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Preface

This volume emerges from a symposium organised in Newcastle-upon-Tyne in the
summer of 2009 with the title “Excellence in Engagement: Policies and practices for
university—community engagement”. This was organised as part of the UK Economic
and Social Research Council-funded project “University engagement with socially
excluded communities” (cf. “Acknowledgements” to this chapter). That day aimed
to stimulate a discussion between those with an interest in universities contributing
to the problems of socially excluded communities, through a series of presentations
and discussions from five main constituencies, governmental policy-makers, univer-
sity senior managers, university academics researching engagement, university staff
working in engagement projects and community groups themselves engaging with
universities.

That symposium highlighted a number of tensions and pressures which exist
in seeking to stimulate university—community engagement. It was clear that that
discussion could not be done justice to in a single day symposium, and so the idea
was born to extend those discussions into a volume from which more clarity about the
nature of university—community engagement could be gained. This volume therefore
seeks to provide the space for a range of leading authors in the field of university—
community engagement to explore what to them are the main tensions and dynamics
in universities engaging with excluded communities, and to reflect on the potential
implications this has for the evolution of the idea of a university.

This volume does not seek to give a straightforward or easy answer to the question
of how universities are evolving in response to the grand challenges of the twenty
first century. Rather, through the contributions, it becomes possible to move beyond
current simplistic narratives, between idealists arguing that engagement is central
to university missions, and opportunists who say engagement only happens in or-
der to fulfil some other responsibility. The idea of the engaged university is being
constructed in different places in different ways depending to some extent on the
external environment, and also on the enthusiasm and commitment of the particular
institutions involved to the ideals of engagement.

In a sense, that balancing act should not be surprising, because one of the reasons
for the longevity of the institution of university has been that it is a means to balance
between tensions, between the need for practical and vocational skills, between the
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need for particular and universal knowledge, between the need for disinterest and
commitment in knowledge creation, a theme raised at more length by Powell and
Drayson in Chap. 8. The structure behind the book is to take five main debates
framing university—community engagement. By presenting a series of perspectives
on those debates and valuations, clarity concerning how engagement is balanced
within the wider pressures confronting contemporary universities.

Not all the chapters presented in this volume were presented within the original
symposium, and likewise not all those participating in the symposium were able to
contribute chapters to the volume. The four areas chosen for this volume loosely
correspond to the organisation of the day, but were amended in response to the
presentations and discussions on the day, as well as to the comments of the reviewers
of the proposal and manuscript, and also the editorial team of our publishers at
Springer.

I would like to thank many people associated with the production of this volume.
Firstly, to Yoka Janssen, my publisher at Springer, for her support and patience with
what has been an inadvertently long process. Secondly, to all the authors and co-
authors in this volume, for helping with the development of the ideas in this book
and the wider intellectual project. Thirdly, to CHEPS, for making time available for
me to successfully complete the research and the manuscript. Fourthly, to a set of
referees for their supportive ideas and comments which I hope they see reflected in
this final product. Finally, to my wife Leanne, who had to live with me writing the
book, and my son Theo, who came to life during me writing this book, I could not
have done this without you both, and for that reason, I dedicate this volume to you.

Enschede, The Netherlands/Tynemouth, The UK Paul Benneworth
February 2012
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University Engagement with Socially
Excluded Communities



Chapter 1
University Engagement with Socially Excluded
Communities

Towards the Idea of ‘The Engaged University’

Paul Benneworth

1.1 Introduction: Towards the Idea of ‘The Engaged University’

There appears to be an almost overwhelming consensus that an increasingly impor-
tant element of the role of universities in contemporary society is to provide useful
knowledge and contribute to emerging societal problems. However, the scale of the
academic analysis to date has been surprising in its limitations, focusing on indi-
vidual universities rather than universities as institutions within social systems. This
results in slippery rhetorics where universities promote their activities rather than
focusing on delivering socially useful knowledge (cf. Chap. 8).

This volume seeks to contribute by considering universities’ societal contribu-
tions not only in terms of the activities, but also universities’ internal structures,
wider ‘ideas of universities’, and societal pressures on universities. Considering
how university societal engagement has been transformed in these three domains
helps understand how universities are evolving as institutions, and how far societal
engagement is becoming a new university mission.

This chapter is both a volume overview as well as introduction to Part I. Section 1.1
places two notions: socially useful knowledge and the ‘engaged university’ within
a long-term historical context. Section 1.2 considers a number of recent societal
transformations influencing the nature of the university, including the emergence of
the knowledge society, and the higher education (HE)-wide ‘modernisation project’.
Section 1.3 provides more detail on university engagement with excluded commu-
nities and rationalises the choice of focus. Section 1.4 provides a framework for
understanding university—community engagement, and a conceptual framework for
determining the social utility of particular engagement.

P. Benneworth (D<)

Center for Higher Education Policy Studies, University of Twente,
7500AE, Enschede, The Netherlands

e-mail: p.benneworth@utwente.nl

P. Benneworth (ed.), University Engagement with Socially Excluded Communities, 3
DOI 10.1007/978-94-007-4875-0_1, © Springer Science+Business Media Dordrecht 2013



4 P. Benneworth

1.2 Towards a Systematic Framework for Understanding
University Engagement in Late Modernity

1.2.1 University Engagement with Excluded Communities:
An Introduction to the Volume

A challenge across social sciences is to understand how established institutions which
shape our societies are evolving and ground these ‘big’ narratives of change in much
more specific institutional analysis. This volume focuses on how changes in the
knowledge society are affecting the institution of university, in which it has a special
role, namely the creation, circulation, transmission and adaptation of knowledge.
The institution of ‘university’ dates back at least eight centuries, making it older than
two other key societal institutions, namely the joint stock company (1600) and the
nation state (1648). The idea of a university has always evolved reflecting changing
societal dynamics, providing strong conceptual and practical reasons to believe that
the emergence of the knowledge society might be creating a new institutional form,
the ‘engaged university’.

Barnett (2000, 2003) invokes the idea of an implicit social compact between uni-
versities and their societies. Our contention is that new forms of university always
emerged through attempts to renew the compact in light of social change. Univer-
sities thereby seek to better align themselves to societal needs: Studying change in
universities therefore allows reflection on wider social changes. However, the idea
of an ‘engaged university’ is highly contested. Almost all commentators agree that
it is desirable for universities to serve societal goals, yet parallel changes—the rise
of ‘new public management’—has weakened universities’ explicit social functions
(cf. Sect. 1.3.3).

Universities have been encouraged to deliver what can easily be measured, whilst
universities’ societal contributions are diffuse and specific to their particular institu-
tional profiles. This has meant that outside certain extremely limited areas such as
commercialisation, it has been impossible to effectively measure this engagement
(cf. Watson 2007). This risks side-lining engagement even where universities and
policy-makers are enthusiastic about the idea. This in turn risks reducing engagement
to ‘detached benevolence’, where the university offers something potentially useful
without considering its applicability to community needs.

To concretely explore this conundrum, this volume takes two distinctive ap-
proaches. Firstly, all contributors have focused on engagement with excluded
communities, which provides an extreme example, with a group whose problems
are societally urgent and who traditionally rarely interact with universities. Sec-
ondly, all explore how the value of engagement as a university mission is articulated,
discussed, debated and contested across a range of stakeholder groups including
universities, governments and societal partners such as unions and businesses.

The four parts of this volume follow this argument, covering four lead groups,
namely scholars involved in engagement, in university management and organi-
sational structures, the epistemic community defining the norms and practices of
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university behaviour, and universities’ social and policy contexts. Each part contains
a mix of conceptual and empirical contributions exploring how university engage-
ment is emerging against a broad transformation in these domains. All begin with an
overview chapter seeking to clarify the main debates and practical issues. Following
empirical contributions tease out particular wicked issues in these domain areas, for
example illustrating the breadth of particular engagement activities, or highlighting
different ways in which engagement ideas are taken up by the epistemic communities
around universities.

The volume structure follows this conceptual division: Part I provides an introduc-
tion to university engagement and university—community engagement, presenting a
number of concrete examples of university—community engagement in practice, to
better highlight the contours of the field. Part IT explores how universities are evolv-
ing as organisational structures in response to both a wider set of transformational
pressures including changing needs to engage with societal groups. Part III explores
how universities are evolving as an epistemic community in terms of the way the ‘idea
of a university’ is evolving to encompass increased emphasis of societal engagement.
Part IV explores how universities are evolving as societal institution in terms of the
ways in which they are becoming sensitive to societal pressures mediated through
policy instruments, accountability measures and transparency tools.

1.2.2 The Key Messages Emerging from this Volume

This volume puts forth the idea of university engagement as one competing mission
amongst many and the tensions this creates in practice for a mission which no one
could generally oppose. Our central argument is that engagement is influenced by
what scholars do, but particularly by transformations in three key constituencies
around universities. This volume concludes with a number of messages relating to
how engagement discloses tensions facing universities. The conclusion draws them
together to reflect more generally on wider changes in systems of governance and
administration within which higher education policy is embedded.

Our central finding reemphasizes the idea of universities as complex entities, un-
dertaking many activities and pulled simultaneously by many different drivers at
different levels. Engagement reveals these in being both difficult to achieve, but reaf-
firming a sense in these constituencies that engagement is worthwhile. Universities
are not just actors which relate to governments and customers, but institutions en-
meshed in complex relationship systems with societal partners with their own goals,
intentions, cultures and norms. This is visible in the systematic barriers restrict-
ing community engagement. These barriers emerge from shifting accountability and
authority relations in public administration more generally.

Currently, universities in public administration discourses are considered as sim-
ple suppliers of services to individuals rather than as formational societal institutions
(cf. Sect. 9.3.3). Where engagement has succeeded, ‘smart accountability’ has al-
lowed universities the autonomy to undertake wider societal missions. Qualitatively
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improving the nature of universities’ societal contributions must allow coordinated
action to deal with the grand challenges of the twenty-first century. There must
be a shift from managing universities to deliver particular outcomes, restoring
their powers of initiative to participate in wider coordinated social modernisation
projects as seen historically in the development of national hydro- and nuclear-power
infrastructure.

More speculatively, the conclusions also reflect on the wider implications of this
shift. Current trends towards individualisation in public administration create strong
tendencies undermining collective action necessary. This chapter reflects on whether
the demands of the grand challenges might necessitate new, more dirigiste, forms of
governance and how that might impact on our ideas of universities and the appropriate
policy frames for universities and higher education into the future.

The conclusions finish with a brief reflection on demands for new research in
higher education management, identifying the three most urgent. Firstly is generating
better understandings of universities as nested systems of interdependent actors with
multiple stakeholders, in networks with relationships also influenced by external
environmental factors. Second is de-essentialising the idea of a university to thinking
through the dynamics and development of university systems responsive to multiple
drivers. Finally is the notion of ‘smart modernisation’, recognising universities as
complex entities embedded in relational systems that do not instrumentally respond
to policy-makers. The volume underscores the point that the future university is
likely to have more consideration for its collective rather than individual benefits
and beneficiaries, as societies find new ways of collective coordination creating
resilience.

1.3 Diversity in University-Community Engagement

1.3.1 Introduction to Part 1

This volume argues that contemporary pressures on universities to be more ‘useful’
must be understood in terms of a wider set of debates, from exploring how wider
societal transformations affect universities as an institutional form, national debates
about universities’ social purposes, and universities’ territorial relationships. Both
scholars and policy-makers have invested heavily in understanding this relation-
ship around many focus points, including university relationships with businesses,
regions, policy-makers and economic clusters.

Scholars of this ‘third mission’ increasingly recognise the complexity of university
engagement has date often been analysed in simplistic, reductive ways (cf. Pinheiro
et al. 2012). That may be unsurprising, given the complexity of studying both soci-
eties but also universities, but this is also a result of scholars’ and policy-makers’
distinctions becoming reified into conceptual divisions (OECD 2007). Scholars
make disciplinary distinctions focusing on particular interesting processes, such
as contributions to technology-based growth or to territorial innovation dynamics.
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These disciplinary analyses are the basis for policy development and become em-
bedded into particular normative prescriptions thereby losing their original nuances,
assumptions and limitations.

Policy-makers’ simplified models of university societal impacts have influenced
their attempts to manage engagement policies. Goddard (2005a, b) highlights how
a number of different ministries within a higher education system have responsibil-
ities impinging on university societal engagement, including science and education,
health, infrastructure, industry and housing (Arbo and Benneworth 2007). Each pol-
icy domain frames university involvement in distinct ways which obscure other not
immediately pertinent contributions: Health departments may focus on universities
as hosts to university hospitals and regard societal impact as public health benefits.

This volume seeks to return some of the complexity to understanding the university
societal relationships, and highlight interrelations between various university—
society sub-systems. This systematic dimension has hitherto been largely ignored
but it is vital to talk meaningfully concerning university social missions without re-
producing self-serving or neo-paternalistic views of how universities create societal
benefits.

The first step is to examine dominant perspectives on the realities and practicalities
of university—community engagement. This is the focus of Part I of this volume. This
chapter argues that university—community engagement is embedded within three sub-
systems, namely university international organisations, wider university epistemic
communities and societal demands on those universities. The remaining three chap-
ters then highlight the realities of university—community engagement. Universities
commonly talk about engagement in a rather dissonant way, invoking high prin-
ciples and worthy beneficence whilst referring to rather more functional and even
opportunistic behaviours.

These three chapters highlight the conditions which distinguish meaningful
university—community engagement activity from opportunistic. Firstly, the inter-
ests of the excluded community are represented and shape the activity rather than
being passively in receipt of supposedly useful interventions. Secondly, there are
clear structural community benefits through improving their positionality in societal
allocation mechanisms which restrain them (cf. Sect. 1.4). Thirdly, universities have
a dependence on the activities to achieve their missions, making them important in
the institutional identity and/or organisation.

In Chap. 2, Ros Derrett presents an empirical example from Australia which
provides an inspiring example of how the challenge of aligning institutional cul-
ture, structures and behaviours towards effective community engagement can be
addressed. In Chap. 3, Angie Hart and Kim Aumann present an example drawing
on their own efforts to create a public engagement project and infrastructure within
their own university, reflecting on emerging problems and difficulties even within a
strongly supportive strategic environment. Finally, in Chap. 4, Ruth Williams and
Alan Cochrane offer an objective framework for how universities interact with ex-
cluded communities and offer a taxonomy covering both the positive and negative
characteristics of relationships between universities and these communities.
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1.3.2 The Complexity of University—Society Relationships:
An Introduction to the Chapter

Many volumes and articles explore the ‘third mission’ for universities, which we
here take as a short-hand for a series of transformations necessitating universities be
visibly useful to their host societies. This chapter provides a context for understand-
ing these transformations by highlighting the various domains besides that of the
university—societal compact that have been transformed. This chapter also outlines
one particular domain of university—societal interaction, the material focus for this
volume, which is university—community engagement.

We firstly provide insights into the wider transformations increasing demands and
pressures on universities to be more societally engaged, distinguishing immediate
short-term political pressures, including the global financial crisis and subsequent
fiscal austerity, and much longer term structural pressures to put knowledge to pro-
ductive use in adjusting to deep-seated and intractable problems, the so-called grand
challenges of the twenty-first century. We argue that there is a clear expectation that
universities will now deliver better against societal needs, and implicitly to deliver
against these grand challenges. At the same time, there are many other pressures on
universities from other directions: greater pressure on universities to be useful is not
the only driver of change in universities. These pressures are derived from a series
of domains influencing university decision-making processes including:

¢ Internal communities within particular universities,

e The epistemic communities which define contemporary ‘ideas of universities’,
and

* External stakeholders who are in some way significant to the universities.

Each domain is undergoing its own fundamental transformation. Universities’ organi-
sational structures have been comprehensively overhauled and functionalised around
a modernisation agenda, making universities more steerable by policy-makers and
managers. The ‘idea’ of a university has both embraced the idea of increasing soci-
etal utility as well as a very particular kind of Anglo-American, research-intensive
elite university-derived notion of excellence. Universities experience societal de-
mands primarily through policy-makers’ demands, accountability measures and
transparency tools which embody particular notions of societal demand rather than
representing direct expressed social needs.

To understand how these transformations affect universities’ societal orientation,
we focus on one particular form of engagement, with socially excluded communi-
ties, chosen because nowhere is the distinction between meaningful contributions
and opportunistic functionalism more evident than where the potential beneficiaries
do not directly reward universities for their involvement. In Sect. 1.5, we explore
excluded communities in more length, to understand them in their own terms, as
communities with agency and interests rather than purely as potential beneficiaries
of universities’ services.
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This volume does have two main limitations in its scope. Firstly, it is focused
on the university side of university—community engagement, and secondly it draws
its examples from a narrow pool of national examples, dominated by the United
Kingdom, with other examples from Australia, Canada and North America. Sec-
tions 1.5 and 1.6 provide more detail on social exclusion and criteria for university
engagement to be meaningfully useful to these communities.

The UK bias of the book means that the generalisability of the lessons is contingent
on the situation to which one would transfer them. However, the United Kingdom
has in the last 15 years been in the vanguard of transformations in higher education
that have become normalised across wider higher education systems, and so the
generalisability relates to the permeability of particular systems to new ideas. In
particular, the Germanic system has been resistant to change, although Germany’s
government is now trying to push through new accountability and steering measures
in pursuit of system optimisation. Nevertheless one can expect the issue of societal
and community engagement to become more important across an increasing number
of jurisdictions in the medium term.

Nevertheless, mindful of these limitations, the book’s contribution comes in ar-
guing that there is a need to understand university—societal engagement via various
systemic elements’ inter-relation. A number of subsystems are charted, including for-
mal engagement activities, the academic communities, the epistemic communities
and the policy environment. There is a clear policy implication that policy should un-
derstand and manage higher education as a system rather than as competing elements
and use system-guiding tools to deliver socially useful outcomes.

1.4 Universities, the ‘Social Compact’ and Institutional Change

1.4.1 Universities as Societal Institutions

Universities as institutions have always been interrelated with societal needs. Bau-
munt (1997) characterises the value of the university in its capacity to produce
knowledge both sufficiently abstract for understanding increasingly organised so-
cieties, but sufficiently practical to be directly valuable to sponsors and clients. This
makes the persistence of the imagery of the university as an ivory-tower (cf. Bok
1984) particularly incomprehensible. Certainly, its implication that universities have
traditionally been remote from their host societies is certainly wide of the mark (Ben-
der 1988; Riiegg 1992). Universities have long ensured their survival by meeting
societal needs through reflective learning.

Itis generally accepted that the modern university emerged in Italy in the eleventh
century as firstly an ecclesiastical school and later a community of highly educated
scholars (Arbo and Benneworth 2007). Its emergence was tied to underlying social
factors, including Europe’s rising agricultural productivity, increasing trade and agri-
cultural surplus, and growing urbanisation. Universities emerged to educate the elite
demanded by increasingly urban societies, augmenting church-based education’s
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philosophical and classical disciplines with higher vocational knowledge necessary
for professions such as law (Ernste 2007). These first universities were closely re-
lated to spiritual infrastructure such as monasteries or ecclesiastical courts but notably
independent of them (Bender 1988; Riiegg 1992).

At least three further ‘ideas’ of universities came in tandem with substantive soci-
etal shifts. The emergence of the post-Westfalian nation-state saw universities used
in validating claims toward nationhood (Harvie 1994). Universities of this period
were significant in nation-building, acting as national academies and repositories of
national culture, as well as providing a national administrative elite with a common
educational experience. This is typified by Lund University in Sweden, created fol-
lowing the Treaty of Roskilde (1660) which ceded several formerly Danish provinces
to the Swedish crown (Benneworth et al. 2009a, b).

The third university idea dates to the late eighteenth century industrialisation.
In Germany, the Humboldt University in Berlin was created in 1810 to educate
a technical elite to help Imperial Prussia develop economically and overtake its
traditional rival, the United Kingdom (McClelland 1988; Landes 1997). This model
was exported to the United States as the Land Grant University, where Federal lands
were granted to the states to endow higher education institutions to accelerate the
diffusion of agricultural and mechanical innovations (McDowell 2001).

The most recent change dates from the early twentieth century and the increasing
societal democratisation (Delanty 2002). Universities were created in Brussels, Nova
Scotia, the Netherlands and Latin America specifically to help emancipate formerly
persecuted (often religious) groups (inter alia Gysels and van den Eynde 1955; Lotz
and Welton 1997; Morgan 2004; Acquino Febrillet 2009; Benneworth and Hospers
2007; Cortez Ruiz 2008). In the post-war period, this evolved through the post-1968
period of societal unrest and protest (Daalder 1982). Societal engagement in this third
wave involved opening up and massifying universities, removing the sense which
they contributed to an unresponsive and secretive national elite.

1.4.2 Unipversity Evolution in the Context of the Knowledge
Society

It is commonplace to rationalise the evolving relationship between universities and
society as a natural consequence of the emergence of the knowledge society. In the
knowledge society, ‘knowledge’ is a vital factor of production (Romer 1986, 1994;
Solow 1994). Nations’ capacities to compete increasingly depend on their capacity to
accumulate and exploit ‘knowledge capital’ (Temple 1998). Corresponding to this,
governments increasingly emphasise policies creating, stimulating and exploiting
‘knowledge capital” (Milward 2003).

The knowledge economy can be conceptualised as part of a broader shift towards
a post-industrial, post-Fordist system (Sabel 1994). The increasing importance of
knowledge-based economic activities has profound consequences on individuals’
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capacities for economic participation. Post-Fordist systems of economic organi-
sations have involved increasing individualisation within society and an increas-
ing emphasis on individuals themselves managing their own risks (Beck and
Beck-Gernsheim 1996).

Peck and Jones (1995) characterise this as a shift from a Fordist Welfare State to-
wards a Schumpeterian Workfare State, where social institutions are geared towards
helping individuals maximise their benefits from the knowledge economy rather than
helping to ensure that all citizens are able to participate in society. Institutions sup-
porting individual competitiveness are favoured and thrive: those promoting social
justice and addressing inequality are increasingly intrusively regulated in the name
of promoting citizen choice in service provision (Peck and Tickell 2002).

This latter property, highlighting hidden social injustices in access to societal ser-
vices, is useful in understanding higher education’s role in the knowledge society.
This gets beyond two standard narratives. One claims that universities are becoming
increasingly powerful within the knowledge society for their unique knowledge-
creating roles (cf. Goddard 2005a, b; OECD 2007). The other argues that the
risk society necessitates individuals retraining throughout their careers, making
universities focal for individual life-long learning (e.g. Fryer 1999).

It has been standard to assert that these two narratives provide universities with a
‘third mission’ alongside teaching and research (Molas-Gallart et al. 2002). This en-
compasses those social, enterprising, innovation activities that universities undertake
alongside teaching and research to creating additional societal benefits (Montesinos
et al. 2008). The basic contours of the idea are well-understood, although sometimes
in a slightly reductionist form as a preoccupation with commercialisation and profit
over creating wider societal added-value (cf. Centre for Educational Research and
Innovation (CERI) 1982; Clark 1998).

This third mission has been part of an increased marketisation and commercial-
isation in universities. In the search for external income, universities have become
enterprising and entrepreneurial, engaging in commercialisation to generate re-
sources to secure their survival, and focusing their administrative and management
structures on empowering entrepreneurialism (Clark 1998; Cornford and Pollock
2003). The downsides of this are well-understood, reducing access to universities
for those groups who lack their own private resources, disadvantaging the weakest.
But influenced by the individual benefit perspective, government action has focused
on measures such as means-tested bursaries and grants for the poorest students rather
than ensuring collective benefit.

What is omitted from this debate is the individualisation of universities’ forma-
tional contributions to social development via wider community structures, national,
regional and local cultures, and democratic life. Universities’ contributions are
not exclusively through creating graduates and providing technology to businesses:
Their formational role provides individuals with democratic and cultural—as well
as economic—capital. Universities in the knowledge society are not merely a source
of knowledge but a means to participate. However, governance transformation is
changing their capacity to deliver that vital contribution.
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1.4.3 Modernisation and Managerialism in Higher Education

The changes to universities as institutions resulted not only from wider societal
transformation, but also purposive effort by governments and multinational bodies
including the European Commission and OECD (CHEPS et al. 2009). One major
mechanism by which this has been imposed has been the ‘modernisation agenda’,
fitting universities into new models of public management, strategically managed to
pursue ‘excellence’ (Ferlie et al. 1996; Commission of the European Communities
(CEC) 2003). This has been part of a wider shift towards new public management,
where governments ensure complex social service provision by mobilising networks
of providers who innovatively provide solutions (Rhodes 1997; Kickert et al. 1997).
To force providers to meet real needs, governments hold providers to account by
creating markets in formerly monopolistic services, endowing consumers with choice
in services.

Post-war expansion of higher education paved the way for new public management
of universities (Neave and van Vught 1991). Higher education systems originally
provided public funding with relatively high freedom from interference (Longden
2001; Scott 2007). Increased funding for expansion reduced this freedom from in-
terference. Governments began hypothecating funding and using increasing sector
regulation to ensure that HE expansion brought the desired benefits (Maassen 1996).
Universities became trapped by competing governmental pressures into devoting all
their energies to meeting governmental demands, thereby neglecting the users whom
government wanted to benefit from HE.

Higher education has been in the vanguard of the development of new public
management, which one might consider as a ‘canary in the mine’ (Kickert 1995).
Higher education provided a good laboratory for NPM as a complex policy field
with very strong and traditional producers (universities). Rapidly increasing outputs
were demanded but corresponding funding increases were politically unpalatable
(cf. OECD 2008; CHEPS et al. 2009).

The OECD neatly summarised the outcomes of these policy experiments:

In the governance of tertiary education, the ultimate objective of educational authorities as
the guardians of public interest is to ensure that public resources are efficiently spent by
[universities] to societal purposes. There is the expectation that institutions are to contribute
to the economic and social goals of countries. This is a mixture of many demands, such as:
quality of teaching and learning defined in new ways including greater relevance to learner
and labour market needs; research and development feeding into business and community
development; contributing to internationalisation and international competitiveness. (OECD
2008, p. 13)

There has been a change in university regulatory regimes from a ‘freedom from
...~ (interference by government) towards a ‘freedom to ...’ (allocate resources
internally). Governments have tended to set broad regulatory frameworks and give
universities strong incentives to respond to stakeholders’ interests (Kickert 1995).
There is an increasing use of contracting frameworks between governments and
universities/HE sector groups to explicitly define targets (CHEPS et al. 2009).
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As CHEPS (2009) shows, governmental uptake of this approach is varied, but
governments are increasingly using these contracting and indirect steering methods.

On the other hand, universities as individual institutions have been granted far
more autonomy, shifting towards managerial and away from collegial governance
structures (Eurydice 2008). A key element has been a comprehensive shift from a
resource expenditure model towards a resource investment model (Jongbloed et al.
2007), with three new approaches. ‘Block grants’ involve universities are allocated
funds which they are free to vire internally. ‘Payment by results’ see that universities
are paid by input (e.g. students recruited) or output (e.g. numbers of graduations)
delivered. ‘Co-funding’ involves increasing individual payment for services received,
exemplified in tuition fees.

These funding shifts require parallel organisational changes, what Bleiklie (2007)
refers to as environmental pressure, new actor constellations and new forms of gov-
ernance. Firstly, individual providers need autonomy to distinguish themselves from
competitors, and focus institutional resources on areas of expertise. Secondly, in-
novative financial models for services are needed, where funding follows consumer
preference and demand. Where markets do not exist, quasi-markets can be created by
specifying targets and funding formulae rewarding desirable behaviour (Bartlett and
Le Grand 1993). Thirdly, creating comparability between service providers, through
the use of comparative transparency tools, allows consumers to exercise choice (van
Vught and Westerheijden 2010).

These trends are all evident in recent shifts in higher education management
(Bleiklie 1998). Reforms created university management structures able to negotiate
with funding agencies and to strategically respond to governments’ policy signals.
The desire for comparability has driven the growth of a range of national and in-
ternational institutional league tables providing rankings of the student experience,
their international reputation or their research performance (cf. Part IV).

These changes have been criticised for their instrumentalism lying behind gover-
nance reform (cf. Bridgman and Wilmot 2007; Greenwood 2007), in particular the
side-effect demanding that universities create hierarchies of missions. Universities
are forced to explicitly state in advance which activities they favour, while their his-
toric strength has been in creating synergies between activities (Baumunt 1997).
University societal engagement only weakly fits with performance management
measures and targets.

In visiting one institution to talk about their community engagement activities,
a senior manager proudly showed me their institutional strategy, nine priority ar-
eas each with a detailed table giving their own aims, sub-priorities, targets and
performance indicators. When turning to the page dealing with ‘community en-
gagement’ (one of their own nine priority areas), unlike the other eight, except for
the heading ‘Community engagement’, the page was completely blank. Beyond the
immediate embarrassment of the situation, the message was clear. The community
engagement was an aspiration but impossible to express in performance management
terms.
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1.4.4 The Public Voice and Contemporary University Management

Shifts in the nature of democracy and public accountability have also driven increased
expectations of university—societal engagement. The post-war Western Europe cor-
poratist arrangement included mass political movements where citizens identified
strongly with coherent political identities organised through mass membership or-
ganisations which negotiated in national political arenas to meet their supporters’
interests (Allum 1995). This provided universities with easy public accountability:
approval by these mass membership organisations, whether parliamentary par-
ties, trade universities, employers’ associations or social compacts, granted these
institutions societal legitimacy.

This provided a strong position for universities to act as expressions of particular
national socio-political projects. In the Netherlands, the creation of Calvinist and
Catholic universities in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century formed an
important part of the Dutch consociational settlement of tolerant pillars (Pellings
1997). Vanavar Bush famously described US universities’ economic contributions as
the ‘Endless Frontier’, laying the basis for strong US government support for univer-
sities’ driving forward the defence industry and stimulating innovation in strategic
sectors, evoked as the ‘Sputnik moment’ in President Obama’s 2011 State of the
Union address (Bush 1945; Etzkowitz 2008).

The strength of this system was its stability, relying heavily on negotiations and
deals between different power blocs within predominantly national societies. How-
ever, this became its weakness, as in the course of the 1960s dissatisfaction grew
amongst Western Europe and American societies that key political decisions were
being taken more for élites’ advantage and convenience than for ‘citizens’ benefit.
The most obvious signal of this crisis in HE came in the French protests in May 1968,
when students declared solidarity in France with striking car factory workers. The
late 1960s political crisis forced many governments into political reforms to increase
political transparency and democratic accountability (Allen 2002), and universities
were also subject to these reforms.

More recently, there has been a radical shift in direction in political representation
towards a situation some have characterised as ‘post-politics’. This refers to the
disintegration and hollowing out in recent years of the stable political structures
by which wider societal interests were represented in society (Leach 2002). These
structures have lost their immediate connection with their membership, resulting in
a much looser coupling of decision-making centres with society as a whole. This is
visible in the rise of single-issue and extremist and/or radical parties across Europe,
which temporarily fill the vacuum left in social interests by existing interest structures.

The social compact for higher education can no longer be fulfilled by university
senior managers negotiating with political elites about desirable outcomes. Instead
universities are dependent on enrolling popular support from diverse constituencies
and presenting that back to government. Engagement forms a critical part of mobil-
ising supporters and coalitions around a platform of ‘the value of universities’, and
creating broader social consensus around the value of higher education.
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This is the second engagement challenge for universities, validating themselves
by demonstrating their direct relevance to a diverse range of societal groupings. Com-
bining the pressures of excellence and accountability frames the idea of an engaged
university as one in which the university is reinvented to simultaneously demonstrate
societal value to a range of social interests. But given the relative diversity of these
interests, universities’ risk is being pulled too far in a particular direction, thereby
losing their independence, central to their societal value.

1.4.5 Unipversities and the ‘Grand Challenges’

The shift from an industrial to a knowledge society is arguably as great as any of the
three previous shifts, from mercantile to industrial to democratic societies. Viewed
from a broad historical perspective, change in universities has always been driven by
crises and challenges within host societies. The urban society faced the challenge of
regulating its population, the mercantile society on enforcing taxation, the nation-
state on ensuring economic growth and élite legitimacy, and the industrial society on
ensuring that its population received a fair share of economic growth.

The main challenges facing the knowledge society are coming to terms with the
ecological limits of industrial society, developing new instruments of social cohesion,
control and resource utilisation. These problems, first set out in the 1972 Club of
Rome report, have only recently have become regarded as demanding urgent political
action.

In 2008, the US National Academy of Engineering launched a consultation on
the ‘Grand challenges for engineering’, socio-technical problems facing humankind,
demanding large scale solutions mixing scientific ingenuity with political will and
social mobilisation. These ‘grand challenges’, such as energy security, better health-
care and access to water for all, require long-term solutions built up from multiple
actors contributing in diverse ways. The institution of university is likewise likely to
evolve in response to these ‘grand challenges’ (Boyer 1990). This may be positive
in contributing to solving these problems, or it may be negative, being replaced by
other kinds of organisation if it fails to produce effective solutions (cf. Phillipson
1974).

In seeking to better understand the impact of this social transformation on
universities, it is necessary to understand what is so challenging about the grand chal-
lenges. Ackoff (1999) refers to this class of problems as ‘multi-disciplinary messes’
(Greenwood 2007, pp. 99-101).

These are complex, dynamic, multi-disciplinary problems that have scientific, technical,
social scientific and humanistic dimensions ... these are precisely the kinds of problems
that graduates of universities will face in their work lives, and that local, regional and national
governments consider to be urgent. (Greenwood 2007, p. 109)

Universities seem to be ideally positioned to respond to these challenges not least
because they possess huge knowledge which is needed for the solution of these
challenges. However, multi-disciplinary messes are also characteristic of a shift
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in societal relationships of knowledge production. The industrial-age university was
organised around disciplinary knowledge canons which extended in arelatively linear
way except when paradigm shifts occurred (Kuhn 1962; Latour and Woolgar 1979;
Delanty 2002). An organisational structure in the industrial university was provided
by professors, departments and disciplines, giving a sense of order and directionality
to knowledge production.

Multi-disciplinary messes have quite a different relationship with canonical
knowledge, disciplines and departments: Different types of knowledge may need to
be combined in quite unpredictable ways. A body of knowledge may unexpectedly
become important in some particular context through its combination with another
in solving a pressing social issue (Greenwood 2007). There is a prima facie case
that universities’ and academics’ structuring principles such as disciplines, journals
and learned societies may be insufficiently flexible for the knowledge production
requirements of the ‘grand challenges’.

Alongside this, the diffuse array of interests in contemporary society creates a
problem for universities in sustaining a coherent narrative of their societal utility. This
intuitive answer seems to be helping to contribute to the solution of problems faced
by many disparate interest groups, which legitimate university interventions as useful
societal contributions (Bok 1990). Therefore, we see here the key elements of the
potential renewal of the societal compact for universities. Universities’ contributions
to grand challenges can build up a coalition of supporters who value universities’
work and are prepared to vocally articulate the position that universities are valuable
in a broad social coalition.

1.5 Social Exclusion as a ‘Grand Challenge of the Twenty-first
Century’

1.5.1 Between Meaningful Contributions and Instrumental
Functionalism

In this volume, we focus on the grand challenge of social exclusion in the knowledge
economy as our focus for university-societal contribution. Mindful of simplifying
complex institutions and phenomenon in search of process analyses, it is clear that
there is a risk of a myopia in only being concerned with the universities, and ig-
noring the nature of the communities themselves. The contributions in this volume
have come from the perspective of higher education studies rather than sociology of
excluded communities, and this runs the risk of normatively framing the discussion
in terms of what is important for universities, rather than for communities.
Excluded communities can be—as Sect. 1.6 highlights—difficult communities
with which to profitably engage. Increasing strategic and financial pressures on
universities encourage universities to pursue only the most useful and rewarding ac-
tivities, rather than the most socially valuable. This is not strictly speaking a problem,
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as universities are not social welfare organisations, but supporting social formation
and civic participation processes. Problems can emerge where there is a disconnect
between universities’ claims and societal valuation of university contributions. This
can undermine societal support for universities in a similar way as do perceptions of
a lack of responsiveness of universities to societies’ needs.

Understanding the meaningfulness of engagement activities to socially excluded
communities needs to acknowledge the role of those communities in constructing
and defining their own needs and interests. Excluded communities as we define them
often lack articulate representatives and suffer from a lack of internal connectivity
that hinders the articulation of common interests. That does not mean that they do
not have collective or community interests, just that they are not always readily
articulated. In order to better understand those interests, it is necessary to define
three concepts: processes of social exclusion, ‘socially excluded communities’, and
where might lie the commonality of interest of these communities.

1.5.2 Socially Excluded Communities as Actors with Agency and
Interests

The most straightforward definition of social exclusion is a systematic marginalisa-
tion of individuals in society. A Eurostat report from 2010 defines social exclusion
as

. a process whereby certain individuals are pushed to the edge of society and prevented
from participating fully by virtue of their poverty, or lack of basic competencies and lifelong
learning opportunities, or as a result of discrimination. This distances them from job, income
and education opportunities as well as social and community networks and activities. They
have little access to power and decision-making bodies and thus often feeling powerless and
unable to take control over the decisions that affect their day to day lives. (Eurostat 2010, p. 7)

We situate the notion of social exclusion as a contemporary manifestation within
a broader sociological tradition explaining social structures and social stratification
mechanisms. This tradition seeks to understand societal development and change
in terms of uneven structures of power and domination which may be more or less
hidden or obscured. This covers more than social position, but also the structures,
institutions and power relationships by which particular dominated social groups are
held in their subordinate positions.

Sen (2000) charts the start of interest in social exclusion to Lenoir’s 1974 text Les
Exclus: Un Francais sur Dix, which argued ten percent of the French population were
excluded. Social exclusion can be tied to the emergence of complex, late capitalist
societies characterised by consumer societies, a disaggregation of the state’s welfare
and policing functions, and the rise of the knowledge economy. Sen cites Silver
(1995) in defining social exclusion to include a lack of access to a range of:

a livelihood; secure, permanent employment; earnings; property, credit, or land; housing;
minimal or prevailing consumption levels; education, skills, and cultural capital; the welfare



18 P. Benneworth

state; citizenship and legal equality; democratic participation; public goods; the nation or
the dominant race; family and sociability; humanity, respect, fulfilment and understanding.
(Silver 1995, p. 60 cited in Sen 2000, p. 1)

The rise of the consumer society has affected social exclusion not only by making
identity increasingly dependent on the ability to consume, but also through the redef-
inition of welfare services towards a consumer—producer relationship. Part of social
exclusion is a failure to operate as a consumer—citizen and force providers to com-
pete in markets. Marketisation of formerly public welfare services (cf. Sect. 1.3.3)
presupposes a particular view of the citizen as consumer (Olsen 1988). Contempo-
rary capacity to benefit from social welfare services depends on one’s conformity to
the model consumer, a willingness to shift between providers, well informed as to
choices, and making comparative benefit trade-off decisions.

In parallel and partly related to this, is the shifting relationship of state welfare
services to citizens. Peck and Jones (1995) conceptualise this at the macro-level as
a shift from the Keynsian Welfare state to the Schumpeterian Workfare State (1995)
based less upon universal entitlements to contingent reliefs made only to the most
indigent accompanied with humiliation in receipt. The state’s welfare functions are
increasingly being targeted at ideal-type citizens that conform in terms of employ-
ment, health, lifestyle and cultural norms, with those that fail to conform being
punished not only through the withdrawal of benefits but also moral condemnation.

The final shift has been the recasting of the notion of the employee in a capitalist
society in the knowledge society (Beck 2000). Individuals contribute economically
increasingly with knowledge capital, not labour power. A key feature of knowledge
capital is its dynamism. Individuals’ capacities to make economic contributions
therefore depend not only on their willingness and availability for work but also
on continually developing their knowledge capital. Sustaining knowledge capital
depends on continual learning: Learning outcomes are differentiated from the ear-
liest years in education systems. Thus, individuals’ participation capacities in the
knowledge society have a strongly divergent tendency.

Social exclusion can be conceived as systematic disadvantages in distributional
mechanisms for particular welfare goods (which may be publically, privately or
collectively provided). Exclusion may operate across a range of areas of provision,
with each kind of discrimination having its own particular causes. However, for
the excluded actors, there is a feeling of entrapment through the overlapping way
in which the processes may operate. An overview of social exclusion processes is
provided in Table 1.1.

1.5.3 From Processes of Social Exclusion to Socially Excluded
Communities

On the basis of the depiction of these shifts offered above, it is clear that social
exclusion affects people who are disadvantaged in society, who do not conform
to models of the ideal citizen—consumer, who are not well-politically organised
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Table 1.1 Social exclusion as systematic positional disadvantages in markets for social goods.
(Source: author’s own design)

Allocation mechanism

Exclusionary process

Labour market

Housing market

Education provision

Access to transport

Health services

Kinship ties

Governance networks

State violence monopoly

Production networks

Private services

Financial service

Short-term, flexible, vulnerable contracts with limited benefits and
opportunities to save

Workfare contracts enforcing long hours in return for welfare
payment, no capital formation

Restriction to remote, undesirable parts of city with limited service
provision, poor accessibility, hidden costs of transport, caring
responsibilities

High rents for poor quality housing limiting saving and housing
market progression; ‘red lining’, negative equity

Discriminatory access requirements based on existing pupils or
residence base—inner-city schools

Limited progression and participation through education system,
access only to part-time, low-cost higher education

Transport network goes through, not into, area, bringing all costs and
no benefits

Poor public transport raises commuting times and reduces
opportunities to network with people in other suburbs

Restriction/rationing of service provision even where theoretical
entitlement exists

Shift from public health to emergency health measures, limited
preventative/elective activities

Fragmentation of coherent family units across urban area reducing
opportunities for interaction and informal provision

Emphasis on household survival strategies reduces opportunities for
capital formation and pooling at family level

Political representatives excluded from decision-making venues
because no interest in constituency

Community voice excluded from governance networks because is
seen as being pathological or unreasonable

Retreat of police from problem areas, increased costs and pressures
of criminality

Territorial profiling and emphasis on enforcement rather than welfare
functions of law services

Failure to benefit from employment created through local
investments in infrastructure and inward investment

Limited workforce progression from informal-local sector to
formal—external sector

Low levels of services for high costs through de facto monopoly
situations (e.g. water provision)

Reliance on informal services

Failure to benefit from cost reductions for secure payments (e.g.
direct debit discounts); time and monetary costs of up-front
payments

Reliance on doorstep lending and exclusion from formal credit
markets, reducing opportunities for capital formation
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to articulate their interests, and who have difficulties in maintaining their value
in the labour market through their knowledge capital. They are poorly connected
to the contemporary society’s coordinating institutions, and also poorly internally
connected. Itis increasingly common in advanced societies that people suffering from
social exclusion are spatially concentrated, with the spatial concentration further
reinforcing those exclusionary processes (Wacquant 1999).

Spatial segregation is by no means a new phenomenon: Engels (1845) highlighted
the concentration of Irish workers in indigent conditions in Manchester in 1845 aris-
ing through wage discrimination by employers. In the late 1960s, John McWilliams
and Andrew Gordon identified the roles of mortgage companies in denying particular
groups access to mortgages in Chicago (IPR News 2009), the so-called red-lining.
The novelty to social exclusion comes through multiple discriminations, and the seg-
mentation structurally limits particular groups’ capability to participate in modern
society.

For a formal definition of social exclusion, we cannot do better than Byrne’s
(2005) definition, in which it relates to ‘changes in the whole of society that have
consequences for some of the people in that society . .. [emphasizing] ... the signif-
icance of spatial separation within the urban areas of advanced industrial societies’
(pp- 2-3). Taking this specific strand of Byrne’s definition, we also incorporate Mad-
nipour’s definition of ‘social exclusion’ as a ‘multidisciplinary process, in which
various forms of exclusion are combined . .. [creating] ... acute forms of exclusion
that find a spatial manifestation in particular neighbourhoods’ (p. 22 cited in Byrne
2005; cf. Moulaert 2000; Stoeger 2009 for particular examples).

Social exclusion operates when particular social groups are systematically dis-
criminated against in allocation mechanisms in ways that are mutually reinforcing,
creating a vicious cycle of exclusion (see Table 1.1). That exclusion imposes costs that
prevent the accumulation of capital—whether social, financial or knowledge—that
would allow individuals to improve their own position without leaving that group.
This drives capital flight from those communities—externally-provided public and
private services avoid the communities, but also those community members who
could create services have to leave in order to advance their own welfare.

Stoeger (2009) offers a neat pen-portrait of the kinds of ways in which the dis-
advantage in welfare service provision undermines capital formation. Consider an
inner-city area in an old industrial city, physically close to the city centre and em-
ployment opportunities but badly connected by public transport (especially in the
evenings). A resident with poor qualifications is therefore forced to travel for long
times to access employment, and potentially cannot take up evening work, or has
to pay more for child care. Kinship networks cannot readily be used for inexpen-
sive child care because of both poor transport provision and the dispersal of family
groups across estates in the city by public housing agencies more concerned with
rental income over social cohesion. Commuting times prevent individuals to en-
gage in learning activities to improve their employment opportunities. Housing and
transport exclusion exacerbate individuals’ labour market exclusion: Individuals that
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can leave these communities do. In the absence of well-mobilised and strident com-
munities which demand politicians responses, these places only become politically
visible when their problems erupt to disturb wider public order.

Moulaert (2000) provides a neat typology of the kinds of communities which have
experienced social decline and disinvestment which may create the basis for social
exclusion:

* Seaside villages hit by the decline of fishing,

e Rural mining and steel communities undermined by the collapse of their staple
industries,

* Inner city ethnic ghettos ‘redlined’ by private investors, and

* Remote rural areas without the density of population to justify investments in new
social services and infrastructures.

Intuitively, universities should be able to help solve problems faced socially excluded
communities. On one hand, universities are home to a range of disciplines which have
detailed understandings of the kinds of problems, and the potential solutions to those
problems, faced by excluded communities. On the other hand, universities can help
integrate those communities and individuals back into the knowledge society, equip
individuals and communities to re-engage with the knowledge society. However, this
raises the question of whether universities can fit that activity into a set of demands by
key stakeholders around the narrower outputs demanded by their primary missions.

1.6 University—-Community Engagement as a Mutually
Enriching Exchange

1.6.1 Understanding the Scope of University—Community
Engagement

Part I seeks to better understand the dynamics by which university—community
engagement creates real benefits for excluded communities and over which those
communities have a sense of ownership and control. It is therefore useful to under-
stand what university—community engagement is, how it relates to university core
activities, and how that might potentially create benefits for the community from
which the university acquires social recognition (i.e. upholds the social compact).
Community engagement is not a new phenomenon: Universities have long been
involved in addressing community problems, the rise of public health and develop-
ment of social housing, directly providing access to social services, and indirectly
contributing to democratic emancipation.

An interesting example is provided here by the university settlement movement
(cf. Chap. 10); a nineteenth century movement which placed graduates into working
class districts. Bradley (2007) relates how the first of these, Toynbee Hall in East
London, became a residence for Oxford graduates in London, and helped to build
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Table 1.2 Overview of the kinds of activities potentially encompassed by university—community
engagement. (Source: Centre for Educational Research and Innovation (CERI) 1982)

Mode of interaction Practical examples of university—community engagement
University puts facilities at the dis= Use of equipment, premises, laboratories
posal of the community Use of teachers and students to make direct contribution
Drawing on the community in delivering occupational
training

University executes orders placed  Offering training as occupational, continuing education or
by community cultural
University receives a payment from community for delivery
of a service
A near private contract between the buyer and the vendor
University involved in analysis of The university comes into the community as an outside
community needs expert
The university provides services for the community with
some reference to an ‘order’ by the community
University analyses problems at re- University engages at community request in developing
quest of community solutions
University has the autonomy and freedom to suggest a
range of solutions away from overarching pressure
University delivers a solution on The university delivers a service for the community which
behalf of the community is compatible with its institutional status

a mutual understanding between the two communities. Toynbee Hall was a focus
of voluntary and charitable work at a time when UK social welfare provision was
extremely limited. Residents were engaged with these communities in the sense of
being connected to them, even if they were not authentically ‘of” these communities.
Bradley highlights how Clement Atlee used his two periods of residency at Toynbee
Hall to enter politics via the local council.

We frame ‘community engagement’ as the continuation of these activities framed
by increasing recent pressures for universities to be more societally accountable.
Many universities do undertake and make provision for public benefit activities with
a real cost and no direct benefits for themselves (cf. Part III). Table 1.2 highlights
ways in which universities might undertake community-benefit activities which fall
within the broad scope of the kinds of activities universities habitually pursue.

In this volume, we are concerned with meaningful engagement, making a mean-
ingful contribution to both the excluded communities (cf. Sect. 1.4.3) but forming
part of a core activity for the university. The traditional task of a university is teach-
ing, with the original idea of a degree being as a qualification necessary to teach at
a university. Since the early nineteenth century, the emergence of the Humboldtian
university model saw an idea of the university incorporating autonomous research
(McClelland 1988). The emergence of the US Land Grant Universities saw the ad-
dition of further direct societal roles, in two areas, through knowledge exchange,
initially understood as extension activities, and in service learning, where universi-
ties help form graduates to be competent citizens as well as competent in their own
disciplinary field (Boyer 1990).
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Table 1.3 A typology of different kinds of university engagement activity. (Source: Benneworth
et al. 2009a, b)

Area of activity Main areas of engagement activity
Research R1 Collaborative research projects
R2 Research projects involving co-creation
R3 Research commissioned by hard-to-reach groups
R4 Research on these groups then fed back
Knowledge exchange K1 Consultancy for hard-to-reach group as a client
K2 Public funded knowledge exchange projects
K3 Capacity building between hard-to-reach groups
K4 Knowledge exchange through student ‘consultancy’
K5 Promoting public understanding and media
Service S1 Making university assets and services open
S2 Encouraging hard-to-reach groups to use assets
S3 Making an intellectual contribution as ‘expert’
S4 Contributing to the civic life of the region
Teaching T1 Teaching appropriate engagement practices
T2 Practical education for citizenship
T3 Public lectures and seminar series
T4 CPD for hard-to-reach groups
T5 Adult and lifelong learning

To capture some of this diversity of activity, we have elsewhere developed a
classification of university engagement activities, based on the primary domain area
(the core institutional interest) where the engagement takes place, based on these
four traditional missions (cf. Allen 1988):

» Research which involves engagement with external stakeholders as a core element
of the knowledge generation process,

» Exchanging existing knowledge between the university and external stakeholders,

* Delivering services to external groups which they find useful and/or demand,

¢ Involving external stakeholders (small business and community) in teaching
activities which meets their needs and improves teaching quality.

This is a conceptual typology: In reality, particular engagement will be delivered
through ‘bundles’ of activities in which the different kinds of activity are not easily
distinguished. The typology is presented in Table 1.3.

Duggan and Kagan (2007) describe a social policy research centre undertaking
a consultative evaluation project of an inner-city mentoring programme using the
lessons to create courses to up-skill those mentors (cf. Duggan and Kagan 2007). In
a single activity, which may appear as a single transaction, it is possible to identify
the following typology activities, R4 (research on groups fed back), K3 (capacity
building), S2 (bringing groups onto campus) and T4 (CPD). The value of the typology
is in identifying the breadth of activities by which engagement takes place, folded
into other core activities.
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1.6.2 Barriers Communities Face in Engaging with Universities

A central contention in this volume is that the failure to properly understand univer-
sity engagement with excluded communities has come with a focus on analysing and
developing policies for universities regardless of their value to the communities. Our
contention is that effective engagement must produce material, structural changes in
those excluded communities. However, in Sect. 1.3, we highlighted the double dis-
connection of excluded communities, cut off from the administrative mainstream, and
internally fragmented, with difficulties in articulating a common political platform
for change. This affects how excluded communities can engage with universities:
We highlight three areas in which issues may arise.

Firstly, socially excluded communities have symbolic properties impeding en-
gagement (Baum 2000). At the same time socially excluded communities are often
fragmented and difficult to meaningfully engage with (Cobb and Rubin 2006). An
increasingly powerful rhetoric about business engagement has been influential in
shaping university decision-making, whilst no one has made a similarly convincing
case for excluded communities (cf. Chap. 12). This reflects the reality that whilst there
are a number of eye-catching examples of successful and profitable spin-off compa-
nies, there are no iconic best-practice examples of community engagement. Indeed,
it is not even clear what would count as an iconic engagement project that would
catch policy-makers’ attention: A successful project would by definition ‘normalise’
the community by eliminating a problem.

Secondly, socially excluded communities may be inadequately prepared for deal-
ing with universities, and framing their needs in ways universities can appreciate
(cf. Chap. 3). The slow progress of projects, their frequent redefinition and re-
configuration, and the pervasive targets cultures can be extremely bemusing for
community organisations (Kagan 2007). They may regard what are elsewhere ac-
cepted as ‘the rules of the game’ as a deliberate attack on those communities.
University—-community antagonism may have hindered past interaction, creating
an unrealistic weight of expectation. Finally, initial interactions may be intended
to resolve a university—community conflict, such as a campus development, which
can mean that interactions begin and continue as zero-sum mediation rather than
positive-sum construction (Prins 2005; Perry and Wiewel 2005).

Finally, individuals may lack skills, opportunities and social capital necessary to
successfully engage with universities. It is important not to over-determine individ-
uals by assuming that the prime determinant of some individual’s behaviour is the
community in which they are resident (Granovetter 1985). Rather, the personal char-
acteristics of people in socially excluded communities might make interaction harder,
and a lower university priority, than necessarily impossible. We have segmented
community barriers into three types:

» Structural divides: There are aspects of the community which do not easily fit into
the institutional arrangements which universities have created for engagement.

* Policy issues: The absence of incentives, instruments and methodologies in enga-
gement policies which fit with community needs,

* Personal characteristics: There are particular attributes in the community which
resist engagement and encourage greater distance from universities.



1 University Engagement with Socially Excluded Communities 25

Table 1.4 Barriers the universities face in engaging with communities. (Source: authors’ own
design)

Type of barrier Typical barrier faced by excluded community in university engagement

Structural divides A community may lack clear leaders who can participate in and
influence university formal governance structures
A particular community may lack coherence, and nearby places with
similar issues might lack capacity to mobilize
A misunderstanding or reductionist view of what university interest
and capacity to improve community situation
Universities may unknowingly create invisible barriers for subaltern
outsiders to want to engage with the university
One-off, unique activist engagements undermine learning how to use
universities as a general asset
Policy issues A public emphasis on formalisation can exclude community groups
diverting energies into structures not outcomes
Use of ‘project’ approach for engagement produces participant churn
and undermines learning processes
The skills useful for a community may not be those encouraged by
public finance regimes (e.g. bid writing)
A misconstrued (linear) model of knowledge transfer to communities
rather than allowing communities influence
Personal characteristics A lack of sensitivity to expert language of professional engagement
The absence of key individuals in the community who see a coherent
rationale for engaging with universities
Engagement enhances the social mobility of those who engage and so
there are no lasting benefits of engagement
University/community engagement is driven by expert practitioners
and so communities do not build up expert
A shortage of ‘boundary spanners’—individuals with interests in both
camps—to identify common ground

Different communities will in practice face different kinds of barriers, some relating
to their own characteristics, some to those of the institution with which they might
engage, and some to the wider public policy framework within which that inter-
action takes place. Table 1.4 sets out some of the kinds of barriers which socially
excluded communities might themselves face in seeking to constructively interact
with universities.

1.6.3 Identifying When Excluded Communities Benefit from
Community Engagement

The two preceding sections help to better specify the problematic of university—
community engagement. We here assume that helping those communities to become
less socially excluded allows universities to gain recognition for the social value of
their work, and hence their upholding of the social compact. This in turn allows the
specification of a number of conditions which must be met if the range of activities
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identified in Sect. 1.5.1 are to overcome the barriers outlined in Sect. 1.5.2 and create
‘socially useful value’.

It is necessary here to make two simplifications, firstly in terms of the difference
between real and articulated needs of communities. There is clearly a problem that
excluded communities may have difficulties in articulating a common political plat-
form. However, it is extremely problematic to argue that inability means that outside
agents have a right to determine which are in the best interest of those communities.
Therefore, ‘need’ must reflect in some way these communities’ expressed interests.
This raises a clear ethical challenge in researching university—community engage-
ment, because of the strong power imbalances between universities and excluded
communities which could conceivably manifest themselves through university ac-
tivities opposed by the community but nevertheless claimed to be of ‘benefit’ to
them.

The second is to assume a social consensus that addressing social exclusion is a
good thing, which assumes a rather simplistic, consensual reading of urban politics
at odds with the everyday experience of the problematisation of socially excluded
communities (cf. Smith 1996; Cameron 2003; Allen 2008). Consider the exam-
ple where a university opens a new high-technology campus on the site of former
working-class neighbourhoods, contributing to gentrification and slum clearance.
This creates ‘value’ in terms of rising land prices, developmental gain and rental
streams, but working directly against the interests of those communities (Allen 2008).

Under such conditions, an ‘unexpressed value’ could be mobilised to undermine
those communities’ interests, arguing that rehousing was in the community’s best
interests, leaving social exclusion’s real issues unaddressed. We have deliberately
avoided situations of university involvement in urban conflict and social justice:
Other authors have dealt with them far more effectively (for example, Columbia
University in New York, see inter alia Bradley 2009; Carriere 2011; Chronopoulos
2011).

We specify universities can contribute to dealing with social exclusion where they
produce benefits addressing the underlying problem. As we have characterised social
exclusion as a problem of segmentation and discrimination in multiple allocation
mechanisms, the criterion for ‘effective engagement’ must not be set impossibly
high. Social exclusion builds up in affected communities through multiple processes.
It is unrealistic to expect relatively small university interventions to address these
vicious cycles.

To address this gap between ‘big’ social problems and ‘small’ university activities,
we suggest engagement that benefits the community will be ‘meaningful interactions’
and demonstrate three criteria. Firstly, the communities are involved in shaping the
activity, not merely being in passive receipt of supposedly beneficial interventions.
This avoids the situation of unexpressed value, where powerful actors claim that
something is useful to subalterns without reference to their real interests. The more
intense and meaningful the engagement, the greater (more repeated and structural)
would be the expected involvement of the community in university decision-making
activities.
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Secondly, there are clear structural benefits evident in the community’s struc-
tural position within the allocation mechanisms which systematically disadvantage
them. An intervention has to change a particular allocation mechanism, and facilitate
community access to resources that allow capital accumulation within the excluded
community. The more meaningful the engagement, the more visible the resources
made available to the community and the greater the potential they offer for capital
accumulation.

Thirdly, the universities value the engagement activities and have a dependence on
them to achieve their missions and activities, making them a central or important part
of the identity and/or organisation of the institution. In this case, the more meaningful
the activity to the university, the greater it would contribute to expressed institutional
aims, goals and targets.

The purpose of this framework is to provide a means for gauging the three contri-
butions which follow. Although the three chapters that follow have not specifically
adopted this framework for analysing the contributions made by universities, echoes
of the idea of meaningful contributions are present in the way that the claims are
made for the values of engagement activities.

These three criteria are not necessarily automatically in harmonious balance, and
in the remaining parts explore the tensions in attempting to create governance frame-
works to encourage these criteria. The first criterion cuts across the epistemic idea
of the university as an autonomous community and raises resistance to the notion
of universities involving external partners in their decision-making. The third cri-
terion may sit at odds with wider transformations in the social environment, which
encourage universities to engage with particular social partners, and not necessarily
excluded communities. Nevertheless, these criteria provide a useful gauge of the ex-
tent to which particular claimed engagement activities are embedding socially useful
knowledge in external parties.
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Chapter 2
Celebrating Worthy Conversations

Universities and Their Multiple Communities

Ros Derrett

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents a case study that demonstrates how an oral history project
was able to uncover local, vernacular and indigenous knowledge and get them more
effectively applied within a local planning context. It identifies the voices of some
key stakeholders that are generally under-heard in the public policy and planning
domain. The social capital generated through a series of participative activities with
residents of a regional community was encouraged by the intervention of a local
university. The university facilitated the co-production of knowledge through two
specific activities that created a community knowledge asset from which on-going
relationships could be negotiated safely and confidently. The university—community
engagement also contributed innovative approaches to the development of policy and
planning for an under-developed community public amenity.

The staff and students at an Australian regional university recognised the value
of interaction with multiple communities of interest. The complexity of social and
cultural partnerships and their influence on planning practice, place creation and
management and documentation of knowledge to be shared with a wider audience is
examined. The network of players involved—some formal, others informal—shaped
the research and decision-making, providing both bottom-up and top-down responses
to strategic initiatives through a variety of communication tools.

The university provided a number of services to this exercise. These included
story-making workshops, public space-use inventories, the friendly accessible use
of technology, site exploration and its facilitated analysis, interpretation and en-
gagement with culturally diverse community groups through creative approaches
ensuring the lived and living memory of the local collective identity. Community
participation was encouraged through documentation of oral history, shared food
from diverse cultures, information sharing and media promotion, and critical re-
flection by linking storytelling and planning. By creating narrative knowledge and
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theoretical approaches to persuasive planning techniques like using images, designs
and maps, resultant plans were invested with qualities that other instruments of public
policy often lack (Neuman 1998, p. 214).

The university affected the roles of broker and mediator to demystify the confusion
and complexity in the public domain that often surrounds knowledge generation.
Through an interdisciplinary approach as collaborator, mediator and provider of
independent critical analysis (Onyx 2008, p. 91), the university played a dynamic
role. The stories told were built on the issues and ideas generated by the values,
interests and aspirations held by a host community. The oral tradition particularly
offered a springboard to understanding change.

The stories elicited through a series of engagement activities encouraged residents
to feel empowered to participate in a significant civic development. This approach
is often represented in social capital research (Cox 1995, Onyx 2008) where merit
is seen in encouraging a bottom-up approach to practical projects. The story sharing
allowed links to be established within and between community members; embedded
connections between professional and lay networks and generally enhanced the mul-
tiple stakeholder partnerships that the regional university had sought to develop in
recent years. The perspective of each participant was respected and each contribution
enriched the narrative that was transformed into accessible formats that dispersed
the knowledge.

This chapter seeks to position the case study experience as an example of effective
engagement proving to be less about structures and more about people actually
wanting to ensure that relationships are developed, managed and sustained (State
of Victoria 2009, p. 81). It builds on the concept of socially robust knowledge
suggested by Gibbons and opens universities up to the notion that they are not the
repository of all knowledge and that a shared approach to decision making can have a
healthy influence on curriculum design (Gibbons 2006; cited Favish and McMillan,
2009, p. 98) for example. The collaboration between researchers, practitioners and
local communities can generate a set of new and different perspectives to create
new knowledge (University of Cape Town (UCT) 2006, p. 11, cited Favish and
McMillan 2009, p. 97). This engaged-research had an intentional public purpose. Its
outcomes offered both direct and indirect benefits on participants and opened up a
better understanding of how sources and forms of knowledge relate to one another.

2.2 Involving Communities in Scholarship of Engagement

This experience sits well within the growing literature on the scholarship of engage-
ment (Boyer 1996) that refers to the use of university—community partnerships as
the foundation for research and teaching activities. Boyer and others (Powell 2006)
recognise the importance of engaged scholarship to underpin important research and
student learning outcomes as a university’s core business. The engaged scholarship
that addresses solutions to challenges in the civic space described by Gibson (2006),
Boyer (1990, 1996), Ramaley (2004), and Schon (1995) and Gelmon et al. (2009)
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suggests that discovery contributes to the search for new knowledge; integration that
connects disciplines and communities of interest; application that uses societal reali-
ties to test, inspire and challenge theory; and the transmission of knowledge through
teaching beyond the institutions. Gibson (2006, p. 2) cites Holland (2005, p. 7) who
suggests such engagement is based on partnerships, distributes new knowledge, can
be long term, complex, episodic while crossing disciplinary lines which can be a
challenge within the university.

Wessell (2008) and Bowen (2005, pp. 4-7) address different forms of enhanced
student learning, for example, that encourages engagement with the learning process
(or active learning); engagement with the object of study (or experiential learning);
engagement with contexts (or multidisciplinary learning) and engagement with social
and civic contexts (also known as community engagement). Theories of learning that
view learning as a process that transforms both the learner and the socio-ecosystem
through a series of positive feedback loops and resilience theory provide a useful
lens for understanding community responses to changetheir environment. Boyer
(1996) suggests that the scholarship of engagement offers a balance of four general
areas of scholarship: discovery, integration of knowledge, teaching and service. The
scholarship of sharing knowledge recognises the communal nature of scholarship
and also recognises other audiences for scholarship than the scholar’s peers. The
mutually beneficial partnership recognises expertise outside the academy through
dynamic interaction and shared curiosity.

A commitment to a strong local knowledge base needs to be created and nurtured.
Sutz (2005, p. 2) highlights the steady acceleration in the rate at which knowledge
is accumulated, diversified and disseminated and how learning is no longer concen-
trated at a single location. Social learning processes are bringing about innovation
in the merging of academic and non-academic interests (Rist 2008) and interaction
such as identified in the case study that contemporary university embeddedness in
local society is just another model for addressing locals’ needs in university research
agendas. By extending the university ‘campus’ out into the community (Lawthon and
Duckett 2008, p. 2), they also raise issues associated making knowledge relevant,
pertinent and useful to host communities through collaborative processes (Lawthon
and Duckett 2008, p. 3).

For academics in some institutions, the conduct of community-based participa-
tory research risks censure. Seifer cites literature addressing the experience of staff
trying to achieve professional review, promotion and tenure (Israel et al. 1998, Mau-
rana et al. 2001, Gelmon & Agre-Kippenhan 2002, Gelmon et al. 2005, Calleson
et al. 2005) with a portfolio of community-based research interests. She invokes
the research of Israel et al. (1998), who report on the tension that exists for aca-
demics wishing to reach out into communities of interest for research partners in
new knowledge creation:

Our experience suggests that even those faculty with the belief that a participatory community
based approach to research is appropriate and relevant to their work may find the process
daunting, given the pressures of academic institutions on faculty to publish and obtain grant
money. (Israel et al. 1998)
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Seifer (2008, p. 426) suggests community-engaged scholarship requires the scholar
to be engaged with the community in a mutually beneficial partnership. The role of
expert is shared, the relationship with the community must be reciprocal and dynamic
and community-defined concerns direct the scholarly activities.

2.3 University Community Engagement in Practice

Universities can play a number of roles in generating new knowledge in communities
through partnerships with local stakeholders. This suggests that knowledge is socially
constructed (Onyx 2008, p. 92). So, the production of knowledge now not only
encompasses the traditional, scientific approach, but also focuses on knowledge that
can be produced in the context of its application (Gibbons et al. 1994, p. 4). By
giving public space a story shared by many requires attention to nuance in changing
attitudes, needs and engagement strategies. Such practices can result not only in
enhanced ‘natural capital,” of a community, but also foster social capital (Krasny and
Tidball 2008).

The different worlds of universities and community agencies and individuals
present separate worlds of primary mission, culture, expectations and motivation
and the impacts that can easily be mismatched; however, worthy are the intentions
for collaboration. Tableman (2005, pp. 3—4) recognises dimensions of mission, focus,
resources, control of time, reimbursement and reward system that can affect the levels
of involvement in what can be one off-one time efforts, time-bound assignments and
on-going partnerships. For the latter to be mutually beneficial, an environmental scan
conducted by potential partners can assess the viability of the proposed collaboration
through recognising the commitment, capacity and expectations of each. Clearly de-
fined project understandings and expectations need to be documented to avoid conflict
and disappointment during operationalising and monitoring of the relationship.

2.3.1 Case Study

The Northern Rivers region of NSW, Australia has experienced the intensity of the
shift to a sea change lifestyle since the 1970s. The regional centre of Lismore is
50 min inland from one of the most dynamic and conflicted sea-change centres,
Byron Bay. It is therefore in the heart of a region which has seen great demographic
transformation in the last 30 years, as internal migration from southern states to
the warm north coast has brought alternative lifestylers, hobby farmers, retirees and
young city families into the rural countryside with a large indigenous population of
traditional custodians (Kijas and Lane 2006).

Participants in the case study identified the value in connecting the intellectual
assets of the university to community needs and aspirations. They believed that
academic learning and research were enhanced while public interests were served.
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The interdisciplinary nature of the engagement demonstrated a breakdown of a
traditional barrier to such research endeavours. The whole-of-university Office of
Regional Engagement unit brokered the internal and external relationship building
that allowed for a breaking down of the silos that often exist in higher education. The
engagement was based on a Memorandum of Understanding between the university
and the local council. It had been in place for some years. It provided a symbolic
mechanism to be appropriated for practical benefits. Harkavy (2004) suggests an
approach that encourages the ‘real world practice’ invoked by the Dewey notion of
education as participatory, action-oriented, and focused on ‘learning by doing’.

This dialogue at the boundaries of relationships was refined over time as part-
ners looked for points of interdisciplinary connection. All parties brought into the
conversations sought to identify what elements of a shared agenda they could best
commit to and applied resources appropriately. The arts, heritage, tourism offered a
cluster to the university which allowed inputs that could not be delivered by the local
government authority or business and community special groups who were other
key stakeholders. The negotiations to ensure best fit for the project were protracted,
but useful, as they addressed the desire to satisfy corporate social responsibility on
the part of some players while others sought strategies for mutual learning through
acknowledgement of external sources of knowledge.

The Southern Cross University preparation for involvement reflected a framework
identified by Powell (2006) in the Thematic Questioning Framework that addresses
the University’s engagement agenda:

e What is truly creative in the project?

*  Who are the major players/actors in the relationship between you and your external
city/region and what is their role?

e What are the indicators of creative success, critical success factors that enable to
determine the quality, range and success of your creative outreach projects?

* How have you built the necessary capacities for successful outreach?

e What has hindered you (internal and external) in your developments and what
actions have you taken to overcome these obstacles?

* Can you include partner or client endorsement in your case studies?

The university engagement sought to contribute to public policy by embedding
creativity in the planning context. The university was keen to ensure that their engage-
ment was not viewed as a one-way flow of knowledge to external partners, but that it
became an opportunity to create new knowledge from research questions stimulated
by emerging relationships. As Powell (2006) suggests, there were complementary
networks to achieve goals in three spheres:

e Creative partnerships: Between higher education institutions (HEIs) and their
external stakeholders. This network focuses on ways in which HEIs can improve
their creative potential and innovative output by involving stakeholder groups
in the creative development process of products and services. It explores the
development of creative lifelong learning provision, research partnership with
industry and the impact of cultural activities on the creativity of local communities.
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* Creative learners: Innovation in teaching and learning. This network is exploring
the possible ways in which creativity can be fostered through the teaching process.
In addition, although the arts have been seen as the creative field par excellence,
little attention has been paid to their contribution to the overall creative potential
of HEIs.

* Creative HEIs: Structures and leadership. The network is focusing upon the in-
ternal environment of HEI and the factors that can boost creativity, particularly
those issues that bear directly on academic enterprise, such as internal structures,
leadership and group dynamics (Powell 2006, p. 6).

2.4 Co-production of Knowledge

Two aspects of the interaction focused on the development on the over-arching
community-based collaborative planning framework to be adopted by council and
some specific implementation modules of the resulting Master Plan. To demonstrate
how academics progressed their participatory engagement through the co-production
of knowledge, this chapter, draws attention to two specific aspects of university en-
gagement with the revitalisation of a civic development. One was an oral history
exercise and the other was the design and delivery of interpretative heritage sig-
nage human and natural heritage and incorporated into a specific riverside location
specifically for tourism purposes and resident recreation. Each deserves reflection as
the knowledge generated, and the perspectives shared inform the transformation of
a space into a place embraced by the host community.

2.4.1 Conversations on the River

Conversations on the River was an event organised by Southern Cross University
as a public consultation and research tool. The community was invited to celebrate,
share and record stories about the Wilson’s River and its upstream tributaries. In
and of itself, the exchange was valuable in getting a large group of people down
to the river and in showcasing work that has been done over the years by the local
Land Care Group and the Council. For many people, it was an opportunity to see
Lismore from the river for the first time for a long time. Hospitality was a key con-
sideration. Engaging the community is based on a reciprocal relationship—serving
the community while achieving academic goals. Free food and entertainment, boat
rides and music were arranged. The food was provided by an Indigenous business,
Gunnawannabe. Bunya nut damper and homemade jam was a good symbol of what
was being attempted, an informal gathering with serious and long-term implications
(Geertz 1985, Wessell 2008).

A major contribution by academics and students came in the form of the research,
design and implementation of huge colourful interpretive Story Site panels on the
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riverbank. They measure 3.6 m by 1.2 m each. They tell the integrated story of the
settlement of the Northern Rivers region in an innovative project that showcases
the community’s heritage. The public recreational space close to the city centre
being redeveloped transforms ‘living history’ into a ‘class room’ for residents and
visitors. The billboard-sized installations provide verbal and visual snapshots of
the history of diverse European and Asian settlement of the region and also depict
the Bundjalung stories of the Dreamtime, celebrate Widjabul culture and paint a
picture of the Indigenous lifestyle and how it interwove with the emerging European
settlements into the future.

Indigenous consultants and historians worked on consolidating text for story site
panels.

While there was reflection of the past represented in the interviews, much was
made of how the riverside site could become more connected to residents and vis-
itors into the future. Such material was of interest to the Riverbank Development
Project steering committee and City Council who integrated suggestions through
an action learning methodology into planning and policy development. Suggestions
were aligned to existing strategic and master planning tools and feedback was subse-
quently delivered via the project website for interested parties. Participants expressed
on-going interest in contributing to the design and policy generation for the enhanced
amenity of the location, based on the spirit of nostalgia that had underpinned the
conversation consultation.

The material that underpinned the historian’s text for the panels was gathered from
the archive of the local historical society, interviews with specific interest groups
and individuals, site visits to places of historical importance, artefacts in public and
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private collections and official documents in the public and private domain. An active
team, with solid community links, coordinated the collection of the data and a refer-
ence group of regional authorities from the indigenous and heritage sectors monitored
the development of the project. Items that could contribute to the council’s planning
and design of the site were referred on. Such an example was the knowledge of en-
demic vegetation and Indigenous food production that manifested itself as the Lyle
Roberts Memorial bush food garden’s cultural interpretation.

The river is very important to the Widjabal people—as Gordon (2005) says, ‘it
is our friend’. Local Elders see the Wilson’s River as an important gathering place
for shared learning especially for Indigenous residents (Coyne 2007, p. 16). Tra-
ditionally, the information presented was learned through daily living and family
connections, from generation to generation. It was Roy’s priority that Widjabal un-
derstanding, history and knowledge were communicated clearly to the general public
and in particular to the local indigenous youth (Lane 2007).

University students were involved in recording the conversations, which provided
practical experience of oral history and a means to bring teaching and scholarship
together. Engagement in the local community can provide opportunities for more in-
tense and more personal engagement with learning (Wessell 2008). Staff and students
situated themselves in local debates and history with a focus on everyday life in the
shared geographical places and added a civic dimension to the learning experience.
The outputs of the conversations were recorded for use by the local historical society,
the university archive, used in media promotion, included in academic publications
and incorporated in decision-making by site planners. There was a deliberate focus
on the stories related to local indigenous citizens, especially those of the local Wid-
jabel tribe of the Bundjalung nation. Many elders came forward. Many elders from
amongst the European settlers came too.

The significance of the project was recognised by the Indigenous Heritage Man-
agement section of the Commonwealth Department of Environment and Water
Resources, who partly funded the project and came to Lismore with a team to film the
opening and interview participants. The protocols developed by the partners in this
distinctive heritage project are documented and shared with government departments
as potential templates for other communities wanting to embrace and celebrate their
Indigenous as well as their European heritage. It presents a holistic historical per-
spective that adds a great deal of value to tourism in the city. The story-site imagery
has been used as part of tourism promotion through cards, websites and council
correspondence.

2.4.2 Voice of the Artist

Leonie Lane, the digital arts designer and lecturer engaged with the projects, suggests
that ‘Place ’ and ‘reinventions of place’ are recognised as contemporary developments
in visual arts practice in the traditional genre of ‘landscape’ art-making. Ideas about
the development of personal and cultural identity are tied into notions of ‘place’
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(Schama 1996). Rivers are evocative places, powerful metaphors—a stage for action
as well as reverie. They provide both a parallel to narrative flow and reveal a ‘place’
beyond civic control at the same time as a space that promotes settlement and social
engagement.

I worked closely with writer/historian/lecturer, Kijas (2007) to produce the text,
visual content and overall design of the site. We have followed each other’s process—
words needing images, imagery suggesting more words .... Common ground
determined that the overall idea was to produce a visually stunning, multi-layered
representation of Lismore’s social history inclusive of the many perspectives of such
a diverse place.

Valuable experience has been gained through listening and negotiating with the
interest groups, who came to the table with their own needs, baggage and, in some
cases, grudges. Trust in some cases was hard earned through much listening, patience
and persistence. Despite all, strong relationships with community members have
developed over the past 9 months, ensuring a positive momentum for future work
(Lane 2007).

The experience gained has been a mutually rich and challenging experience across
all of these groups but no longer so than with the Widjabal people. The process
involved and the outcome has given me an extremely rewarding yet demanding,
creative experience. For me, the challenge of imaging Widjabal lore has caused
me to question my own preconceptions of image representation and a ‘white fellas’
design process. My role as a designer became one of translators when engaging with
these themes (Langton 1996).

The use of early white contact photos carried the weight of indigenous stereotype
while white interpretations of language area maps described static boundaries that
did n’t necessarily equate with how Widjabal people saw their boundaries. It became
apparent that the photomontage strategy employed in the design of the other panels
was not appropriate to the Widjabal panel. Maintaining the site’s stylistic theme
was essential to the project as a whole to impress the inclusive theme. Roy and the
author discussed spatial representation and how the Widjabal narrative could look.
Paramount to the success of this story telling was in the use of language and drawing
styles. It was imperative to describe their world as it was and as it is. Many drafts
were created with much consultation, questioning and reworking. . . (Lane 2007).

2.5 Discussion

Stakeholder participation in the co-production of knowledge is nuanced. It has
many layers and involves spatial and temporal parameters that need to be flexible
prior, during and as residual to any partnership exercise. Inside an institution
the management and monitoring of student engagement needs to be grounded in
curriculum. The emphasis for students, on the activity being complementary to
theory, provides a useful nexus of the research/teaching experience. Brukardt et al.
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(2004, p. 12) suggest that optimum curriculum development includes the contri-
bution from the community, including students, in activities that are ‘collaborative
problem-based, interdisciplinary, intentional and respectful’. Academics need to
be encouraged to meet the publish or perish imperative through an embedded
framework that rewards on-going engagement. Initial success through publications,
presentations at conferences and by growing content for lectures introduces more
external partners into the formal education paradigm. By taking the classroom into
the community,business and government allows new perspectives on the creation
and new distribution networks of the knowledge.

The experience of many academics has not been as seamless as those advanced
earlier. The challenge for some involves foregoing engagement opportunities to ad-
vance careers with little recognition for initiative or encouragement of partnership
development and few incentives and rewards within their career trajectory. While
some universities invest financially in projects that generate greater inclusivity with
community and industry partners through collaboration, others seem reluctant to
provide money, time and space to assist in the required integration. In some institu-
tions engagement is seen as a cost rather than an investment. When the integration is
not encouraged internally through interdisciplinary connections, it becomes difficult
for interested academics to formally or informally deal with potential external part-
ners. So the mechanisms which each university applies to recognising or rewarding
the porous boundaries necessary to facilitate engaged teaching and research need to
be equitable and accessible to all academics. The support required for the process
and the outcomes to be effective need to be monitored institutionally across such
professional management factors as recruitment, promotion, academic performance
management development reporting and review, so that merit is attributed as it is
regularly done for core business of teaching and research.

Student exposure to community partners through the processes explored in this
case study alerted parties to the potential value of volunteerism. Students got involved
with programmes that further grew the capacity of sub-cultural groups to deliver ser-
vices, to encourag curiosity and to up-skill their constituencies. It encourages an en-
vironment of social responsibility inside and outside the university. It promotes social
inclusion that enhances the capacity of host communities. It improves access to uni-
versity resources for those outside and encourages student activism by focusing on lo-
calissues and ideas. Another dimension to the exploration of everyday life that was re-
vealed in the Conversations by the River was the common sense knowledge (Gurvitch
1971, p. 28) that allowed elders to participate in the intergenerational transmission
of a specific type of knowledge that addressed the consequences of upheaval of daily
life over time. The empirical knowledge and the conceptual knowledge generated by
the experience had important social and cultural implications for all participants.

The co-learning helped bring different kinds of knowledge together in a way that
provided the new knowledge legitimacy especially in the planning sphere. It allowed
new voices to be heard and provided opportunities for all players to see the impact of
their shared research and discovery. The resultant confidence in communication be-
tween party bodes well for on-going exchanges and the breaking down of stereotypes
of universities being sole repositories of knowledge.
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Community engagement is essential about the development of mutually support-
ive relationships. In the case of projects involving students and members of the
community, an equal consideration must be given to the needs, goals and responsi-
bilities of both groups. People participate in interviews for their own purpose, and
acknowledging this has long been recognised as good practice. Student’s time is also
limited and expectations must be clarified early in the project. The opportunity to
make a contribution to local knowledge and their community may be their motiva-
tion in becoming involved, but ensuring that this meets the objectives of their studies
and sits within their own timeframe is a responsibility of teachers. Semester timeta-
bles don’t always correspond with research projects, local government calendars or
community culture. Having a clear purpose, a compatibility of goals and effective
communication between the people involved develops the relationships involved in
the project. For it to be mutually satisfying, recognising people’s different influences,
interests and expectations can help maintain the relationship.

It is evident that the process of engaging with the community in diverse creative
ways is unending. By giving public space, a story shared by many requires attention
to nuance in changing attitudes, needs and engagement strategies. Such practices
can result not only in enhanced ‘natural capital,” of a community, but also foster
social capital (Krasny & Tidball 2008). Theories of learning that view learning as a
process which transforms both the learner and the socio-ecosystem through a series of
positive feedback loops, and resilience theory provide useful lens for understanding
community responses to change in their environment.
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Chapter 3
Challenging Inequalities Through
Community-University Partnerships

Angie Hart and Kim Aumann

3.1 Introduction to Cupp, Amaze and their Engagement

One of the great challenges for effective relationships operating between universities
and communities is in identifying where the common interest for a partnership may
lie. Itis possible to explore that question in the abstract, and list how particular univer-
sities and excluded communities may be able to work together. But we have a concern
with that approach, that it is deeply impersonal. If you are talking about relationships,
then relationships are fundamentally among people. Those people may wish to ac-
complish strategic goals of institutions with which they are involved, and the wider
strategic environment does shape the ways those relationships evolve. But we find
areal risk in overly academic approaches to understanding community engagement
which fails to adequately reflect the people behind the engagement. This chapter seeks
to understand the delicate ecology of relationships looking at a 5-year community—
university partnership focused on improving outcomes for disadvantaged children
and their families.

The project focused upon one of a number of partnerships that have been es-
tablished as part of the University of Brighton’s wider Community—University
Partnership Programme (Cupp). In addition to supporting partnership projects, Cupp
also aims to act as a ‘gateway’ between the University of Brighton and local com-
munity and voluntary organisations, with a reach across the south-east coastal area,
including Hastings. It has office space, a full time-equivalent staff of 6, runs a
Helpdesk service, and through its academic links, can draw on the advice and ex-
pertise of 30 plus senior staff members. Through successfully bidding for funding,
Cupp has been hosting two programmes alongside its core work, with an annual
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budget of £550k, involving over 100 academics and community partners per year
(approx. 40 academics, 60 community partners). It has strong participation from
local community organisations and most Cupp staff members have been, and/or are
still involved with running community groups (Hart et al. 2008).

This chapter is unique in the book—as was our presentation at the event
from which this book emerged—as being written by a collaborative team ac-
tive in community—university partnership, in the Cupp project. We argue that
situating this has value for the book in making visible some of the realities of
community—university partnership which we feel are sometimes lost in overly aca-
demic discussions having little relevance for engagement practices. We have to be
explicit here that this chapter differs from others in this collection, both in its tone as
well as its aims, reflecting our best attempt to capture and understand a lived expe-
rience in which we have engaged academic and community contexts (cf. Hart et al.
2007a). We want to tell, what is essentially a personal story, how we as people were
motivated to work together and create a community of practice within which univer-
sity and community were engaged. Our motivation in writing this chapter has been
to try to provide ourselves with a certain distance from the activities themselves with
which we are involved in running. Although we are actively involved, and would not
want to make an artificial distinction between our academic and community sides,
we want to present our analysis in a way that might convince the sceptic of the value
of what we do.

In our roles as academics, we are continually confronted with the challenge of
understanding the value of the hard work that is required in order to get even the
most minor of community—university ventures underway. In this chapter, we want
to link this more closely with a debate in the wider literature of the value of these
partnerships. In particular, we pose the wider question of whether there really is
added value for teaching and research around issues of inequality in working with
the communities in the teaching and research activities. But the partnership is not
just of academics: As community members, we are also continually confronted with
the question of what is the added value to the community of these relationships. In
particular, we believe it is important to further consider and establish whether these
university—community relationships are more than just the provision of a service,
and indeed whether they offer a useful route to tackling inequalities.

These are mighty questions to answer and have already been raised at various
points in this book so far. We cannot really hope in the course of a short reflection
on a single project to be able to really do much more than provide a few insights
into these bigger questions, and we are wary of trying to answer these mighty ques-
tions with something we readily acknowledge is merely a set of small stories. But
we believe nevertheless that these small stories have value: We are reporting what we
believe to be a successful project, and we can on the basis of this, identify what we
believe to be some of the conditions which have led the project to be successful,
both to the university and to the community. But of course, these successes have
been delivered at a price, and on that basis, in this chapter, we want to think through
more systematically whether those outputs are really worth all the effort, and indeed
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whether it is worth universities more generally taking this question of engagement
with excluded communities more seriously.

In order to begin to address these questions, we use the following structure in the
chapter:

The following section sets out the concept underlying our idea of community
engagement, which is that of Communities of Practice (CoPs), in which people
work together on a common problem to build shared resources which meet each of
their needs.

The third section provides an overview of the partnership till date, and explains
two things: the domain area (building the resilience of disadvantaged children), and
how the partnership and relationships have functioned as a community of practice.

The fourth section considers how the resilience work has supported outcomes
for the various stakeholders in the partnership process, teaching, research, students,
staff and the community; whilst it is clear that university teaching and research have
benefited, it is much more complex to be able to establish that staff, students and the
community have benefited through our work.

Fifthly, we reflect critically on what has been achieved, and the possible existence
of a gulf among the rhetoric, aspirations, expectations and the realities of what we
have done together over the last five years.

Finally, this provides a framework for us to reflect upon the potential for commu-
nity engagement in research and the curriculum for meeting the needs of researchers,
universities and communities.

There is clearly a critical issue that what staff and institutions desire from en-
gagement need not necessarily be convergent, and there must be a much greater
specification of how consensus will be reached by all those involved about the kinds
of activity necessary to ensure effective university engagement.

3.2 Communities of Practice and Community—University
Partnerships

We have already written about the way the Cupp project uses a communities of
practice approach elsewhere, and so in this chapter we restrict ourselves to a very
brief retelling of the key features of a CoP (Hart and Wolff 2006). The approach
has emerged precisely within the parameters set out by Paul Benneworth in Chap 1
relating to community engagement. On one hand, Cupp clearly wanted to get beyond
what he called ‘detached benevolence’, and we have elsewhere referred to as ‘a
patronising charity ethos’(Hart and Wolff 2006, p. 126). On the other hand, there are
clear risks in allowing universities to have their commanding heights taken over by
community interest organisations which might not necessarily have the best interests
of the other important stakeholders of the university at heart. As we made clear, the
Cupp community of practice model is of existing people and organisations coming
together and working co-operatively to build up ‘emergence’ as a key characteristic
of these communities—they exist because they do, and they do because they exist,
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and it is difficult to empirically or conceptually divorce these two elements without
misrepresenting what it is that these activities do.

Communities of practice are groups of people who share a passion for the same
thing and we have used this approach coined by Wenger et al. (2002) to develop our
conceptual thinking, and through its implementation, the activities. CoPs cut across
traditional organisational barriers and hierarchies, to bring all perspectives to bear
on an issue or field of interest. By avoiding giving more importance to professional
knowledge over actual lived experience, CoPs raise exciting questions about what
knowledge is and about whose knowledge we are talking. Smith (2003) defines CoPs
as ‘a community created over time by the sustained pursuit of a shared enterprise’
while Wenger says communities of practice are ‘groups of people informally bounded
together by shared expertise and passion for a joint enterprise’ (Wenger and Snyder
2000, pp. 139-140). The emphasis here is on the voluntary origins of such practice.
People in these communities want to do things together in a way that enables them
to ‘share their experiences and knowledge in free-flowing, creative ways that foster
new approaches to problems’ (Wenger et al. 2002, p. 5).

Whilst there is a great deal of self-direction involved here, at the same time it is
important to acknowledge that CoPs often have leaders and champions, although in
the context of the community of practice, these may not be the people that formally
fulfil that role in the participating organisations. Understanding this paradox is made
alittle easier by returning to the simple explanation of communities of practice, “they
are because they do, and they do because they are”. The glue that holds communities
of practice together is the activities that they undertake, because these provide the
opportunities for shared social knowledge creation that in turn helps individual mem-
bers to deal with their own problems. Leaders and champions within a community
of practice can therefore be relatively junior members who nevertheless influence or
shape the key activities, and whose own social behaviour shaped the opportunities
others have to participate in the community of practice.

Another key element of the community of practice approach which we think is
useful here for understanding the application of communities of practice models to
universities is that of boundary spanners. Wenger (1998) talks about CoPs in relation
to community—university partnerships representing a real challenge to conventional
boundaries. While they have a very positive spin on the notion of ‘boundary crossing’
(Wenger 2002, p. 153) because of the potential for people to look afresh at their own
assumptions and create new ‘landscapes of practice’, we know it can be difficult for
the less convinced academic to take the risk or the community partner to find the
extra time and resources to work in this way.

According to Wenger, there are a number of ways to effectively manage different
perspectives and help folk to cross boundaries that might have traditionally kept them
apart. One includes the creation of ‘boundary objects’ (Wenger 1998, p. 105)—in our
case a shared resilience language and terminology, resilience building materials and
resources—that help individuals from both the community and university connect
with each other. The other is the notion of individuals who span both worlds so
to speak—boundary spanners—who broker and translate different perspectives and
facilitate the application of ways of seeing and doing things across different areas of
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practice. This is particularly important given the well-documented difficulties that
can arise with community—university partnership work. The term describes one of the
roles in CoPs that help create connections among people from different organizations,
cultures, sectors or localities.

The community of practice framework provides Cupp with two things. The first
is that it has provided a rationale for a particular partnership approach, an ideal type
of co-operative activity to use before the event. But of course, the community of
practice model also provides a means for understanding the extent to which Cupp,
and its various arenas, also termed ‘communities of practice’, has been successful in
creating collective assets—socially produced knowledge—which benefit the various
partners in the project.

It is hard for us to be able to objectively assess the extent to which we were able to
realise the community of practice model in creating our arenas and projects. What it
is however possible for us to do is to reflect on the extent to which one of the projects
in which we have both been involved has created collective assets, and the extent to
which they are valuable for the various factors involved in the project. In the next
section, before we analyse how far it has been possible to achieve these collective
assets of mutual value, we explain a little about the project as well as the people
behind the project, including both members of the authorial team of this chapter.

3.3 History of the Partnership

In this chapter, we tell the story of, and then reflect upon, the partnership between
Amaze and Cupp, led by Kim Aumann and Angie Hart (more detail is available on
the details of the project in Hart and Aumann 2007). Kim is the director of Amaze
Research and Training, part of a parenting charity of which Kim was formally the
founding director; Kim contributed in 2007 to a volume jointly edited by Angie
Hart in which she likened the experience of a university—community-partnership as
atandem ride. Angie Hart is Professor of Child, Family and Community Health at the
University of Brighton, within the School of Nursing and Midwifery. She is also the
Academic Director of Cupp and has previously published on community—university
partnership working (cf. Hart and Wolff 2006; Hart et al. 2007b, c).

Amaze is a charity that offers independent information, advice and support to
parents of children with special needs and disabilities aged O to 19 years. It provides
direct services for parents such as a helpline, handbooks and fact sheets, one-to-one
help with education and benefits issues, workshops and parent support courses. A
parent-led organization, Amaze believes the views of parents should be central to
the decisions made about their child; so they aim to make sure parents’ voices are
heard, working to encourage good communication and partnership between indi-
vidual parents and service providers. But they also try to influence how services
operate for all disabled children and families, working alongside colleagues across
the sectors towards the ideal of integrated, seamless services. Their philosophy is
that the best changes come when users are involved in designing better futures. As a
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result, user involvement is an integral part of their work. At the time of writing, Kim
was responsible for managing the organization’s training, research and consultancy
service that links theory, research findings and the experience held by parent carers
and practitioners, to promote best practice.

Amaze has had a mixed experience of collaborating with university partners and
previously had been sceptical about whether or not previous collaborations had re-
sulted in anything worthwhile for families. Detailed at more length in Hart and
Aumann (2007), prior to the Cupp project being launched, Amaze had experienced
the university’s approaches as highly instrumental and fitting with the ‘doing to’
rather than ‘doing with’ approach to engagement.

In both these cases, what was on offer was not about partnership. The [Cupp] seems to
promise something different. (Hart and Aumann 2007)

The collaboration was kicked off by an approach to the University of Brighton where
Amaze immediately saw the possibility for a meaningful collaboration. An eagerness
in academics to link the theory and research to improving people’s real lives and prac-
tically tackling disadvantage has always been what Amaze really looked for. Amaze
suspects a social or moral commitment to improve the lot of disadvantaged groups
might be the real glue for effective partnerships with voluntary sector organisations.

This partnership which emerged focused on resilience (see following section),
suggesting that sharing an interest in the subject or the methodology provided a basic
start. Personal and relational issues are also important to the mix. Quality partnerships
require finding the right match. With this partnership all this was in place, and there
was the necessary ‘spark’. Amaze took the opportunity to get involved with Angie
Hart’s resilience research work. Whilst it has not been all plain sailing, the partnership
has survived long enough for us to still be speaking to one another, and able to tell
the tale.

At the time of writing, Angie Hart had a fairly unusual academic background,
combining academic, personal and practice knowledge and experience. Her research
and teaching interests have all been connected to inequalities issues, and for the
previous 6 years, she had been focusing specifically on child and family resilience.
Angie’s own background lay in NHS practice in child and adolescent mental health;
she was also a parent member of Amaze, herself having adopted three children from
the care system many years ago.

3.4 Tackling Inequalities: the Development of Resilient Therapy

The essence of our partnership to work together was always about how we use
resilience research and practice to find ways of helping children, young people and
adults having particularly tough times. Our common starting point was the agreement
that resilience is a source of very useful knowledge about how individuals overcome
such times. In order to better understand the partnership and its dynamics, it is
necessary to understand a little about resilience in order to understand why this was
important for us both and together.
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Resilience is the ability to achieve good outcomes against the odds. There are
thousands of academic research studies on the concept of resilience, but only a small
number relate to the marginalized children, families and adults in which we are
interested, and very few tell us much about what to do to support and foster resilient
mechanisms and processes. Our partnership wanted to address this gap and translate
the messages from research and practice-based evidence for parents, practitioners
and young people to use themselves (see Hart et al. 2007b, c, for a review).

With just three individuals involved in the beginning (Professor Angie Hart, Dr.
Derek Blincow and Helen Thomas), a scholarly literature review of the resilience
research base was completed. Inspired by what this revealed, Angie and her two
colleagues in the NHS Child and Adolescent Mental Health Service brought the key
findings from this review together with their own practice and parenting experience
to create a novel approach entitled “Resilient Therapy” (RT). Kim Aumann ‘joined’
the partnership about a year later. She was keen to involve parents and together we
agreed that trying the ideas out with families living with persistent adversity and
tapping into their experience and expertise would help us in improving RT to make
it more practical, accessible and useable. We set up the Resilience Parent Advisory
Group to help us and we’ve been testing and refining the framework ever since.

What we discovered was that the glue that bound us together in that on-going
development activity was and is a shared passion to explore research and practice
that gets to the heart of how to build resilience in complex situations. Our work on
different initiatives all in some way linked to wanting to bridge the divide between
theory and practice. In the course of that work, we’ve written two books, published
a series of articles and produced a short film to help explain RT. We have delivered
conference presentations, information and training sessions and have been working
directly with various groups of parents, young people and practitioners. We were
continually seeking and pursuing new opportunities and successfully secured funding
from a number of funding sources to develop the work further.

Our collaboration with a range of community and academic partners has so far
expanded every year and has been central to our work. The community of practice
approach is one that we have found to be particularly helpful in achieving mutually
beneficial and sustainable joint work. We subsequently turned to developing a new
resilience learning programme and testing our resilience work with social enterprise
activity to see if it might provide another model of funding for the sustainable devel-
opment of our resilience partnership work: as of the time of writing, we’re not sure
how this will work out.

3.5 Developing Resilience-Focused Communities of Practice

Having explained a little about what we did in the course of our partnership, we
want briefly to reflect upon what we learned in applying the idea of communities
of practice in our collaboration. Our starting point was that the critical feature of
communities of practice was that they were “communities that cut across traditional
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organisational barriers and hierarchies, to bring all perspectives to bear on an issue or
field of interest. By avoiding giving more importance to professional knowledge over
actual lived experience, CoPs can raise exciting questions about what knowledge is
and whose knowledge we are talking about” (see the previous section). In order
to achieve this in our work around RT, we brought together groups of academics,
practitioners, parents and carers to meet monthly, over one and two years, to generate
new ways of thinking about and building resilience with children and young people
having tough times.

The ultimate goal of our RT CoPs has been to shape resilience practice for the
better. So we have been reliant on the partners involved in the communities being
willing to share their ideas, reflect on their research and practice, and be open to new
ways of thinking about and supporting children and young people. Taking a snap shot
of our latest resilience work, there were at the time of writing 12 academics, 30 prac-
titioners, 10 parents and 8 young people actively involved. Although the outcomes
of the community were open and flexible, and sought to avoid the dominance of
professional knowledge, the authors (Kim and Angie) played the roles of champions
and animateurs in this Resilient Therapy community of practice.

The impetus for, and subsequent development of, our resilience work grew out of
a synergy and constructive dynamic drawing together different policies, structures
and day-to-day practices. The environment for the co-operation was set by external
environmental factors, in this case primarily national policy decisions, which we
were not able to influence, but which created conditions under which the collabora-
tion could thrive. In particular, English public policy emphasizing user involvement,
partnerships between statutory and voluntary sector providers in service to disadvan-
taged children and their families were key ingredients that set the scene for our work.
Sustained commitment at a national level to tackle inequalities in health, with much
attention to the consequences of these for disadvantaged children and their families
was also in the picture. Finally, it is important to acknowledge that the emergence
and development of the concept of resilience in academic literature and in practice
accounts was a further contributing factor to our work.

A second set of environmental factors were the local decisions which influenced
the conditions under which the co-operation could take place. In the local univer-
sity context, the development of our Cupp programme also promised support to
community—university partnerships that tackled inequalities and disadvantages, and
as noted, was part of a wider cultural shift in the university that made genuinely
equal or at least less asymmetrical partnerships possible. The University of Brighton
commitment to community engagement was highly supportive: This can be seen
firstly in the then Vice-Chancellor Sir David Watson’s attraction of the original grant
from Atlantic Philanthropies following a radio performance (Balloch et al. 2007).
Secondly, national funding from HEFCE supporting a Centre for Knowledge Ex-
change (CKE) was made available to further this work: This was significant because
CKEs were intended to be focused primarily on business engagement and using the
resources to support community engagement represented a radical experiment. But,
bringing various modest funds together within the university around Cupp created
synergies which supported the project, particularly those aspects of it that involved
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partnership working. Cupp also provided a structure within the university in which
the project could gain momentum.

3.6 Impact on Teaching and Research

One of the critiques of community—university partnership as a form of corporate so-
cial responsibility by universities into communities is that the universities themselves
do not benefit from that engagement. The RT collaboration demonstrates a clear ex-
ample of how community engagement can create tangible benefits for the participat-
ing university—by providing access to useful lay knowledge—whilst also benefiting
those communities. We argue that one of the hallmarks of the Cupp project’s success
is that the benefits which collaborations bring for teaching and research can be traced
back into the University of Brighton. Although Hart et al. (2007b, c¢) include two
detailed examples of how engagement benefits research and three of how it benefits
teaching, we here want to argue that part of the Cupp synergy is creating benefits for
teaching and research (as well as the community partners) simultaneously.

3.6.1 Impact on Teaching

It is worth pointing out that the development of Resilient Therapy has been carried
forwards into the curriculum. The undergraduate nursing curriculum now has a
generic session relating to resilient practitioner issues, and a number of specialist
sessions, depending on the area of nursing students are graduating in. For example,
nurses studying to become children’s nurses have a specific session introducing them
to Resilient Therapy and considering its application to case studies in a paediatric
context. The social work curriculum has also benefited from expertise developed
in this project. One of the CoP members, a family support worker, co-delivers a
session with a social work lecturer. This session explicitly demonstrates how RT
can be used alongside existing social work assessment techniques.

At the postgraduate level, resilience concepts have fed into masters courses. For
example, students studying child safeguarding are exposed to resilient approaches
in relation to child sexual abuse. Contributions from our community—university en-
gagement research have also been into the masters curriculum more broadly. The
qualitative research module, open to all masters and Ph.D. students in the school, has
a session on user involvement in research delivered by one of our group, and draws
on our resilience work as a practical case study of community—university partnership
working.

This has not purely been in an academic sense—the RT community of practice,
which built up in the course of collaboration, has been actively drawn upon by
lecturers at the University of Brighton.. Students are exposed in the course of their
studies both to the work of researchers and the wider community of practice. In the
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course of exposing students to the community of practice, there were some students
who started to ‘live’ in that community, and there is also some evidence that the
work of students fed back into the community of practice as well as contributing to
developing understandings of RT.

Two Ph.D. students are working explicitly with resilient ideas and are active mem-
bers of our community of practice. One of these is undertaking her own study which
is exploring whether kinship carers find RT a useful support for the complex work in-
volved in bringing up their own children’s children. The other is applying ideas from
the resilience field to adult mental health. As well as getting access to cutting edge
resilience research developments in a university context, these students are them-
selves involved in developing community university engagement. The hope is that
as academics of the future, they would thoroughly embed in community—university
partnerships and would support others in developing these ways of working.

What has been interesting in building up this community of practice around RT
in the School of Nursing & Midwifery at the University of Brighton has been the
extent to which the ideas which began as very personalised, closely identified with
the originating team of Angie, Helen, Derek and Kim, have become codified and
abstracted into the curriculum more generally. This is a further indication of the
success of the community of practice, creating a set of ‘solutions’ which others are
able to use more easily without having to be active members of the community
themselves. This can be illustrated by an anecdotal experience from Angie, who
through a chance encounter with a social work lecturer in the staff room discovered
that she was regularly delivering resilience sessions to her students, directly drawing
on RT, without having been part of the community of practice which had developed
and diffused the ideas themselves.

3.6.2 Impact on Research

RT was developed within the University of Brighton, where academics—and hence
our community-engaged resilience research—are shaped by broad government
agendas, research council priorities and internal university research strategies.
However, a culture of relative academic freedom gives academics at the University
of Brighton considerable autonomy over their research area and methodological
approaches. A decade or so ago, when Angie first started to work in a participatory
way, explicit community—university partnerships were rare in the UK, and other
academic colleagues expressed open suspicion about these approaches. Disquiet
was particularly expressed about the difficulties of obtaining funding for community-
engaged research, the extra time engagement would take, as well as the concern
that community partners would set the agenda and research with little academic
value would be undertaken. General concerns about ‘dumbing down’ and the
loss of academic status were also expressed, as was the well-debated issue of
community—university engagement being a barrier to academic promotion. This
was not a particular problem at the university, but rather is associated with the idea
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that engagement is only something for people that cannot do ‘real’ research (cf.
Wellcome 2002; Durodié 2003).

However, given the relative autonomy afforded within the University of Brighton,
it was permissible if not directly encouraged to work as a community-engaged aca-
demic. We must be clear that in contrast to some of the stories we have anecdotally
encountered of people succeeding despite rather than because of their institutional
backing, this is no hero’s tale of an academic toiling against the odds. But we do
feel that it is legitimate to ask whether the concerns which academic colleagues have
raised have in fact come true or whether there was a different tale to tell and that
engagement did in fact lead to an enrichment of research.

In order to answer that question, it is necessary to determine the quality of the
research activity undertaken within the RT partnership, and then to ask whether
that research would have happened in the absence of the partnership activity. It is
certainly possible to say that the community engagement element did not undermine
the academic rigour of the work undertaken. The original book by Angie, Helen and
Derek was published by Routledge, a serious academic publisher, and its academic
reviewer prior to publication rated the book’s scholarship as excellent.

This suggests that the charge can be refuted that the involvement of community
partners in the research distracted activities away from serious academic work to-
wards more consultancy or applied research activities. Further evidence of the quality
of the research work can be seen in that Angie was promoted to a personal chair during
our research period and her resilience research profile formed part of her submission
for conferment. Angie and the Cupp team have also been working with the UK’s
national centre for public engagement in Bristol in reflecting upon the lessons of the
Cupp programme and the community of practice approach in promoting effective
engagement more generally in UK HEIs (Hart et al. 2008).

A second indicator of the quality of the research that has been undertaken are
the levels of research funding which have been acquired to support the development
of the programme. We received funding to further the impact of our research by
way of the establishment of a learning programme, a website (Hart et al. 2010)
and social enterprise activity from the UK Economic and Social Research Council.
This council is seen as one of the most prestigious sources of research funding in
the United Kingdom. Angie’s Head of Department’s policy for much of the time
during our research collaboration was to permit her to reinvest any external income
generated for her own salary replacements back into our resilience research. This
enabled us to pay for Kim Aumann to be involved in the research whilst working
for Amaze, and for a part-time research assistant, part of whose role was to support
community partners to access relevant academic literature, facilitate the engagement
of parents and carers and to organize a Resilience Research Forum with involvement
from diverse participants.

The university also provided some internal resources enabling the establishment of
the Resilience Research Forum. This Resilience Research Forum facilitated members
of our research group undertaking research visits within the United Kingdom and
abroad. In line with our ethos that community members of the research community
of practice are active, the forum allocated conference attendance bursaries via a
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competitive process to community members in our research group. One notable
outcome of this was that a group of academics and community partners collectively
attended an International Resilience Conference in Halifax, Nova Scotia and were
able to present our research work (Aumann 2010; Cameron 2010; Hart and Blincow
2010; Hill 2010; Kirkwood 2010a, b).

Community members of the team were particularly good at asking ‘So What?’
questions at the conference, and our observation would be that their presence appar-
ently sharpened the applied aspects of the debate across the conference. The level of
community participation that our team brought to the conference was seen as unusual
by some delegates. Some said that it inspired them to want to find ways of involving
community partners more fully in the dissemination of their own work, but some
seemed genuinely bewildered at precisely how to relate to the community members
of our team or the value it added to the proceedings. In April 2011, an international
conference on Resilience in relation to disadvantaged groups was organised at the
University of Brighton to help cement the role of the research group as active in this
field.

Other sources of funding have enabled us to set up and develop resilience-focused
communities of practice, with academics, students, practitioners and parents exper-
imenting with the application of RT to their own practice areas. Funding sources for
this aspect of our work have come from both HEFCE as well as a local National
Health and Social Services Group (Primary Care Trust). There have also been other
creative ways in which we have managed to find funds to support the development
of our research. Because of the applied nature of our work, we have been able to
set up a donation fund within our University’s charity arm. In tandem with a new
social enterprise that had been set up shortly prior to the writing of this chapter,
these various funding sources represent a diverse portfolio of research funding that
arguably gives us more possibilities to generate research funding.

Taken together, this evidence suggests that research funding and academic promo-
tion have not been adversely affected by undertaking community engaged research.
Of course, a caveat to all this does apply, and that relates to the second of our criteria
above, which is that this would not have happened without the community engage-
ment. It’s hard to say precisely if this is the case, as we have no way of knowing
what would have happened to our resilience research had we taken it down a less
community-involved route. Arguably, we might have been as or more successful with
different research bids, and Angie may have still been promoted to a professorship,
but that misses the point somewhat because Angie would still have had to find the
resources to do her research from somewhere, and engaging with the community
provided the key that unlocked those resources, and also has enhanced her research
by making it more relevant to communities.

Regarding concerns about our research being dumbed down, some might say
that this has occurred. It is hard to ‘keep all balls in the air’. For example, along-
side academic involvement, our monthly Resilience Research Forum attracts many
participants from across the community, voluntary and statutory sector, with par-
ticipation from service users and young people. Resilience research and practice
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development is presented and debated, many people have said that this forum mod-
els a successfully inclusive research seminar and debate is indeed lively. However,
the degree to which senior academics and academically informed practitioners feel
that the debate is enhanced by the high degree of inclusion is a moot point. Some have
mentioned anecdotally that they feel that the discussion is, on occasions, repetitive
and unsophisticated, articulating questions without providing the thrust for further
depth. However, thinking back to some of the academic conferences or seminars
attended by Angie, the same criticism can be levied.

The issue of community partners running away with the research agenda could be
said to have occurred. However, this has not occurred in the negative way that those
who usually describe situations in that way envisage, where narrow interests divert
general high-quality research into specific research that provides few broader lessons.
The resilience research has a very different dynamic to the research in which Angie
was previously involved. But that is not necessarily a negative feature. Undertaking
research and practice development in close collaboration with different members
of our community of practice has raised the standard for what is acceptable: The
community of practice members continually challenge the researchers to be both
theoretically robust but also useful to practitioners, parents and young people.

This chimes well with Pfeffer’s point relating to inequalities research where ‘the
skills of getting things done are as important as figuring out what to do’ (Pfeffer
1992, p. 12). Hence all of our resilience research till date has been concerned with
developing aspects of the evidence base for practice application, and in evaluating
whether or not these are helpful. Admittedly the challenge has been to ensure that this
applied research remains engaged with academic dialogues and debates. The accent
has been admittedly less on what are the theoretically interesting questions, and more
on the questions and problems arising from the application of the theory.

It is impossible to answer the counterfactual of what would have happened to
Angie’s research had she not taken a route to engage with communities. But it is
important to recognise that it is not the case that had this research route not been
chosen then, the participants would have all been publishing papers in the ‘top-rated’
journals. The engaged research has fitted well with and built upon Angie’s approach
to scholarship and pedagogy. Without this community dimension, Angie probably
would not be pursuing the work in the same way as she doesn’t enjoy working alone
or divorced from her community roots—all of which supply meaning and purpose
to the work.

3.7 Lessons Learnt Along the Way

At the time of writing, it is clear that community—university engagement had become
established as an important element of what the University of Brighton was offering
in educational terms. Nevertheless, we have had a series of struggles along the way
to establish and build up our activities, and these provide a useful lens to reflect
on a number of important issues for community—university partnership. From our
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experience, we strongly believe that we have something meaningful to say about how
to follow the path of community engagement, and to reflect whether, on balance, all
that additional effort really add value to researchers, institutions and communities. In
this final concluding section, we want to make four points about what has mattered
in successful engagement for these different groups, to better ground the academic
debates in these books with our considered practical experiences:

* Getting and keeping the wherewithal: Our engagement activity has been extremely
hard work, not always acknowledged by our academic and community colleagues,
and every engagement brings a worry that all these efforts might ultimately be in
vain.

* Boundary spanners: Our experience confirms the importance of ‘boundary span-
ners’ to good community of practice working, people who work between the
‘worlds’ of the different communities that meet; we have been comfortable op-
erating in this in-between space, this comfort is an important pre-condition for
good community—university partnership.

* Relationships, relationships: One of the pressures on these boundary spanners is
that they have to build the relationships that hold the community of practice to-
gether: Managing these relationships can be extremely taxing. Even participating
in the community of practice means managing different relationships; and this is
not necessarily a widely held skill.

» Appreciating different drivers: Different partners have different motivations for
participating in partnerships. These different motivations create tensions, and
tensions cannot always be defused through rational debate; engagement seems to
always involve arguing.

3.7.1 Getting and Keeping the Wherewithal

It’s really time consuming to work in this way. Sometimes we can’t figure out whether
we just get tired and need some good individual working or thinking time to balance
a stint of exertion supporting a specific community—university involvement activity,
or whether in fact, this type of work is best sustained when delivered in periodic
bursts. We suspect it’s the latter.

Even though our experience of the co-delivery model is time consuming, it’s
also worth mentioning that we believe it has impacted positively on making our
community—university relationships stronger. While some community members
were initially worried about not having enough formal training or work experience
and some academics were concerned that it might ‘cramp their individual style’,
it has been an active way of breaking down hierarchies and levelling things some-
what, not to mention the training ground it has provided us for learning new ways to
facilitate dissemination opportunities.

For example, much of our resilience dissemination work involves delivering infor-
mation and training sessions to audiences interested in knowing more about resilience
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theory, research and practice application. In an attempt to model our partnership
work and our belief that the best can be achieved for children and young people,
when parental experience combines with academic and practitioner skill and knowl-
edge, we routinely co-deliver sessions with parent trainers or draw on academic,
practitioner or service user duos to do so.

As is the case with any co-delivery combination, the benefits are numerous. Indi-
vidual trainers can give each other support, provide continuity, offer different styles
and strengths and share the preparation and delivery tasks. It also means that workers
and parents can bring their own unique insights and skills to bear on the topic and
potentially reduce the differences in theoretical and practice perspectives. But it does
require the allocation of extra time to communicate clearly with each other before,
during and after sessions.

In addition, choosing to work with parents, practitioners or young people as co-
deliverers to share illustrations of certain issues or points, requires an awareness
of why we seek personal stories, how it helps to achieve learning outcomes and
what’s involved if we are to do it well and sensitively. Planning, shared expectations
and de-briefing can become really important features of co-delivery in this context
given the potential for personal stories to open old wounds, feelings and reactions
for the parent, practitioner or young person telling them. And that, in turn, places
the obligation on the rest of us to manage the work carefully, so pacing the workload
and making time for the support dimension are necessary to keep it going long term.

That isn’t to say that at times, it hasn’t worked. We have had our fair share of
investing in co-delivery partnerships that just don’t shape up and it’s deflating when
we have to call it a day. These are the moments when we wonder whether it might
be easier to return to old ways and go it alone. And there are also the times when we
find ourselves reassessing work schedules and seeking quieter opportunities to just
work with the inanimate computer instead. The scales come out and we recalculate
the nuances of this style of working.

In terms of lessons learnt, perhaps the most important is to be careful not to have
too many expectations, and yet be prepared to put in a great deal of work doing
things that other academics and colleagues might not notice or value. Taking a long
term view also helps. There have been times when partnerships seemed to be going
nowhere, and then suddenly something happened to move it to a new level. So, on
balance, we think it’s worth it and the benefits outweigh the hassle which is why we
are actively involving parents, practitioners and academics in the design and delivery
of our new resilience learning programme.

3.7.2 Boundary Spanners

We noted in our review of the literature on communities of practice that an impor-
tant element of effective communities of practice was boundary spanners. Clearly,
community—university partnership activities seek to bridge the gap in culture and un-
derstanding between parents, practitioners and academics: We believe that through
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the work in the community of practice, we are able to identify where we have built
these ‘boundary spanners’.

In our partnership we’ve actively built up the possibility of spending much more
time on each other’s territory. Kim has a secondment to work part of the week on
the university campus, and Angie works regularly with parent and young people’s
groups in community settings. We have even gone as far as to establish a new social
enterprise organization ourselves—a boundary object taking us forward and drawing
on elements of both our organizational affiliations, to create something new.

The effect of this is that we have a set of skills that allow us to operate far more
comfortably in each other’s worlds, as well as in new ‘worlds’ that we would not
necessarily have anticipated. For example, Angie has begun to work more actively
and inclusively with young people themselves in the development of RT. Kim has
become comfortable and adept at speaking at academic conferences. We notice that
neither of us is particularly wedded to a fixed identity, nor would we want to be. So,
most of the time at least, we are comfortable with being on the edges.

This isn’t the case for everyone of course. In terms of lessons learned, we think
it worthwhile to actively think about who could—and is happy to—work effectively
across the boundaries. If you are somebody who cherishes a singular identity, for
example Professor of Sociology, then you might find it hard to work as a boundary
spanner, representing other perspectives. If this is the case, the engagement is, for
better or for worse, unlikely to be for you, and we could not recommend it to you. But
this may not matter, or in some partnerships it might even make for more effective
working. The main lesson is to be aware of where you stand and to articulate what
you can and can’t do, and what you do and do not want to do.

3.7.3 Relationships, Relationships

A third important point that we see in reflecting back on our partnership, is that it’s
really clear that paying attention to building relationships and sustaining them is
fundamental. We urge readers to really use their imagination to think about some of
the minutiae involved in negotiating the complex relational issues these partnerships
raise. Take Angie, supporting young people with mental health experiences to write a
resilience guide (Experience in Mind, Taylor and Hart 2011) for parents. Academics
typically use a dense academic writing style, maintain a distance from research
subjects and consider themselves to be experts with respect to lay communities. These
are precisely the skills which are not needed, alienating young people with jargon,
failing to develop a therapeutic rapport with them and not listening to the feedback
which these young people will provide. At the same time, overlain on that is the need
to manage the partnership as a project, sustaining interest in and championing the
activity internally and externally, whilst producing academic outputs.

Angie found herself in the tricky position of negotiating between young people,
the youth worker and her own interests in delivering the project. At the time of writing
she has supported the production of a guide that, as an activity within itself seems to
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have been of therapeutic benefit to the young people involved. It has also provided
useful material for parents struggling to cope with their child’s mental ill-health.
However, this work ended up being so time-consuming that Angie has not yet been
able to produce any outputs that would seriously count in academic terms.

Community partners sitting on academic forums face a dual challenge: They
need to deal with these clever-sounding academics who speak their own language and
might silence or intimidate them, and get something of use out of these forums. Kim’s
very thick skinned, so she’s not bothered about the apparent academic hierarchy.
But she does struggle with some aspects of working alongside more experienced,
knowledgeable university researchers who share a ‘researchspeak’ that she can’t
immediately understand or keep up with, something slightly exacerbated by Kim’s
hearing impairment. Asking questions whilst not putting academics off working with
community partners is something she struggles with. Kim sometimes worries that
academics get bored with her—but don’t worry, she doesn’t lose sleep over it.

Given these sorts of tensions, from our perspective, a lesson learned would be to
spend time thinking about relationships. Helping others in your team to find better
ways of working and supporting communities of practice members is a useful focus.
For us, many have developed skills in resilience working, but some of us haven’t.
And whilst some seem better able to draw on the unique skills and perspectives of
others in our communities of practice, others clearly haven’t found this networking
capacity so useful. For yet others still, it may be a matter of time (and it may be a
long time) before the value of collaboration becomes active.

We suggest that perhaps a supervision model for people involved in community—
university partnerships might help to address these issues. This could help them
think through the relational aspect of community—university partnerships and reflect
on their own capacities and dilemmas in considering whether to develop this kind
of portfolio.

3.7.4 Appreciating Different Drivers

The final point is that different participants have different reasons and objectives for
participating in the community of practice. This may seem obvious, but our experi-
ence is it does get a lot of people into trouble. Community partners and academics
often have very different priorities. Kim has learnt that many academics won’t get out
of bed unless their name is first on a paper that is written for supposedly prestigious
journals that only 10 people will read. Angie has learnt that even though she might
get excited about ‘writing something up’, Kim falls asleep on the sofa at the very
mention. In our partnership, we’ve bickered endlessly about the supposed value of
writing theoretical articles or presenting conference sessions that profile more of the
same. But those activities are necessary for Angie as an academic to be able to tick
her research excellence framework box and she does actually like thinking about
theory anyway.
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On the other hand, Angie can get fed up with having meetings in dusty church
halls, where community members sometimes assume she has elevated knowledge
and expertise and yet complain about academic elitism. Kim works in an environ-
ment that is not only interested in outputs, but is actually very focused on outcomes.
She has to be able to demonstrate the way in which the partnership adds value to the
organization’s primary mission and chart the positive impact of it with children and
families. Ultimately we have learned to at least recognize and understand these dif-
ferent emphases, although without having to let them go—we still argue frequently.
Because of balance, the positive energy we have been able to generate to get work
done, expand our thinking and meet both our sector’s needs, seems much larger than
if either of us had done it alone. We have demonstrated the capacity with which we
all have to work together co-operatively and collaboratively, despite our differences.
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Chapter 4
Universities, Regions and Social Disadvantage

Ruth Williams and Allan Cochrane

4.1 Introduction

The role of universities has come under increasing scrutiny in recent years, with a
particular interest in the extent to which (and ways in which) they might contribute to
wider social and economic well-being, reducing social and geographical inequality
and helping to deliver sustainable growth. Instead of existing in some separate and
protected space, universities are now expected to contribute not only to the develop-
ment of their regions and localities and to engage with local communities, drawing
in new cohorts of students, but also seeking ways of working in partnership with
others, from business and the public sector to communities and the third sector.

This chapter sets out to explore some of these issues. It begins by discussing the
changed global context for higher education, before identifying the rise of a regional
agenda and the drive to community engagement. The chapter highlights the extent
to which universities are rooted in place, and then (with the help of evidence drawn
from a research project) explores the significance of this, in the context of initiatives
intended to challenge social disadvantage. The debate is focused around the three
core themes of widening participation, community and civic engagement, and image
and cultural attractiveness. Finally, the argument turns to a balanced consideration
of university impacts and suggests ways of moving beyond contemporary policy
debates about university impact and community engagement.

4.2 Universities, Globalisation and Regionalisation

Many of the UK’s universities, particularly those created in the nineteenth century,
were founded with the expectation that they would take on a wider civic and social
role, reflecting the interests of their sponsors in the local industrial and business
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elites. However, by the middle of the twentieth century, the relationship between
universities and their communities was more uncertain as many sought to position
themselves in national and even global academic networks. They seemed to pride
themselves for their separation from society and the purity of purpose that implied,
to the extent that the stereotypical representation of the university as ‘ivory tower’
had some validity (see, e.g. Calhoun 2006).

Although there is a longer history of seeking to measure the impact of aggregate
higher education spending on economic growth, it is only in the last couple of decades
that the direct local and regional social and economic impacts of universities have
been explicitly recognised and given greater emphasis in policy documents, to the
extent that it is claimed that:

. institutions should increasingly be embedded in their regional economies . . . The nature
of the role will depend upon each institution’s missions and skills . . . in all cases, universities
and colleges are key drivers for their regions, both economically and in terms of the social
and cultural contribution they make to their communities (DfES 2003, p. 36).

Thus, universities are increasingly seen to be central to contemporary society. They
have been identified as ‘crucial national assets’, as sources of new knowledge and
innovative thinking, providers of skilled personnel and credible credentials, con-
tributors to innovation, attractors of international (and national) talent and business
investment into a region, agents of social justice and mobility, and contributors to
social and cultural vitality (see, e.g. Boulton and Lucas 2008).

The rise of globalisation as an economic phenomenon, often viewed through
the lens of a globalised knowledge economy, means that national economies are
no longer seen as the drivers of growth and prosperity. Instead regional and local
networks are identified as the ‘crucibles’ of economic development ‘in which the
ingredients, once put in the pot together and cooked, often turn out very differently
from what we can deduce from their discrete flavours’ (Storper 1997, p. 255). ‘Re-
gions * are understood as sub-national (economic) activity spaces linked in to global
networks rather than fixed administrative areas set down from high (see, e.g. Allen
et al. 1998). It is in this context that claims are also increasingly made about the role
of universities in driving local and regional economic growth and social cohesion.
As Brennan et al. (2006, p. 5) argue:

. universities lie at the intersection of the global and the local. With the creation and
transmission of universalistic knowledge as their central functions, they hold the potential
for interchange between localised concerns and aspirations of the communities in which
they are situated—and of the sub-groups within them—and the networks and drivers of the
‘global knowledge economy’.

This increased focus on and interest in the relevance of the local and regional roles of
universities has emerged not only in the context of an increased emphasis on global
competitiveness, but also has been further reinforced by wider moves towards what
has been called the massification of higher education, with some universities being
specifically identified as having a local or regional rather than a national role.
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Universities are identified as being important for their local and regional
economies and societies because they are seen to be:

e Central to building competitiveness by creating new knowledge and transferring
and exchanging existing knowledge (through education, consultancy and other
external links).

¢ Contributors to transforming local populations (through the skilling and re-skilling
of the workforce).

* Significant drivers of economic development (as employers/businesses, and as
producers of people with skills).

* Sources of initiatives to challenge social disadvantage.

* Powerful agents of cultural change (as cultural nodes in their own right).

These factors, it is argued, all contribute to advancing social mobility (see e.g. Scott
2009).

In the United Kingdom, alongside the renewed emphasis on the role of universities
in fostering local and regional development has run another narrative that points to the
way in which universities may be mobilised more actively to alleviate social disad-
vantage. In part (at least until recently) this has been expressed through a commitment
to widening participation. However, it has also been suggested that universities can
have an impact on disadvantaged groups through their own community-based activ-
ities, as well as by seeking more widely to raise aspirations among those groups.
As we have pointed out elsewhere, ‘the involvement of higher education institutions
in local and regional development may deliver on more than just narrow economic
goals, even if the community role is often not given the attention it deserves either
by universities or government agencies’ (Cochrane and Williams 2010, p. 21). Even
from its own heavily business oriented and economic perspective, the OECD has
emphasised that:

Regional development is not only about helping business thrive: wider forms of development
both serve economic goals and are ends in themselves. HEIs have long seen service to the
community as part of their role, yet this function is often underdeveloped (OECD 2007, p. 5).

In this broader context, the language of community engagement has increasingly
been mobilised in attempts to change the strategic emphasis of universities, to open
them up beyond what are perceived to be their narrow interests in knowledge pro-
duction, teaching and research. As David Watson powerfully puts it, this ‘presents a
challenge to universities to be of and not just in the community; not simply to engage
in ‘knowledge-transfer’ but to establish a dialogue across the boundary between the
university and its community which is open-ended, fluid and experimental’ (Watson,
2003, p. 16. See also Watson 2007 for a more developed discussion of the implica-
tions). This aspect of the so-called ‘third mission’ of universities (alongside teaching
and research) goes beyond more traditional sets of linkages with industry and is
reflected, for example, in initiatives (such as the Beacons for Public Engagement
sponsored by the UK’s funding councils, Research Councils UK and the Wellcome
Trust), which highlight ‘the many ways in which the activity and benefits of higher
education and research is shared with, and informed by, the public. Engagement
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is by definition a two-way process, involving interacting and listening between all
parties with the goal of generating mutual benefit’ (Beacons for Public Engagement
undated).

4.3 Universities in Their Regions

Perhaps we should not be surprised that the relationships between universities and the
regions and localities within which they find themselves are closer and more complex
in practice than those implied in the stereotypes to which reference has been made.
Universities are relatively fixed in place. This means that each will always have a
close relationship with its region, even if the nature and focus of that relationship vary
significantly. Universities are different and localities are different. Universities offer
different things to their regions depending on their histories, the balance between
their teaching and research functions, and the nature of their student bodies (who
they are, where they have come from and why they are there). Regions and localities
are different and provide very different environments for universities through the
strengths and porosity of their boundaries and identities, their economic make-up,
the social and ethnic mix of the population, mobility in and out, and the overall feel
and image of place. Thus, regions influence what is possible within their universities
and vice versa.

However, this does not mean that either region or university is unchanging, with
each necessarily facing the other as a more or less given entity. On the contrary,
although it would be wrong to suggest that the relationship is always a positive
one, the relationship between university and place is a more subtle one in which,
potentially at least, if not always in practice, each helps to define and shape the other.

In the United Kingdom, on whose experience the rest of this paper is based,
most universities are embedded in their regions and localities, some are defined
by them and a few effectively define them. Many are recruiters of local students
and producers of local graduates as well as contributing to the supply of a skilled
workforce. Universities are the major employers with a significant impact on local
employment opportunities. They are managers of large estates and generators of
major property developments, which may have unintended (and sometimes even)
negative local consequences. Many universities also play the role of ‘honest broker’
through their partnerships with local and regional agencies, which may provide de-
velopment and other funding opportunities. National policy initiatives have helped
influence and shape the regional focus of universities, for example, in the form of
widening participation activities, business and community engagement, and through
the formalisation of networks of universities and other education providers. These
developments have provided not only opportunities for universities but also chal-
lenges. These are explored below in more detail in the context of recent research into
universities’ roles in regional social transformation.
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4.3.1 The HEART' Project

The project, upon which this paper is based, asks what the role of universities may be
in helping to shape and redefine the economic and social experience of the regions in
which they are located, and particularly sets out to consider their engagement with
forms of social disadvantage in their surrounding regions. The project is structured
around four case study universities and their regions, which are located in three
different urban regions in England and one in Scotland, and cover a range of types,
from the elite to the more vocationally-based. In other words, we have been able to
consider both how the different missions of particular universities may affect their
regional engagement and how differences in regional context may shape what is
possible. Interviews have been conducted with key players in the universities and with
arange of stakeholders, including community-based interests, public agencies (local
government, regional development agencies, schools, colleges, health authorities)
and business and industry representatives, as well as other locally-based universities.
These have focused on the rhetorics, activities and impacts (indirect, unintended,
winners/losers) of university—community relationships.

Rather than drawing on economic perspectives, which are the focus of much ex-
isting and continuing research (see, e.g. UUK 2006 and key themes of the wider
Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) initiative on The Impact of Higher
Education Institutions on Regional Economies), the project has a socio-cultural fo-
cus. However, it is evident that the social, cultural and economic aspects are closely
interconnected in practice. As already noted above, universities influence what is
possible within their regions and vice versa. For example, social mobility opportuni-
ties will be affected by economic developments, as well as aspirations, and similarly
economic developments will be affected by ‘aspirations’, ‘confidence’ and ‘identity’.

4.4 Social Disadvantage: Universities and their Regions

Some commentators argue that the re-emergence of interest in university and lo-
cal/regional links in the United Kingdom has been driven by changes to the higher
education system (expansion, competition for research funds) rather than ‘adverse
socio-economic conditions’ (Mohan 1996, p. 94). Scott and Harding (2007, p. 9)
similarly note that the increase in the number of school leavers and adults in the
workforce taking advantage of higher education, while not being driven by local and
regional needs and demands, has nevertheless had the effect of providing ‘greater
incentives for interaction between universities and the local and regional consumers
of their services’.

! Higher Education and Regional Transformation: social and cultural perspectives—a project funded
by the Economic and Social Research Council as part of a larger joint initiative on the ‘Impact of
higher education institutions on regional economies’.
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Universities also operate within a wider policy framework, which continues to
identify issues of social disadvantage and deprivation as problems that need to be
tackled. However, this is also a context in which there is a marked reluctance to
identify structural causes for social exclusion. Instead, stress is placed on the need
for individuals and communities to find ways of accessing paid employment. From
this perspective, university education is interpreted as a route by which at least some
may be enabled to gain better paid jobs, and knowledge transfer is seen as offering
the prospect of transforming areas of industrial decline, while university-based com-
munity action initiatives help provide support to the weakest in society. The current
policy approach is to place skills development at the centre of attempts to increase
economic competitiveness and combat inequality and deprivation. Universities and
other education providers are positioned as important players in this process.

The extent to which universities can significantly ameliorate social disadvantage
within their regions remains a matter of sharp contention (see, e.g. Williams 2009).
Although there is some evidence that universities can play a role, in partnership with
other organisations, the extent of impact associated with this role is more difficult to
assess. Timescales can be very long (e.g., associated with establishing the relation-
ships and partnerships necessary for impact), and impact may be indirect, unintended
and sometimes negative. Any honest assessment requires the drawing up of a balance
sheet that attempts to bear all of these factors in mind rather than simply listing the
initiatives launched by universities, which tends to be a common practice in the grey
literature generated by universities and their representative organisations.

Through the data that have been gathered and the views of the people we have in-
terviewed, we have identified a number of functions that universities are performing,
which are aimed at helping alleviate social disadvantage. They include:

» Raising and changing aspirations and attainment levels.

» Creating new opportunities and routes to access existing HE provision.

¢ Creating new provision to meet different needs and aspirations (of students,
employers).

* Increasing local employment and consumption levels.

* Contributing to regional economic regeneration.

* Raising awareness of and confidence in a region.

In the discussion below, we explore these functions by highlighting three themes
that run through our case study universities and regions, and explore the ways in
which these universities (along with other organisations) are shaping relationships
with socially disadvantaged groups.

4.4.1 Widening Participation

The notion of widening participation brings together concerns of social equity with
concerns to transform the labour force. From the former perspective, new opportu-
nities are created for those previously excluded from higher education by helping
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to raise aspirations especially among young people. From the latter, universities are
helping to produce a labour force more appropriate for the global market place and
the emergent knowledge economy in particular by providing opportunities for local
people to acquire (renew) knowledge, skills and qualifications. However, recruitment
policies and reputational status within the higher education market are key determin-
ing factors of the extent to which a university will be engaged in activities to support
the local community and economy.

Not surprisingly, widening participation is a major theme for all our case study
universities. For three of them, widening participation activities are part of the core
business, which is bound up in their longer histories but is in any case now an im-
portant source of students and also funding. In other words, whatever the social
mission, widening participation is a business imperative which has to be met if tar-
gets of funded student numbers are to be met. The fourth university explicitly badges
itself as ‘world class’, and emphasises the quality of its students (confirmed through
the selection process) as well as its staff. This means that its approach to widening
participation is rather different. In recognition of its history as a civic institution,
senior managers recognise that it has some sort of a moral and social responsibility
towards the local community. Its widening participation activities are aimed at im-
proving the quality of education and inspiring children about higher education across
the city-region, rather than recruiting students directly to the university. Its widening
participation agenda could therefore be described as a ‘benevolent’ (almost charita-
ble) one rather than being central to its mission—or, indeed, necessary in terms of
its core business of student recruitment and income generation.

The universities in our research make clear distinctions between those who they
believe can be reached and drawn in through widening participation initiatives, and
those who cannot. In all of our cases, there were examples cited of communities
whose members place little value on education and for whom higher education was
not part of their culture. There remains a strong view among young people within
such communities that higher education ‘is not for the likes of us” and young people’s
aspirations were to get a job rather than to go to university.

This has encouraged a discourse within universities and among higher education
policy makers in which it is assumed that ‘raising the aspirations’ of such young
people is a necessary and worthwhile ambition. While all our case study universities
undertook initiatives which had this as a stated aim, some academic staff (especially
at one university) were sceptical of the value of such an approach, suggesting that
it simply diverted attention away from the perfectly legitimate aspirations of young
people for skilled industrial employment that had been denied to them by a process
of economic restructuring. In other words, they argued, universities were helping
to redefine the problem by implying that the problem was to be found in the ‘low’
aspirations of young people, when actually aspirations to employment were quite
‘high’ but were denied by the decline of traditional industries (in all the regions in
which our case study universities were located) over the last few decades.

Nor should it be assumed that because many young people from socially disad-
vantaged backgrounds may hold the view that ‘university is not for us’, there is a
wider dismissal of the importance of higher education institutions for a region or
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city. On the contrary, a rather more sophisticated set of understandings seems to
be in play. So, for example, a household survey conducted as part of our research
in particularly disadvantaged neighbourhoods in one city region provided evidence
of a widespread view (even among those least likely to attend a university) that the
presence of a university was of importance to the locality through the benefits it could
bring to the local culture and economy. The existence of a local university was seen
as an important aspect of local identity.

The research also confirmed that socially disadvantaged groups are less likely than
more middle class groups to travel very far to study. As a result those institutions
that are more reliant on local recruitment and the attraction of students through
widening participation or part-time study were concerned to identify ways in which
universities might more effectively ‘come to them’. This means universities and
their management have to reassess the ways in which they interact with particular
communities and prospective learners from socially disadvantaged groups. In one
case study, the university specifically identified poor public transport and low levels
of 