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1

Chapter One

AN INTRODUCTION 

TO THE ELECTIVE 

CARNEGIE 

C OMMUNIT Y 

ENGAGEMENT 

CL ASSIFICATION
John Saltmarsh and Mathew B. Johnson

Background and Purpose

By the late 1990s, community engagement in American higher education, 
by its many names,1 had developed to the point where colleges and universi-
ties were attempting to more deeply embed it in practices across the campus. 
Th ey pursued a process of institutionalization that meant attending to and 
aligning practices, structures, and policies across the campus. Institutions 
founded on the purpose of generating and disseminating knowledge in 
the context of education’s relationship to democracy thus enhanced the 
pursuit of their mission through engagement. Institutionalizing commu-
nity engagement meant focusing on the ways in which (a) engagement 
impacted the educational experience of students; (b) engagement needed 
to be integrated into faculty scholarly experience—teaching, research 
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2  Th e Elective Carnegie Community Engagement Classifi cation

and creative activity, and service; and (c) engagement required budgets, 
professional staffi  ng, and other infrastructure to be successful.

Th e Presidents’ Declaration on the Civic Responsibility of Higher 
Education (Campus Compact, 1999) called for campuses to promote “rec-
ognition of civic responsibility in accreditation procedures, Carnegie 
classifi cations, and national rankings, and to work with governors, 
state legislators, and state higher education offi  ces on expectations for civic 
engagement in public systems” (p. 2). One of the coauthors of the declara-
tion was Th omas Ehrlich, a senior scholar at the Carnegie Foundation for 
the Advancement of Teaching.

Th e Carnegie Foundation has been classifying institutions of higher 
education since the early 1970s. Th e foundation has historically been com-
mitted to the improvement of undergraduate education in the United 
States, and the Carnegie Classifi cation (Basic Classifi cation) was created to 
organize institutions by mission diff erentiation, degree level, and speciali-
zation. All accredited two- and four-year colleges and universities have a 
Carnegie Classifi cation. Th e rich heterogeneity of higher education in the 
United States has been a hallmark of its innovation and excellence. In the 
early 2000s, the foundation sought to design a new “Elective” Classifi cation 
for Community Engagement. Th e Elective Classifi cation diff ers from the 
Basic Classifi cation, which reports descriptive characteristics of the institu-
tion gathered through publicly available data sets without any assessment 
of those characteristics. Th e Elective Classifi cation gathers data specifi -
cally provided by the campus and unavailable through other means and is 
intended to assist in a process of institutional change through self-assessment 
and national review to improve the educational eff ectiveness of the campus. 
With this Elective Classifi cation depending on voluntary participation by 
institutions, the foundation created a “special-purpose classifi cation” that 
would “open the possibility for involving only those institutions with spe-
cial commitments in the area of community engagement” (McCormick & 
Zhao, 2005, p. 56).

Amy Driscoll, a scholar with deep experience in community engage-
ment and assessment at both Portland State University and California State 
University, Monterey Bay, joined the foundation to guide the development of 
the framework and drew from earlier institutionalization rubrics for service-
learning and community engagement (Furco, 1999; Holland, 2000; Hollander, 
Saltmarsh, & Zlotkowski, 2001; Kecskes & Muyllaert, 1997), as well as the 
input of leading scholars. She worked with representatives from 13 campuses 
to pilot the framework in 2005. Th e creation of the Community Engagement 
Classifi cation was seen by some as emblematic of a much broader “counter-
balancing” shift  in higher education. Gary Rhoades (2009), general secretary 
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An Introduction  3

of the American Association of University Professors (AAUP), wrote that 
“if the eff ect of Carnegie’s eff orts (and those of Dupont Circle and AAUP) 
in the fi rst three quarters of the 20th century was to inscribe in academic 
structures and in the consciousness of faculty a national [and cosmopolitan] 
orientation, those organizations are increasingly emphasizing the value of 
the local” (p. 12).

As a classifi cation of institutional (not program or unit) engagement, 
the classifi cation’s framework focuses on three major areas: Foundational 
Indicators (Institutional Commitment and Institutional Identity and 
Culture), Curricular Engagement, and Outreach and Partnerships.2 

Following the pilot, the fi rst cycle of classifi cation occurred in 2006, fol-
lowed by a second round in 2008, and a third in 2010. Following the 2010 
cycle, the classifi cation shift ed to a 5-year cycle for classifi cation and re-
classifi cation, with campuses receiving the classifi cation retaining it for 10 
years.3 Th e classifi cation was designed to respect the diversity of institu-
tions and their approach to community engagement, honoring an institu-
tion’s achievements while encouraging a process of inquiry, refl ection, and 
self-assessment as well as ongoing development of programs (Driscoll, 
2008). Th e classifi cation is not designed as a ranking tool but is evaluative 
in that campuses are either classifi ed or not. Th ere is no hierarchy or levels 
of classifi cation. Successful campuses are noted publicly by the foundation 
whereas nothing is released regarding campuses that are not successful 
with the classifi cation.

Defining Engagement

Community engagement describes the collaboration between institutions 
of higher education and their larger communities (local, regional/state, 
national, global) for the mutually benefi cial exchange of knowledge and 
resources in a context of partnership and reciprocity.

The purpose of community engagement is the partnership of college 
and university knowledge and resources with those of the public and pri-
vate sectors to enrich scholarship, research, and creative activity; enhance 
curriculum, teaching and learning; prepare educated, engaged citizens; 
strengthen democratic values and civic responsibility; address critical soci-
etal issues; and contribute to the public good. (Brown University Swearer 
Center, 2016)

Th e way in which the Carnegie Foundation defi nes community engage-
ment has two parts: the fi rst focuses on the processes of engagement and 
the second on the purposes. Central to the standards of the classifi cation 
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4  Th e Elective Carnegie Community Engagement Classifi cation

is that the partnership relationships between the campus and the com-
munity are characterized by collaboration, reciprocity, and mutuality. As 
defi ned in the classifi cation, it

requires going beyond the expert model that often gets in the way of con-
structive university-community collaboration,. . . calls on faculty to move 
beyond “outreach,”. . . [and] asks scholars to go beyond “service,” with its 
overtones of noblesse oblige. What it emphasizes is genuine collaboration: 
that the learning and teaching be multidirectional and the expertise shared. 
It represents a basic reconceptualization of . . . community-based work. 
(O’Meara & Rice, 2005, pp. 27–28)

Framed in this way, community engagement is not an umbrella con-
cept meant to capture any activity associated with civic education, experi-
ential education, or involvement of campuses with local, regional, national, 
or global communities. Th ese are valuable educational activities, of which 
some, depending on how they are designed, could be community engaged. 
Nor is community engagement intended as institutional commitments 
ranging from investments to procurements, employment, outreach, and 
economic development. All of these are important activities that can raise 
the campus’s engagement profi le, but they are not a substitute for, nor are 
they synonymous with, academic and scholarly engagement. Further, 
nonscholarly forms of engagement require little in terms of organizational 
change and have little impact on the educational experiences of students 
or the core academic and scholarly work of faculty.

What the Classifi cation for Community Engagement recognizes is 
relationships between those in the university and those outside the uni-
versity that are grounded in the qualities of reciprocity, mutual respect, 
shared authority, and cocreation of goals and outcomes. Such relation-
ships are by their very nature transdisciplinary (knowledge transcending 
the disciplines and the college or university) and asset based (where the 
strengths, skills, and knowledges of those in the community are validated 
and legitimized).

It is important to reiterate that many activities that take place off  
campus and involve community interactions are important and valu-
able. Yet the Carnegie Foundation is classifying community engage-
ment, not applied research, public scholarship, internships, economic 
development, or student volunteerism. It is classifying institutional 
commitment to activities across the campus that embody the charac-
teristics of engagement and that directly impact the educational experi-
ences of students, the scholarly work of faculty, and/or align with and 
reinforce both.
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An Introduction  5

The Documentation Framework

Th e application is constructed as a documentation framework for provid-
ing evidence of community engagement and consists of three parts:

1. Foundational Indicators
2. Curricular Engagement
3. Outreach and Partnerships

Foundational Indicators is divided into two sections—Institutional 
Commitment and Institutional Identity and Culture. Th e evidence 
requested in these sections is, as the heading suggests, foundational to 
institutional community engagement. Under Institutional Identity and 
Culture, the questions pertain to mission and vision, recognition, assess-
ment and data, marketing materials, and community engagement as a 
leadership priority. For Institutional Commitment, the questions focus 
on infrastructure, budget and fund-raising, tracking and documentation, 
assessment and data, professional development, community voice, faculty 
recruitment and promotion, student leadership, and the signifi cance of 
community engagement in the strategic plan of the campus. At the end of 
the Foundational Indicators section, applicants are instructed to

review the responses to Foundational Indicators . . . and determine whether 
community engagement is “institutionalized”—that is, whether all or most 
of the Foundational Indicators have been documented with specifi city. 
If so, applicants are encouraged to continue with the application. If not, 
applicants are encouraged to withdraw from the process and apply in the 
next round. (Brown University Swearer Center, 2016)

Th e purpose of applying this kind of fi lter to the process is because the 
Foundational Indicators are, by defi nition, foundational to the institution-
alization of curricular engagement and outreach and partnership activity. 
For many campuses, reaching this point in the application allows for a 
refl ective pause to assess the campus’s engagement portfolio. In each cycle, 
nearly half of all campuses that request an application do not submit it for 
review. A survey during the 2015 cycle indicated the primary reason as the 
realization of unreadiness to submit a successful application. At the same 
time the framework of the application provides a blueprint for campuses 
to determine where they have strengths and where they can direct their 
eff orts to improve community engagement across the campus.

Th e next section, Curricular Engagement, is explained in the frame-
work as “the teaching, learning and scholarship that engages faculty, stu-
dents, and community in mutually benefi cial and respectful collaboration. 
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6  Th e Elective Carnegie Community Engagement Classifi cation

Th eir interactions address community identifi ed needs, deepen students’ 
civic and academic learning, enhance community well-being, and enrich 
the scholarship of the institution” (Brown University Swearer Center, 
2016). Th e focus is on the extent to which community engagement is part 
of the central academic experience of the campus, and questions are aimed 
at the number of students impacted, the breadth of courses off ered, the 
depth of the curriculum, the goals of learning outcomes, and assessment 
of community engagement outcomes.

Th e fi nal section, Outreach and Partnerships, is described as

two different but related approaches to community engagement. The 
fi rst focuses on the application and provision of institutional resources 
for community use. The latter focuses on collaborative interactions with 
community and related scholarship for the mutually benefi cial exchange, 
exploration, and application of knowledge, information, and resources 
(research, capacity building, economic development, etc.). The distinction 
between these two centers on the concepts of reciprocity and mutual ben-
efi t which are explicitly explored and addressed in partnership activities. 
(Brown University Swearer Center, 2016)

Outreach questions focus on the programs and institutional resources 
provided for the community, which, although not considered engagement, 
are important complements to engagement activities. Partnership ques-
tions focus on evidence of mutuality and reciprocity in relationships and 
ask for examples to be provided in “the partnership grid,” which is intended 
to capture a sense of the institution’s depth and breadth of interactive part-
nerships that demonstrate reciprocity and mutual benefi t. Campuses are 
asked to provide examples that are representative of the range of forms 
and topical foci of partnerships across a sampling of disciplines and units.

As with any assessment instrument, there are limitations to the documen-
tation framework. As a benchmarking tool, it is largely descriptive, asking for 
self-reported data/documentation. Unlike an accreditation process, there is 
no site visit through which to gather evidence that can be triangulated with 
the documentation provided. Further, for the most part, the documentation 
framework does not assess the quality of practices; for example, reviewers may 
know that a certain number of service-learning courses took place in a par-
ticular year, but the framework cannot get at the quality of the service-learn-
ing in those courses. It also does not assess quality of engagement practices.

Re-Classification

Th e re-classifi cation documentation framework follows the same structure as 
the fi rst-time framework. It is designed to allow campuses to gather evidence 
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An Introduction  7

of current community engagement commitments and activities, but it also 
asks for evidence about how community engagement has advanced since the 
last application. Th e key to re-classifi cation is the ability to provide evidence 
of how community engagement has become deeper, more pervasive, bet-
ter integrated, and increasingly sustained. Th e focus is on depth and quality 
within a sustainable institutional context, not greater quantity per se.

As an evidence-based refl ective process focusing on what has changed 
since receiving the classifi cation, the re-classifi cation framework is struc-
tured to include narrative responses allowing for explanation of changes 
that have occurred since the previous classifi cation. Th e narratives are 
designed to address (a) what currently exists, (b) changes since the last 
classifi cation, and (c) relevant supporting evidence.

In addition to evidence provided in the application, the re-classifi cation 
framework also selectively requests links to relevant campus web resources, 
unlike the fi rst-time framework. Reviewers may want to examine web-
sites to provide additional clarifi cation of the responses in the application. 
Reviewers also may ask for a telephone conversation to clarify evidence 
provided. Th e re-classifi cation framework provides an opportunity to tell a 
campus’s story of engagement over the long term and to indicate its trajec-
tory for the future, looking ahead to re-classifi cation in another 10 years.

Motivations for Classification

Campuses seek the Carnegie Classifi cation for a number of reasons (for 
the number of classifi ed campuses, see Table 1.1). Th e most prevalent is 
to undergo a structured process of institutional self-assessment and self-
study. Putting together an application, gathering evidence and refl ecting 
on it, and understanding areas of strength and weakness of institutional 
engagement is a way of improving practice and advancing community 

TABLE 1.1

The Number of Campuses Classifi ed for Community Engagement

Classifi cation Year Campuses Classifi ed

2006  74

2008 120

2010 121

2015  83 First-time

157 Re-classifi cation

240 Total
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8  Th e Elective Carnegie Community Engagement Classifi cation

engagement on campus. Th e application process is a way to bring the dis-
parate parts of the campus together to advance a unifi ed agenda. At the 
same time, it allows for the identifi cation of promising practices that can 
be shared across the institution.

Campuses also seek the classifi cation as a way of legitimizing community 
engagement work that may not have received public recognition and visibility. 
Additionally, the classifi cation is used as a way to demonstrate accountability, 
that the institution is fulfi lling its mission to serve the public good. Th e classi-
fi cation process can also serve as a catalyst for change, fostering institutional 
alignment for community-based teaching, learning, and scholarship. While 
fostering all of these processes, the application is further used to crystalize an 
institutional identity around community engagement. Whether a research 
university or a community college or a liberal arts institution, a campus may 
also be community engaged, creating distinction for itself. For example, the 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro claimed this status following re-
classifi cation in 2015, highlighting that it is 1 of only 50 campuses nationally 
classifi ed by Carnegie for both high research activity and community engage-
ment. Like the University of North Carolina at Greensboro, campuses seek 
the classifi cation to clarify institutional identity and mission in a way that 
distinguishes their institutions from peers (see Box 1.1).

Creating an Institutional Culture of 

Community Engagement

For many if not all campuses, committing to community engagement means 
undertaking a new set of practices, creating new structures, and revising 

The Benefits of Classification

From the director of the Center for Community Engagement at a clas-
sifi ed campus:

This is one of the highest forms of recognition possible in our fi eld. . . . 
If you are at all interested in a process of self-assessment and quality 
improvement, applying for this Carnegie Classifi cation is a fi ne way to 
achieve that goal. . . . This opportunity allowed us to lift up elements 
of our institutional mission and distinctiveness that are not necessarily 
represented in the national data on colleges and universities, and it also 
helped us prepare for both re-accreditation and our current strategic 
planning process. (Anonymous, personal communication, 2015)

Box 1.1
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An Introduction  9

policies—it is coincident with organizational change. Prior to the establish-
ment of the Carnegie Classifi cation for Community Engagement, Eckel, 
Hill, and Green (1998) conducted a national study examining institutional 
change, particularly change that could be considered “transformational.” 
Campuses demonstrating transformational change were exhibiting change 
that “(1) alters the culture of the institution by changing select underly-
ing assumptions and institutional behaviors, processes, and products; (2) is 
deep and pervasive, aff ecting the whole institution; (3) is intentional; and 
(4) occurs over time” (Eckel et al., 1998, p. 3). Changes that alter “the cul-
ture of the institution” are those that require “major shift s in an institution’s 
culture—the common set of beliefs and values that creates a shared inter-
pretation and understanding of events and actions” (Eckel et al., 1998, p. 3).

Th is attention to deep and pervasive change focuses on the idea that 
“institution-wide patterns of perceiving, thinking, and feeling; shared under-
standings; collective assumptions; and common interpretive frameworks are 
the ingredients of this ‘invisible glue’ called institutional culture” (Eckel et al., 
1998, p. 3). It is precisely these elements of institutional culture that consti-
tute the Foundational Indicators of the community engagement framework.

Eckel and colleagues (1998) concluded that eff orts being made in 
higher education around “connecting institutions to their communities” 
off ered the potential for transformational change. Th is could occur, they 
write, because

these connections can contribute to the reshaping of institutional practices 
and purposes. . . . They may cause researchers to rethink the types of grants 
they seek, the ways they disseminate their fi ndings, and the range and types 
of audiences for their fi ndings. . . . They may reconsider the types of ser-
vice rewarded through merit pay and promotion and tenure policies, and 
they may adopt wider defi nitions of scholarship that include application 
and integration (Boyer, 1990). . . . Faculty may incorporate service and 
outreach in their classes and curricula, and students may participate in co-
curricular activities (such as internships or service learning) that place them 
in the community where they can apply their learning to solving real-world 
problems. (p. 7)

Transformational change occurs when shift s in the institution’s cul-
ture have developed to the point where they are both pervasive across the 
institution and deeply embedded in practices throughout the institution 
(see Figure 1.1).

Th e construct of deep and pervasive engagement is a useful lens 
through which to view the Carnegie Community Engagement documen-
tation framework. It is likely that campuses that are in quadrants 1 and 2, 
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10  Th e Elective Carnegie Community Engagement Classifi cation

based on their community engagement eff orts, either do not apply for the 
classifi cation, begin the process of applying and stop aft er realizing that 
there is not enough evidence to satisfy the criteria of the Foundational 
Indicators, or are not successful with their applications. Campuses that are 
successful with the classifi cation are able to provide suffi  cient evidence to 
demonstrate that they are in quadrant 3 or are somewhere between 3 and 
4. Th ese are campuses where community engagement is deep and perva-
sive, where changes in practices, structures, and policies have created an 
institutional culture of community engagement.

According to the Eckel and colleagues (1998) model, depth is a key 
element of transformation, but it is not enough. As they point out, “A deep 
change is not necessarily broad . . . . It is possible for deep changes to occur 
within specifi c units or academic departments without being widespread 
throughout the institution” (p. 4). Th ere could be a few faculty in a few 
departments, all doing quality community engagement in their courses 
and in their research, but if the practice is not widespread across the insti-
tution, no organizational transformation is occurring.

Pervasiveness, according to Eckel and colleagues (1998), “refers to the 
extent to which the change is far-reaching within the institution. Th e more 
pervasive the change, the more it crosses unit boundaries and touches dif-
ferent parts of the institution” (p. 4).

Figure 1.1. Working toward transformational change.

Adjustment

High

Depth

Low

H
ig

hP
er

va
si

ve
ne

ss

Lo
w

(1)

Far-reaching
change

(3)

Transformational
change

(4)

Isolated change
(2)

Source: Adapted from Eckel, Hill, and Green (1998).
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An Introduction  11

One way that the dimension of pervasiveness has been expressed is 
through institution-wide coordinating infrastructure that facilitates deep 
community engagement across the campus. Th ese central offi  ces develop 
depth across the institution, creating and maintaining an inventory of the 
services, activities, and relationships of its institutional members, identi-
fying and aligning key areas of strength and priority for the university/
college campus, and establishing and evaluating progress toward those pri-
orities. In this role, there is a focus on greater attention toward and ability 
to track community engagement activities and outcomes across the insti-
tution. Th ere is also a focus on intentionality—the intention to be aware of 
and, to the extent it makes sense in context, to coordinate and collaborate 
together in areas of shared interest. Th is includes attention to the role of 
the center in communicating with and interconnecting faculty, staff , and 
students both together and with community partners to understand where 
opportunities exist to coordinate and leverage current or future activities 
toward complementary and common goals. Robust infrastructure func-
tions in ways that create greater depth and that facilitate deep engagement 
across the campus to create institutional transformation.

Common Challenges

A letter of congratulations from the Carnegie Foundation informs a cam-
pus of success and includes feedback on continuing to advance commu-
nity engagement on campus. Th e 2015 letter noted that “even among the 
most eff ective applications, there are areas of practice in need of continued 
development. As a way of improving your institutional practices and to 
position your campus for successful re-classifi cation in the future,” classi-
fi ed campuses were encouraged “to attend to the areas of (1) assessment, 
(2) reciprocal partnerships, (3) faculty rewards, and (4) integration and 
alignment with other institutional initiatives.” Th ese four areas repre-
sent common challenges campuses face as they work to institutionalize 
community engagement.

Assessment

Applications need to demonstrate systematic assessment of community 
engagement across a broad range of purposes. Essential for understand-
ing impact and for continuous improvement, assessment is built into the 
framework throughout—assessing community perceptions of institu-
tional engagement; tracking and recording of institution-wide engagement 
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12  Th e Elective Carnegie Community Engagement Classifi cation

data; assessment of the impact of community engagement on students, 
faculty, community, and institution; identifi cation and assessment of stu-
dent learning outcomes in curricular engagement; and ongoing feedback 
mechanisms for partnerships.

Reciprocal Partnerships

Partnerships require a high level of understanding of and intentional 
practices specifi cally directed to reciprocity and mutuality. Campuses are 
encouraged to attend to processes of initiating and nurturing collabora-
tive, two-way partnerships and developing strategies for systematic com-
munication. Maintaining authentically collaborative, mutually benefi cial 
partnerships takes ongoing commitment and attention to this critical 
aspect of community engagement.

Faculty Rewards

With regard to faculty rewards for roles in community engagement, it is 
diffi  cult to create a campus culture of community engagement when there 
are not clearly articulated incentives for faculty to prioritize this work. 
Campuses should provide evidence of clear policies for recognizing com-
munity engagement in teaching and learning, and in research and creative 
activity, along with criteria that validate appropriate methodologies and 
scholarly artifacts. Campuses are encouraged to initiate study, dialogue, and 
refl ection to promote and reward the scholarship of engagement more fully.

Integration and Alignment With Other Institutional Initiatives

Finally, campuses that are institutionalizing community engagement 
should consider how community engagement can be integrated with 
other institutional initiatives. Community engagement off ers oft en-
untapped possibilities for alignment with other campus priorities and ini-
tiatives to achieve greater impact—for example, fi rst-year programs that 
include community engagement, learning communities in which commu-
nity engagement is integrated into the design, or diversity initiatives that 
explicitly link active and collaborative community-based teaching and 
learning with the academic success of underrepresented students.

Strategies for Effective Applications

Th e fi rst-time classifi cation framework is available on the Swearer Center 
website (Brown University Swearer Center, 2016) with an embedded “guide” 
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An Introduction  13

for applicants. It is advisable for applicants undertaking the re-classifi cation 
framework to consult the fi rst-time information from the guide. Because 
this is an institutional classifi cation, evidence for community engagement 
oft en comes from many parts of the campus as well as from community 
partners. Campuses that have been successful in achieving the classifi cation 
report that it has been highly benefi cial to form a cross-institutional team 
with community representation to work on the application.

Although it is understandable that applicants will want to tell every-
thing about their campus’s community engagement activity, it is necessary 
to be judicious in selecting the most important and compelling evidence 
for the application. Each section of the application has word limits.

In constructing an application, look for alignment across the sections 
of the application and analyze whether the evidence triangulates (e.g., if 
the president’s statements say that community engagement is a strategic 
priority but the question about the strategic plan does not indicate com-
munity engagement as a strategic priority, there is not alignment). Also, 
tell the whole story: An authentic understanding of community engage-
ment is enhanced when a campus describes successes as well as activities 
that didn’t go as planned. Th e latter provide opportunities for learning and 
improvement and can be described accordingly.

When craft ing an application, it is important to convey a coherent 
narrative. Also, don’t leave blanks. If there is no evidence for a particular 
area, explain why and what you are doing about it. Finally, it is important 
to keep in mind that campuses are classifi ed for engagement that has been 
implemented, not aspired to. Many applications provide answers about 
what the campus will do or what the parties plan to accomplish. Th ese 
may be important activities and directions, but the classifi cation is seeking 
evidence of implementation.

Leveraging the Classification

We encourage campuses to not just earn the classifi cation but to use it to 
further advance their eff orts and to also envision a 10-year plan that will 
sustain, deepen, and expand community engagement, providing evidence 
for re-classifi cation. As one example of using the classifi cation, a campus 
reported that “the classifi cation has been leveraged to great results in four 
ways:

1. First, the information compiled for our application greatly assisted us in 
preparing the university’s documentation related to engagement for our 

SaltMarsh.indb   13SaltMarsh.indb   13 07-03-2018   15:43:0707-03-2018   15:43:07

Sample Chapter www.Styluspub.com 



14  Th e Elective Carnegie Community Engagement Classifi cation

Southern Association of Colleges and Schools reaffi rmation presenta-
tion the following year. The receipt of the Carnegie designation itself 
provided de facto evidence that the university was continually assessing 
and improving its engagement enterprise.

2. Second, the Carnegie designation provided the framework for develop-
ment of engagement priorities in the new university strategic plan last 
year.

3. Third, we have incorporated the Carnegie classifi cation, and models of 
engagement at fellow Carnegie CE [Community Engagement] institu-
tions into our faculty development programs. The classifi cation has also 
provided an impetus to reexamine and improve our faculty engagement 
grants and other related programs.

4. Finally, the Carnegie CE classifi cation has provided the university 
with a branding opportunity. We have seen much more promotion of 
our engagement programs and overall outreach mission by the cen-
tral administration and marketing department since receipt of the CE 
(Anonymous, personal communication, 2015).

A common refrain is that the most valuable part of the classifi cation 
is the process of self-study, which is why the foundation encourages cam-
puses to participate in the classifi cation process even if they are unsure 
as to whether they have enough evidence to be successful. If unsuccess-
ful, the campus will have brought together a range of stakeholders for 
common conversation and self-assessment and used the documentation 
framework as a blueprint for constructing an institutional architecture of 
engagement on the campus. Unsuccessful campuses are off ered oppor-
tunities for specifi c feedback following the review process. Many cam-
puses that go through the process and are unsuccessful learn from the 
process and get feedback, returning in the next cycle with a successful 
application.

For campuses that are successful, use the classifi cation to make the 
most of your success. Use the classifi cation process and the data gathered 
for the application to strategically plan for advancing the community 
engagement work of the campus, envisioning where the campus will be in 
10 years having furthered an institutional culture of engagement—creating 
a narrative that can be told through an application for re-classifi cation.

Notes

1. For example, service-learning, community service, public service, engaged 
scholarship, and so on.

2. In 2006 and 2008, the process allowed for campuses to classify under Cur-
ricular Engagement, Outreach and Partnerships, or both. By the 2010 cycle, there 
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was no longer a choice of areas—to be classifi ed as a community engaged campus, 
evidence had to be provided in both areas.

3. In 2009, the administration of the classifi cation was hosted at the New 
England Resource Center for Higher Education at the University of Massachusetts, 
Boston. In 2017, the host site of the classifi cation moved to the Swearer Center at 
Brown University.

References

Boyer, E. L. (1990). Scholarship reconsidered: Priorities of the professoriate. Law-

renceville, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Brown University Swearer Center. (2016). Carnegie Classifi cation frameworks. 

Retrieved from https://www.brown.edu/academics/college/swearer/carnegie-

community-engagement-classifi cation

Campus Compact. (1999). Presidents’ declaration on the civic responsibility of higher 

education. Providence, RI: Author. Retrieved from https://kdp0l43vw6z2dl-

w631ififc5-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2009/02/Presi-

dents-Declaration.pdf

Driscoll, A. (2008, January–February) Carnegie’s community-engagement clas-

sifi cation: Intentions and insights. Change, 40(1), 38–41.

Eckel, P., Hill, B., & Green, M. (1998). On change: En route to transformation 

(Occasional Paper No. 120, Series of the ACE Project on Leadership and Insti-

tutional Transformation). Washington DC, American Council for Education.

Furco, A. (1999). Self-assessment rubric for the institutionalization of service-learn-

ing in higher education. Retrieved from https://digitalcommons.unomaha.edu/

slceslgen/127/

Holland, B. A. (2000, Fall). Institutional impacts and organizational issues related 

to service-learning [Special Issue]. Michigan Journal of Community Service 

Learning, pp. 52–60.

Hollander, E., Saltmarsh, J., & Zlotkowski, E. (2001). Indicators of engagement. In 

M. E. Kenny, L. A. K. Simon, K. Kiley-Brabeck, & R. M. Lerner (Eds.), Learning 

to serve: Promoting civil society through service learning (pp. 31–49). Outreach 

Scholarship Series, Vol. 7. Boston, MA: Kluwer.

Kecskes, K., & Muyllaert, J. (1997). Benchmark worksheet for the Western Region 

Campus Compact Consortium Grants Program. Bellingham, WA: Western 

Washington University.

McCormick, A. C., & Zhao, C. M. (2005). Rethinking and reframing the Carnegie 

classifi cation. Change: Th e Magazine of Higher Learning, 37(5), 51–57.

O’Meara, K. A., & Rice, R. E. (Eds.). (2005). Faculty priorities reconsidered: Encour-

aging multiple forms of scholarship. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Rhoades, G. (2009). Carnegie, DuPont circle, and the AAUP: (Re)shaping a 

cosmopolitan, locally engaged professoriate. Change: Th e Magazine of Higher 

Learning, 41(1), 8–15.

SaltMarsh.indb   15SaltMarsh.indb   15 07-03-2018   15:43:0707-03-2018   15:43:07

Sample Chapter www.Styluspub.com 




