to
the Panamanian higher education system is provided, as well how the legal
framework that regulates higher education in Panama impacts the concep-
tualization and standards against which university engagement is mea-
sured. The resulting conceptualization is then compared against existing
international benchmarks. The chapter also analyzes how Panamanian
universities orient their engagement, through a study that is qualitative in
nature and uses content coding to extract meaning from the mission and
vision statements of 22 Panamanian universities. The results reveal that
most universities frame their university engagement around four areas: (1)
training and education of students to become a professional human
resource, (2) the contribution of these students to the sustainable devel-
opment of the country or region, (3) the practice of values related to
engagement, such as equity, solidarity, tolerance, and social commitment,
and (4) an outward projection toward society that generates recognition.
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Ana Ivenicki posits that higher education extension projects should be
considered a relevant dimension of university public commitment based
on a multicultural theoretical approach within a higher education collab-
orative engagement paradigm. In that sense, the present study aims to
discuss the public mission of higher education based on a case study of
extension multicultural educational projects developed by a federal univer-
sity in Brazil in partnership with local educational authorities in Brazilian
municipalities. The projects referred to joint construction of municipal
curriculum guidelines geared towards cultural diversity, equity, and social
justice. Results show that the mentioned interlinkage not only developed
an increased awareness of multicultural issues in educational actors from
both schools and university, but also allowed for their experiences to be
delved into and problematized.

Europe (The Netherlands and Italy)

Thomas Farnell, Anete Veidemane, and Don Westerheijden focus on a
new community engagement review tool developed in an EU context,
part of the TEFCE project (Towards o European Framework for Community
Engagement in Higher Education). This chapter details the design princi-
ples of its methodology, in comparison to previous tools such as the
Carnegie Foundation’s Elective Classification for Community Engagement,
and it illustrates its use on one of the four pilot reviews undertaken to
date, at the University of Twente (the Netherlands). The seven dimen-
sions of the TEFCE tool proved to be effective to analyze all aspects of
community engagement, focusing on narratives of initiatives. The narra-
tive approach’s flexibility proved effective to allow attention to unique
elements in community engagement initiatives. The chapter ends in les-
sons drawn for further development of the tool and for those interested in
using TEFCE or similar approaches.

Marta Ugolini, Fabio Cassia, and Nicola Cobelli present the case
study of the University of Verona’s community engagement through an
event called Kidsuniversity Verona. The authors frame community engage-
ment initiatives in the context of the Italian academic system, where the
third mission has been enforced by the national agency for university
research evaluation only in 2015. Kidsuniversity represents a bridge
between academic research and local families through the involvement of
children, teenagers, and their parents and teachers in initiatives of scientific
dissemination. The authors explain the aim and the format of the event
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and identify the internal and external networks activated to create an
attractive program each year. The authors also reflect on the success of
Kidsuniversity, its sustainability, and its replicability.

Afvica (Ethiopin)

Leon Cremoni and Abebaw Yirga Adamu discuss the social responsibil-
ity of universities in Ethiopia. University social responsibility is a crucial
task of universities worldwide. As the primary organizations charged with
studying social issues, universities are responsible for addressing society’s
practical problems. This is, perhaps, even more true in a context such as
Ethiopia’s, characterized by impressive growth, strong economic develop-
ment, and ethnic federalism. However, in the Ethiopian university com-
munity, the notion of university social responsibility is still rather nebulous.
The chapter’s objective is to improve our understanding of social respon-
sibility as part of the public mission of higher education by comparing how
this is interpreted and executed in universities operating in Ethiopia. The
chapter is based on interviews conducted at six Ethiopian universities and
a review of strategy and policy documents. Data show that Ethiopian uni-
versities engage in social responsibility without a clear stated focus, policy,
or strategy. Among other issues at play, this situation has led society to lose
trust in universities’ capacity to tackle its problems. What are needed are
robust policy and strategy frameworks and a stronger involvement of soci-
ety in defining what is a “socially responsible university”.

Asia (Hong Konyg)

Hei-hang Hayes Tang examines the engagement patterns of knowledge
exchange (KE) in Hong Kong’s public universities. Using “institutional
logics” as the conceptual theme, it investigates the academic responses to
the global trend of KE policies and the extent to which there is a tendency
of convergence or divergence of institutional practices of KE engagement.
Through the qualitative methods of documentary research and textual
analysis of government and institutional documents related to KE, this
chapter found a converging trend among most Hong Kong’s public uni-
versities that they have been expanding and upscaling their KE initiatives
and activities. Since 2009, when the government launched the KE policies
and delivered the KE funding, the universities have accumulated experi-
ences from institutionalizing KE, and have been building up capacities to
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encompass a more diverse framework for KE. However, there is not a
singular dominant logic but diverse competing institutional logics in
response to the global trend of KE policies. Despite the converging trend
of many institutional practices in higher education governance globally,
academic and institutional responses to KE appear dynamic and diverse.
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CHAPTER 2

Recharging Higher Education’s Social
Responsibility via Anchor Institutions

Marius Boboc

INTRODUCTION

As the name suggests it, higher education could be seen as the combina-
tion of learning opportunities designed to equip students with knowledge,
skills, and dispositions that open up new experiential horizons. Debates
over the role of American public education as a great equalizer have grown
over time (Growe and Montgomery 2003). On the one hand, there are
arguments placing colleges and universities at the core of the process of
discovering, creating, and disseminating knowledge (Guarasci 2018) by
which society can ensure that it can rely on an informed, active, and
responsible citizenry (Thomas and Levine 2011). In this light, sustaining
society as a system implies the application of democratic principles in
school settings and communities. In terms of educational settings, that
means promoting skills based on which students could become “demo-
cratic, creative, caring, constructive citizens of a democratic society”
(Harkavy 2006, p. 5). By engaging in teaching, research/scholarship/
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creative output, and service, higher education’s public good leads to social
change based on the development of knowledge, skills, and dispositions,
thus emphasizing the human capital behind economic development
(Chunoo and Osteen 2016). On the other hand, particularly over the past
few decades featuring a heavier focus on accountability, higher education
is increasingly tied to student learning outcomes and marketability upon
graduation (Chunoo and Osteen 2016). A college education continues to
represent a viable path toward economic gain through employment based
on academic credentials (Horowitz 2018). The increasingly competitive
labor market led to greater pressure on institutions of higher education to
produce graduates ready to join its ranks upon graduation from college.
Moreover, the constant rate of changes in technological advances spurred
new levels of complexity that add to the pressure on colleges and universi-
ties to change (Maguad 2018).

This chapter connects previous scholarship on urban universities that
have had to revise their commitment to the public good with a particular
focus on one urban research university in the American Midwest. The lat-
ter has pursued various community engagement initiatives over the past
decade. There are three examples described in this chapter as a way to
elaborate on how such community outreach programming could support
the “anchor institution” designation by way of reframing the university
mission and vision statements. Concurrently, two community engagement
initiatives—Public Sphere Pedagogy and Civic Engagement—reiterate the
university’s social responsibility. In order to reach a level of sustainability
across campus, an anchor institution strategic planning framework is being
proposed in an attempt to bring together in a non-normative manner the
various components of a college’s or university’s complex functions and
supporting structures. The three examples of community involvement are
then used as applications of the new framework, which allows for lessons
learned from the three initiatives to inform future uses of the strategic
planning process for anchor institutions as well as future lines of research.

“ANCHOR INSTITUTION” AS A CONCEPT BEHIND
EMERGING PRACTICES

Following the economic downturn in 2008-2009, population mobility
enhanced an existing trend of suburban flight, or outward expansion, that
exacerbated the inadequacy of public policy governing fiscal allocations,
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support for public schools, city governance, and race and class divisions
(Brookings Institution’s Metropolitan Policy Program 2010). In this con-
text, institutions of higher education have had use their “anchored” pres-
ence in a given milieu to increase their involvement in solving local
community issues related to economic and community development as
well as public education (Harris III and Pickron-Davis 2013). Under
these circumstances, redefining the public university becomes focused on
inserting itself as a partner whose responsibilities to the communities
served should become strategic by aligning them with agendas aimed at
improving public policy and practices for a wide range of constituents.

There are different markers of social and economic impact colleges and
universities have on the communities they serve. For example, regional
comprehensive universities have been responsible for meeting various
demands and needs of local communities by constantly striving to strike a
balance between economic and civic engagement initiatives while facing
diminishing public support (Orphan 2018). Research universities, irre-
spective of their geographic location, promote scholarship, creative activi-
ties, teaching, and service to solve current issues and investigate solutions
to future problems, thus meeting the demands of the greater public good
perceived as the overall being of society (Owen-Smith 2018). As a subset,
urban research universities have had a long history of placing service at the
core of their mission going back to the late nineteenth century (Harkavy
2006). In this light, an engaged campus became the public space that
provides strategic and programmatic support via community partnerships
(Nicotera et al. 2012), thus emphasizing how a college or university is an
integral part of the urban fabric. Renewed interest prompted by global
urbanism led to calls for reframing the twenty-first-century urban universi-
ties to be more efficient and inclusive in their contributions to the knowl-
edge economy, given their role as hubs of local development and economic
activity (Addie 2017). In sum, community engagement has permeated
how colleges and universities define and (re)present themselves to the
world, thus calibrating their brand name and the associated marketing and
advancement campaigns, along with a whole slew of outreach program-
ming (Weerts and Hudson 2009).

Mutually beneficial strategic engagements with communities should
lead to relevant, deliberate inclusions in curricula, pedagogy, and research
to benefit students who have the city as a lab for applications of their learn-
ing (Cantor et al. 2013). There are various strategies that endorse the
mutual beneficial characteristic of strategic partnerships by constantly
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ensuring a balanced perspective between colleges/universities and the
communities they serve (Holton et al. 2015). Building on Dewey’s par-
ticipatory democracy, urban universities have a role to play as the vehicle
or strategic agency (Harkavy 2006) by which social responsibility connects
them to the fabric of communities, grounding them organically in their
representation. As a critical, strategic partner, colleges and universities as
anchor institutions can measure their relevance and social impact by being
involved in initiatives dealing with education, academic research, public
engagement and service, economic development and commercialization,
and sustainability (Hayter and Cahoy 2018). As validation of the impor-
tance of such highly collaborative work, there are numerous organizations
that support the reframing of higher education institutions in service of
the greater public good, such as the Anchor Institutions Task Force,
Campus Compact, the Coalition for Urban and Metropolitan Universities,
Imagining America, the American Democracy Project, and so on
(Guarasci 2018).

THE CASE OF CLEVELAND STATE UNIVERSITY: CONVERGING
LiNEs OF AcTION TOWARD (RE)DEFINING ITs
PusLIiCc MISSION

As an urban research university, Cleveland State University (CSU) in
Cleveland, Ohio has evolved over the years since its early beginning in
1964, following the tradition set by Fenn College of Engineering, founded
as a private institution of higher learning in 1929 (Cleveland State
University n.d.-a). Over the past ten years, investments of more than 500
million US dollars allowed the campus to be modernized and to expand in
a way that strengthened its critical importance in downtown Cleveland.
The impact the institution has on the region follows a pattern of concen-
tric circles, starting with the fact that it has become the largest landowner
in the downtown area (Anglin et al. 2018). The same report also reveals
that the university has a great positive effect on the communities it serves
in Northeast Ohio, ranging from 6739 jobs in employment impact, to
308 million US dollars in labor income impact, to close to half a billion
dollars in value-added impact, to 679 million US dollars in output impact,
and to 67 million US dollars in tax impact (Clouse et al. 2014). As a public
institution of higher education, CSU subscribes to the meaning of the
notion of “public” based on the convergence of state government
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ownership and provision of non-rivalrous and non-excludable goods and
services, thus serving the public interest, while being accountable to the
communities served (Fischman et al. 2011).

Building on previous reports on the impact CSU has on its community,
a taskforce was assembled in Fall of 2016 to investigate how the universi-
ty’s structures, policies, and practices align with the requirements and
characteristics of an anchor institution. At that time, several strategic part-
nerships supported such a designation, as follows: (a) close ties with the
Cleveland Clinic, MetroHealth, NEOMED, University Hospitals, and St.
Vincent’s Hospital; (b) very well established relationships with the
Cleveland Metropolitan School District; (¢) legal education training, law
clinics, and incubator space for business-oriented initiatives; (d) commu-
nity development programming in the Campus District and Central
neighborhoods; (e) reports and research studies supporting public policy
at the city and county levels; and so on. These examples underscore the
institutional anchor strategy that allows CSU to engage in community
outreach and development programming that takes advantage of the eco-
nomic power of the university to impact the surrounding communities
(Bennett et al. 2017). Ultimately, CSU as an anchor institution would
enact upon a professed mission to tackle community challenges by dem-
onstrating the capacity and campus culture needed to sustain strategic
partnerships (Dubb et al. 2013). The Engaged Anchor Study Group
established several principles that governed its collaborative work across
campus and beyond. By extending the definition of an anchor institution
beyond its permanent location to promote inclusive economic opportu-
nity and community development, the designation capitalizes on demo-
cratic values and knowledge creation that supports several operational
values proposed by the working group. To that end, an anchor institution
does not exist in a void. Therefore, it uses flexible structures and processes
to develop, sustain, and promote strategic partnerships that are mutually
beneficial (Anglin et al. 2018). The working group involved stakeholder
groups—faculty, students, and community members—in a survey-based
research project that generated a baseline for the university to determine
both the range of partnerships actively in place as well as future directions
to enhance them and assign them to the anchor institution designation.
Recommendations generated by the group emphasized the need to take
stock of current initiatives, while establishing a framework to support the
infrastructure necessary to elevate the partnerships that define the
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university strategic social responsibility to apply its mission to deliver pub-
lic value (Anglin et al. 2018; Hayter and Cahoy 2018).

By using a descriptive case study methodology to capture the rich con-
text of a contemporary phenomenon (Yin 2014), the analysis of the vari-
ous initiatives pursued by CSU is conducted in the latter’s regional context,
thus revealing connections to the communities surrounding the institu-
tion. In this light, there are several projects that point to some of the
components of a Strategic Social Responsibility model (Hayter and Cahoy
2018), which would be further refined to substantiate or complement the
aforementioned recommendations from the internal Engaged Anchor
Study Group. Below are several initiatives pursued at different times in the
recent history of the university. Each one of the initiatives has clear con-
nections to and justification in community engagement. Collectively, they
point to CSU’s capacity for scaling up of such efforts by synchronizing
them within a larger, hybrid infrastructure that emphasizes benefits to the
communities served by the university, while endorsing the latter’s strategic
social responsibility. Balancing challenges and opportunities based on a
thorough analysis of mission-driven policies and resources needed to
implement them should lead to a nuanced understanding of how to navi-
gate challenges and opportunities by comparing levels of institutional
capability to provide public value (Hayter and Cahoy 2018).

Mission and Vision Statements + Cove Values

Starting in summer of 2016, a team of CSU administrators identified a
process by which the mission and vision statements could be updated
based on feedback sought from various constituent groups across campus.
Through an iterative process that involved a workshop with the senior
leadership group, the focus was on identifying instances when CSU was at
its best, based on which to tell a story about what the institution is all
about. The exercise was replicated to involve faculty, staft, and students
from across campus in focus group interviews. Typically, university mis-
sion captures its current capacity to fulfill the purpose of its programming,
research, and outreach processes, while its vision positions it into the
future based on potentiality. In this light, the resulting updates recast the
mission and vision statements along the lines of contextual challenges and
facilitating factors that had to be taken into account in strategic planning
procedures, as follows:
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Mission: Empowering students. Creating knowledge. Engaging communi-
ties. Shaping our world.

Vision: We will be a nationally recognized and student-focused public
research institution that provides accessible, affordable, and Engaged
Learning opportunities for all. We will be both:

An anchor institution for Northeast Ohio, recognized for cutting-edge
research, creative activity, and innovative collaborations that drive eco-
nomic development and enrich the lives of our students and citizens, and;

A beacon institution whose vitality attracts diverse and talented students,
faculty, and staff from within and outside the region, thereby enhancing
our distinctive and inclusive living, learning, and working environments.
(Cleveland State University n.d.-b)

Additionally, for the first time in the history of the university, a set of
core values emerged from the conversations with different stakeholders.
Set within the larger global milieu, the social responsibilities of colleges
and universities (Hayter and Cahoy 2018) gives the concept of “anchor
institutions” new meaning that emphasizes community outreach and sus-
tained involvement that rely on shared value (Initiative for a Competitive
Inner City 2016). Upon further analysis, these values seemed to indicate
the distinct drivers behind various aspects of how the mission and vision
statements would be expected to come to life, as follows:

Relevance: Providing our students with the resources they need to persist
and succeed in their career pathways, the community with active citizens,
and the region with enriching scholarship and creative activity.

Community engagement: Connecting the university to the larger commu-
nity through meaningful, mutually beneficial partnerships.

Accessibility and affordability: Providing high-quality, accessible, and afford-
able educational experiences to a wide spectrum of students.

Inclusive excellence: Ensuring that we are a diverse institution where the
collaboration and involvement of all are encouraged, all voices are heard,
and all are treated with dignity and respect.

Fiscal responsibility and responsiveness: Being good stewards of public and
university resources and anticipating the best ways to deploy them.

Accountability: Being responsible for our words, our actions, and for their
consequences.

Freedom of expression: Protecting and championing the right to freely
communicate ideas without censorship and to study material as it is writ-
ten, produced, or stated. (Cleveland State University n.d.-b)
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The process described above outlines yet another example of a bottom-
up approach to involving stakeholders in reframing what the university
stands for and how that comes to life. The set of mission and vision state-
ments, relying on core values that embody them, permeate institutional
space and culture, which, in turn, support the campus-wide negotiation of
strategy to ensure that the college or university fulfills its social responsi-
bility (Fugazzotto 2009).

Public Spheve Pedagogy

Public sphere pedagogy brings to life teaching of various academic disci-
plines by emphasizing a civic dimension that encapsulates learning oppor-
tunities that connect classrooms and life outside campus. In this light,
students take on challenging issues faced by communities that could ben-
efit from solutions proposed to them during town hall meetings and great
debates, as signature events associated with public sphere pedagogy (Rhem
2016). One relevant initiative promoted by the Office of Civic Engagement
at Cleveland State University focused on involving faculty in critical con-
versations aimed at identifying ways in which students could apply knowl-
edge, refine skills, and develop professional dispositions in real-world
circumstances that could benefit communities beyond campus. Therefore,
faculty could analyze their instructional strategies to enhance student
learning by capitalizing on how learning could translate into community-
facing actions and behaviors. Consequently, students engage community
members in a public sphere. While public space is anchored by physicality,
public sphere brings together various expressions of human agency (Mayr
2011) in a way that supports freedom as foundational practice guiding
interactions and negotiations (Arendt, as cited in Biesta 2012).
Developed as an exploratory initiative pursued by faculty who formed a
dedicated committee in Fall 2013, public sphere pedagogy at Cleveland
State University implied conversations with California State University—
Chico faculty and staff who had been instrumental in launching a similar
project on their campus. A pilot in a Communication course focused on
four topics of interest to the public in 2016, as follows: (a) Arts and
Culture levy; (b) charter versus traditional public schools; (¢) marijuana
legalization; and (d) food. The following academic year dealt with two
new topics, lead (for Fall 2016) and the legacy of Carl and Louise Stokes
(for Spring 2017) (Public Sphere Pedagogy n.d.). Two faculty in particu-
lar, one in Communication, the other in English, took the lead in terms of
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implementing the practice in their classroom. The former structured his
curriculum along the lines of guiding principles that bring public spaces
into the learning of students by promoting them to initiate dialogue with
members of the campus community and beyond, thus refining a sense of
civic involvement and social responsibility (Horowitz 2016). The other
instructor created bridges between students and a dedicated librarian by
the use of critical pedagogy to design project-based learning experiences
promoting public arena issues (Gosselin and Goodsett 2019). While these
examples are grounded in particular academic disciplines, they indicate
how bottom-up approaches to faculty development and student engage-
ment could contribute to a college’s or university’s larger, more compre-
hensive plan to serve the public good via a multitude of programs intended
to benefit communities.

Civic Engagement

Part of the foundation for the campus-wide work on defining and imple-
menting civic engagement at Cleveland State University is provided by the
phrase “engaged learning” that emerged during the 2008-2009 academic
year. Consequently, various initiatives were pursued in different academic
units across campus. That flurry of activity was eventually monitored and
promoted centrally, which led to the awarding of the Community
Engagement classification by the Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching in 2015. Consequently, the concept and prac-
tice of “engaged learning” were conceived of as having a critical compo-
nent focused deliberatively and specifically on communities served by the
university. The main characteristic of s