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Report	Overview	
 
There is a threefold purpose to this final evaluation report: to describe the evaluation activities 
that have taken place during the grant period, to summarize the key findings of the evaluation, 
and to offer some conclusions based on the perspective of an outside evaluator. The report and is 
organized around the evaluation questions (below) that were posed by the W. K. Kellogg 
Foundation. 
 

Evaluation	Questions	of	the	W.	K.	Kellogg	Foundation		
 

 To what extent have MYCL Initiative activities been successful? 

 What are the perceived benefits (and challenges) of community/University partnerships? 

 How might MYCL activities become the building blocks for long-term community 
engagement? 

 What are some distinguishing features and essential elements of an engaged institution? 

 How can engagement be sustained as central to the university mission and system?  

 
To answer these questions fully, the evaluator from the Center for Applied Research and 
Educational Improvement (CAREI) designed these evaluation activities to collect data from 
sources at three distinct levels of the Minnesota Youth Community Learning (MYCL) Initiative. 
The CAREI evaluator wanted first to provide Kellogg Foundation and MYCL program staff with 
information regarding the unique and distinguishing features of an engaged institution. Secondly, 
we wanted to identify the elements of an effective partnership as well as the benefits and 
challenges of collaboration. Finally, we wanted to determine the impact of engagement on the 
Initiative’s specific goal, which was that all children complete high school. We summarized 
these levels in Figure 1 on the next page. In the figure, the top tier of boxes (shaded olive) 
corresponds to the types of interactions between institution and community. The middle tier 
(shaded orange) represents the perceived benefits of the relationship between institution and 
community, while the bottom tier (shaded yellow) signifies Initiative outcomes that result from 
collaborative activities. This concept of engaged university helps place CAREI’s evaluation 
activities into the larger context of institutional transformation and capacity building efforts in 
the community.



 

 
 
 

Evaluation	Framework	

Figure 1. Evaluating the Work of an Engaged University 

 

 

THE ENGAGED 
UNIVERSITY What is an engaged university?

What are the perceived benefits 
and challenges of a community / 
university partnership?

What are the measurable 
outcomes that result from the 
MYCL Initiative’s activities?

TYPES OF ENGAGEMENT
- Direct Intervention (DI)
- Technical Assistance and Training (TA/T)

(For example, meeting facilitation, collection and 
analysis of community data, priority identification, 
research on best practices)

DISTINGUISHING FEATURES AND ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS
SUSTAINABILITY

OBSERVABLE CHANGES THAT RESULT FROM 
INITIATIVE ACTIVITIES
- Student data collected by schools
- Program data collected by MYCL staff

COMMUNITY AND UNIVERSITY PERCEPTIONS OF 
BENEFITS AND MOST EFFECTIVE PATHWAYS
- Surveys and interviews
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Data	Sources	and	Methods	
 
The cornerstone of CAREI’s evaluation work is a mixed methods approach. Collecting and 
analyzing data from multiple sources enriches our understanding of complex and multifaceted 
projects such as the Minnesota Youth Community Learning (MYCL) Initiative. Since interviews 
are considered the most effective means of gathering data on beliefs, attitudes, and values, the 
primary source for this evaluation was data collected from interviews of key stakeholders in the 
University and in the seven Initiative communities. The stakeholder interviews in combination 
with document analyses, student record analysis, and direct observations ensured that multiple 
perspectives were heard and also that the findings could be triangulated across many sources. For 
this reason, we believe that the conclusions we have drawn are accurate, informed, and 
trustworthy. 
 
In this next section, we summarize the data sources and the activities undertaken for the MYCL 
Initiative evaluation. 
 
Interviews 

CAREI evaluators interviewed 53 stakeholders from the seven communities and the University. 
All of the interviews were guided by a semi-formal interview protocol, which means a discrete 
set of questions were asked, but people were given the opportunity to add to and amplify on 
those questions. The evaluators also had the opportunity to probe a question more deeply to 
stimulate additional responses. Fifty of the 53 interviews were digitally recorded and transcribed. 
For the three interviews that were not recorded, copious notes were taken and a close 
approximation of the interview was transcribed. Through this process, we collected almost 30 
hours of transcribed interviews for this evaluation. We analyzed these transcriptions and we 
placed key interview excerpts in a matrix, which were analyzed for convergent and divergent 
themes across the stakeholder groups. 

 

Regular meetings with MYCL staff 

The evaluator communicated regularly with MYCL program staff during the entire grant period. 
The evaluator attended numerous meetings, retreats, and visited six of the seven sites to observe 
activities first hand. These meetings were used as opportunities to check-in on program progress 
and update one another on activities and site changes. We also communicated electronically (at 
least monthly, but more frequently during high programming periods).  
 

Review Progress Reports 

Site coordinators provided regular progress reports to MYCL program staff over the course of 
the grant. Progress reports incorporated several evaluation and reflection questions so MYCL 
program staff and the evaluator could get a sense of the progress, benefits, and challenges taking 
place in each of the seven communities. The evaluator read all coordinator reports, especially 
noting the accomplishments and challenges presented from the perspective of site coordinators. 
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Monitor MYCL coordinator list serve 

MYCL program staff also created a list serve for site coordinators during an early phase of the 
grant. Coordinators used this electronic medium to collect resources and learn from each other 
by sharing program successes, seeking, and offering support during challenging times, and 
troubleshooting a number of community issues that arose. The evaluator was a passive observer 
of the list serve and followed issue threads, yet another way to stay aware of community and 
program issues over the course of the grant period. 
 

Survey Analysis 

The evaluators of CAREI also conducted an analysis of a Public Engagement survey that was 
created by the Children, Youth, and Families Consortium and administered to all University 
staff. This survey was an attempt to conduct an inventory of all programs and initiatives that 
linked the University to a vast array of communities through engagement. 
 

Evaluation	Activities	Summary	

Activity 1. Community Stakeholder Interviews 

Community stakeholder interviews were a major information source for the MYCL evaluation. 
These interviews were a valuable method for collecting community perceptions of the 
partnership and process of the MYCL Initiative. The evaluator worked with community 
coordinators and MYCL staff to identify a pool of interview candidates from which five 
community members, including the coordinator, would be selected for in-depth interviews. 
 
The instrument was finalized in February 2007 and interviews began in March that same year. 
We interviewed stakeholders who served in a variety of functions in their communities. They 
served as: coalition board members, program supervisors, program leaders, and coordinators in 
the MYCL Initiative. Others served in non-profit organizations, service agencies, school 
administration, law enforcement, business, and religious institutions. During interviews we asked 
key questions about MYCL objectives, programming success stories and challenges, perceptions 
of the community/University partnership, professional development and training, as well as 
questions about project sustainability. As described in an earlier section, community stakeholders 
were free to expand on issues that were most important to them.  
 
The interviews were conducted by telephone, and on average, lasted 34 minutes. The evaluator 
recorded all interviews, which resulted in nearly 20 hours of interview recordings. Ultimately, 33 
of the 35 interviews, or 94%, had been conducted by the time the activity ended in December 
2007. Key sections of these recordings were transcribed and placed in a large matrix for thematic 
content analysis.  
 

Activity 2. MYCL Program Staff Interviews 

During the month of February 2008, the evaluator interviewed six key MYCL program staff. 
These staff were selected based on conversations between the evaluator and Project Manager 
Paul Snyder. Those interviewed, played key roles in the direction, implementation, and 
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communication of the Initiative on the University side. The evaluator worked with the project 
director to create the interview instrument and select who would be interviewed. As with 
Activity 1 described above, these interviews were designed to solicit the opinions of program 
staff, their perceptions on meeting program objectives, success stories and the obstacles that 
hamper progress, perceptions of the community/University partnership, and issues of 
sustainability. The six staff members who interviewed were: Dr. Michael Resnick, Principal 
Investigator for the MYCL Initiative; Paul Snyder, Project Director; Pamela Moore, Community 
Capacity Builder; Glynis Shea, Communications Coordinator; Mark Mahon, Community 
Relations Coordinator; and Mary Doyle, Special Projects Coordinator for Parenting Initiatives.  

All interviews were conducted individually and in-person on the University of Minnesota, Twin 
Cities campus. On average, these interviews lasted 57 minutes, providing project staff sufficient 
opportunity to discuss their experiences during the last year of the grant. We taped, transcribed, 
and carefully analyzed all of the interviews for recurrent themes.   
 

Activity 3. School Data on Student Attendance, Achievement, and Discipline 

Student school records of attendance, achievement, and behavior can be important quality of life 
indicators for youth. School attendance data for instance, is one strong indicator for school 
attachment. Similarly, grades and standardized test scores can provide researchers with some 
insights into a student’s academic progress and a student’s behavior at school can signify 
whether or not a student is adjusting well in the school social setting. 
 
In early 2007, CAREI began collecting a limited number of school records of the youth who 
were participating in MYCL programming. Community coordinators, acting as liaisons between 
CAREI and the schools, played an important role in the data collection. By May 2007, the seven 
rosters of participating students were created and sent to appropriate staff in each of the seven 
school districts. We asked district staff to provide school attendance records, standardized test 
scores (for reading and mathematics), and discipline data for all MYCL participants for the first 
two years of programming (2005-2006 and 2006-2007). We requested the same data for the 
previous year (2004-2005) to serve as a data baseline. Our analysis provided individual gain 
scores for attendance, achievement, and discipline from the baseline year to through the end of 
year two (2006-2007). We also collected student attrition data for MYCL participants in each 
community. 
 

Activity 4. Progress Report Analysis 

At least twice annually, community coordinators reported all program activities to MYCL staff. 
The progress reports provided important program and partnership information from the vantage 
point of the community coordinators and became a rich source of information on all aspects of 
the Initiative including youth and parent programming in the community, collaborations and 
relationships, community capacity building efforts, sustainability efforts undertaken, and 
professional development activities. The evaluator read all progress reports and important 
coordinator comments were placed in the community matrix for later analysis. Spring reports 
were analyzed  in the month of September, and fall reports were received and studied in 
February. 
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Over the course of the Initiative, the format of the progress reports evolved. Since 2007, 
questions on information dissemination, community accomplishments, and project sustainability 
were also added to the reports, making them an even more useful tool for the evaluation.  
 

Activity 5. Interviews with University of Minnesota Leadership 

Between March 2007 and December 2008, we interviewed nine leaders in the University’s 
public engagement efforts.  
 
In spring 2007 we interviewed Dr. Victor Bloomfield, Interim Director of the Office for Public 
Engagement; Dr. Catherine Jordan, Executive Director of the Children, Youth, and Families 
Consortium (CYFC); and Dr. Barbara Brandt, Assistant Vice President of the Academic Health 
Center.  
 
More recently, the University has filled two important administrative positions related to public 
engagement at the University of Minnesota. Dr. Andrew Furco, appointed Associate Vice 
President for Public Engagement, and Dr. Irma McClaurin, named Associate Vice President for 
System Academic Administration and Executive Director of the University’s first Urban 
Research and Outreach/Engagement Center (UROC). In addition to these individuals, we 
interviewed Dr. Geoff Maruyama, an Assistant Vice President who oversees a FIPSE1 pilot 
program in North Minneapolis; Dr. Nancy Barcelo, Vice President for Equity and Diversity; 
Rickey Hall, Assistant Vice President for Equity and Diversity, and Mr. Craig Taylor, Director 
of  the Office of Business and Community Economic Development. These individuals are seen 
as champions and leaders in the area of engagement and have important roles to play in the 
University’s public engagement efforts and we wanted to understand their perspectives on the 
themes of engagement, partnership, and the benefits and challenges of this work. We conducted 
face-to-face interviews with each person that averaged 39 minutes in length. All but one of the 
interviews were taped and all were transcribed. We collected the most salient excerpts from these 
conversations and placed them in a large matrix for thematic content analysis. 
 

Activity 6. Analysis of the Public Engagement Survey  

Last year we reported that a second round of a survey to measure perceptions and activities of 
public engagement across the University would take place in 2007. That second survey was 
never conducted, thus, no additional information is available for this activity. CAREI continues 
to maintain close contact with staff members from the Children, Youth, and Families Consortium 
(CYFC), the Office of Public Engagement (OPE), and Institutional Research (IR), but additional 
data is unavailable at present. 

                                                 
1 Fund for the Improvement of Post-Secondary Education 
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Activity 7. Interviews with Community Program Outreach Staff 

One important outcome of the initial Public Engagement survey was the identification of several 
University programs that had achieved a high level of engagement with a community. This 
survey, conducted in 2006, was widely disseminated to University staff. Its purpose was to make 
an inventory of all University programs and courses that had a public engagement element. Staff 
from 407 programs responded to the survey and 230 of those responses related to children or 
youth programming. CAREI evaluators determined that at least 19 of those programs merited 
closer examination and selected 5 program leaders to be interviewed. Between May and July 
2007, CAREI evaluators met with directors and managers from the five exemplary programs to 
see whether there were specific aspects and elements of their program that helped them attain 
this notably high level of engagement. The five interviews were conducted in-person, and each 
lasted between 30-60 minutes. As with all other interviews, these interviews were based on a 
semi-formal protocol that permitted the interview subjects to respond to a wide range of issues. 
The essential topics covered in these interviews included: context for the work, program goals 
and objectives, reflections on the community/University partnership, alignment with the mission 
of the University.
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The table below provides a summary of the seven main evaluation activities, and how those activities connect to the overall evaluation 
goals at the top of the figure. 
  

Table	1.	Summary	of	all	MYCL	Evaluation	Activities	
Evaluation Activities  Data Sources  Methods  Questions 

Evaluation 
Goals 

Timeline 

1. Community Stakeholder 
Interviews 

33 Community 
Stakeholders 

Telephone Interviews 
▪ What are the benefits of partnership? 
▪ What measurable outcomes result from the 

partnership? 
1, 2, 3 

March – December 
2007 

2. MYCL Program Staff 
Interviews 

6 MYCL Program 
Staff 

In‐person Interviews 

▪ What is an engaged institution? 
▪ What are the distinguishing features and 

essential elements of an engaged institution? 
▪ What are the benefits of partnership? 
▪ What measurable outcomes result from the 

partnership? 

1, 2, 3  February 2008 

3. School Data on Student 
Attendance, Achievement, 
and Discipline 

Schools and Site 
Supervisors 

Student attendance, 
academic, and 

discipline records 

▪ What measurable outcomes result from the 
partnership? 

1 
May 2007 – December 

2008 

4. Progress Report Analysis 
Community 
Coordinators 

Review of Progress 
Reports 

▪ What measurable outcomes result from the 
partnership? 

▪ What are the benefits of partnership? 
1, 2  2006 ‐ 2008 

5. Interviews with University 
of Minnesota Leadership 

9 University Leaders 
and Administrators 

In‐person Interviews 

▪ What is an engaged institution? 
▪ What are the distinguishing features and 

essential elements of an engaged institution? 
▪ What are the benefits of partnership? 

2, 3 
October 2008 – 
December 2008 

6. Analysis of the Public 
Engagement Survey  

PE Survey  Survey Analysis  ▪ What is an engaged institution?  3  2005 

7. Interviews with 
Community Program 
Outreach Staff 

5 University 
Community 
Program Staff 

In‐person Interviews 
▪ What is an engaged institution? 
▪ What are the distinguishing features and 

essential elements of an engaged institution? 
2, 3  May – June 2007 

 
Overall Evaluation Goals 

1. Improve quality of life for targeted populations and community 

2. Benefits and most effective pathways for community engagement 

3. Distinguishing features and essential elements of an engaged university 
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Findings	
In this section, the evaluator compiled and synthesized data from all sources including, 
interviews, document analysis (progress reports, school records, and the University’s Public 
Engagement survey), workshop and meeting participation, and observations during site visits. 
The findings are organized around the five evaluation questions developed by the W. K. Kellogg 
Foundation 

To what extent have MYCL Initiative activities been successful? 

The MCYL Initiative has been successful based on several criteria. The first criterion must be the 
Initiative’s main objective: that disengaged youth finish school was achieved. With more than 
200 young people participated in MYCL programming in the seven communities, only one 
student actually dropped out of school. Using school records, we also compared attendance, 
achievement on standardized tests (reading and math), and discipline data of student participants 
for significant changes in these three areas based on the baseline data collected the previous year 
(2004-2005). We found no statistically significant differences from the earlier data, which means 
that chance could not be ruled out for any differences that were observed. 
 
Other important criteria that were used to determine program success include: 

1. In each of the seven communities, programming continued to expand and change to meet 
the unique needs of the community. In fact, relationships with other community groups 
and agencies were created or strengthened to provide more opportunities to the youth. 

2. Parent Education and Family Involvement programming was underway in most sites and 
was expanding in the communities where that work had been initiated early in the grant 
period.  

3. According to coordinators, the Konopka Institute’s coordinator cohort model was 
successful in developing the capacities of coordinators and creating a vital support system 
for them to generate new ideas and troubleshoot persistent problems.  

 

Some challenges 

 Underlying contexts and challenges in each community make youth development work 
and community capacity building extraordinarily difficult. 

 The agency or organization selected to host or supervise the community coordinator 
powerfully influenced the nature of the work in each community. 

 The coordinator position, as it was designed, was demanding position requiring many 
skills (e.g., youth development, administrative, grant-writing, record-keeping, public 
outreach, etc). In most cases, coordinators were selected based on their strengths as youth 
development workers, but lacked some of the essential administrative skills. 

 Hiring delays and coordinator and supervisor turnovers hindered program continuity 
(information flow, training investment, learning curve). 

 Coordinators became the point person for most community activities, and by far did most 
of the work themselves. MYCL was considered their work. 

 Community coalitions almost universally played a weak supporting role in Initiative 
activities so after the coordinators were hired. 
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 Indentifying caring  adults who were willing to serve as mentors was an enormous 
challenge. 

 The chain of command and the desired outcomes of the Initiative were at times confused. 

 

What are the perceived benefits (and challenges) of community/ University 
partnerships? 

From a comprehensive analysis of the interviews, the evaluator discovered there are many 
benefits that arise from institutional engagement. The benefits that stakeholders from the 
University and the communities most often cited related to an augmentation of resources that 
result from partnership, a greater ability to fulfill the organization’s mission or objectives, and 
the opportunity to work together on public problems and community issues. 
 
Perceived benefits according to the University 

 University/Konopka Institute receives additional resources to expand work into several 
communities. 

 Partnership draws from and is aligned to the historic and strategic mission of the 
University. 

 Partnerships foster relationships that may translate to increased support from funders and 
policy makers for the University and collaborating communities. 

 Community partnerships give rise to possible pipelines for prospective students 
 University better fulfills its mission to the State. 
 Engagement with communities encourages better teaching practice at the University. 
 University staff are directly exposed to real-life problems in the context and realities of 

communities. 
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Perceived benefits according to the community 

 Youth become familiar with the State’s only Research 1 and land-grant institution. 
 Community receives a significant amount of resources including financial and technical 

support, communications assistance, research on best practices, and speakers from the 
University 

 Communities have access to University knowledge base 
 Collaboration with the University underscores the University’s relevance to a broader 

audience 
 Community receives the name, credibility, and visibility of the Konopka Institute and  

University 
 Partnership breaks down perception of University as a disengaged, monolithic institution 

(i.e., community stakeholders become more aware of the structure of the University and 
are developing a set of University relationships with whom to connect) 

 Partnership helps communities to look beyond the “usual suspects” for stakeholder 
involvement 

 
Perceived Challenges 

 The existing paradigm of University, as purveyor of wisdom, is slow to change. 
 Geographic distance hampers distant partnerships: 1,794 miles, required over 30 hours to 

visit all seven sites. 
 As fiscal agent and program manager, a role tension exists between accountability officer 

and colleague/problem-solver. 
 MYCL received very limited support from the Office of University Relations. 
 There were unique and dramatically different challenges in each community. 
 Coordinators failed to highlight the important role that the University played in the 

MYCL Initiative 
 The pronounced lag time between the submission of the grant and the grant award 

hampered partnership building. 
 Partnership requires a significant investment of time from anyone involved and there 

must be some indication of a return on that investment. 
 University culture rewards independence and work that frequently occurs in isolation. 
 Expectations that are at odds among stakeholders 
 There are liability issues that may inhibit students working in communities. 
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How might MYCL activities become the building blocks for long‐term 
institutional engagement? 

 
I think we are like a large boulder that is part of an avalanche. It is the total number of 
players that make the difference. I think the Konopka Institute adds credibility, language, 
vocabulary, and momentum to the effort. … 
 
I think Kellogg has done a remarkable job, above and beyond any other foundation I 
have seen, in helping grantees have and use a language of community institutional 
partnership. And I think a lot of that comes from the underlying intellectual work of the 
PolicyLink group that they contracted with. I believe that Kellogg is making indelible 
contributions to the field in what they are doing, even if the funding goes away. 
 

~ Dr. Michael Resnick 
 
The quote above signals the vital role that the institutional players had in making the MYCL 
Initiative a success. For example, the Konopka Institute was a particularly good choice for the 
W. K. Kellogg Foundation to have funded because of its commitment to direct youth service and 
to community-driven decision-making. To sustain and grow institutional engagement, however 
will ultimately require a transformation in the culture of the institution. In the following section, 
we list important building blocks for sustained institutional engagement, based on input from 
multiple stakeholders. 
 
Engaged University 

 Institutional flexibility, especially in financial management, is a requirement for true 
engagement  

 The lessons learned during this partnership (and others) must be disseminated extensively 
both within the University, and beyond it to other institutions, community engagement 
organizations, and communities 

 The University of Minnesota’s engagement efforts should be unified under a common 
mission or theme, both University and community stakeholders perceive the current 
community engagement efforts as “confused, and almost chaotic,” “diffused and 
disconnected,” and “all over the place.” 

 Faculty involvement is a key predictor of success. Public engagement will remain 
peripheral to the University’s work in the absence of faculty incentives and rewards 
(promotion and tenure). 

 According to University leaders, the current promotion and tenure guidelines do not 
“map” well to addressing societal problems. 

 University members must consider themselves to be part of the greater community, and 
not separate from it. 
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Partnerships 

 Trust is a key ingredient of strong relationships and success. True partnership requires 
honesty about positional power, in the case of the MYCL Initiative; the University was 
the fiscal agent and had to be accountable for all expenditures.  

 Partners must demonstrate a commitment to persevere, a determined patience, and a 
willingness to allow the work to emerge. 

 Select collaborators, at least in part, on their organizational mission. 
 Partnerships and site selection may not be known until you actually get to work. 
 Seek out involvement from the widest possible range of community stakeholders. Do not 

restrict the rich possibilities of interaction to one person or even a small group of people. 
 Bring community members in at the beginning of the process. 
 University staff should reflect on: What are we learning from this work together? 
 Do not always schedule a meeting, sometimes just show up. Schedule a half a day 

visiting people and spend the rest of day observing and listening.  
 Address the conflicts that surface. 
 Work even harder to make the decision-making process transparent and known, so that 

all are aware of the decisions and expectations. 
 Time is a factor. If program staff doubled (quadrupled) their time in community, would 

trusting relationships be created in ½ or ¼ of the time? (Might three years be enough?). 
 In hindsight, should the University have played a stronger role in the selection of 

supervisors and of coordinators? 
 Place a high value on the local knowledge in communities. 

 
Programming 

 Bringing young people to the University campus was a high point and an essential 
element of connecting with youth form the seven communities. 

 Extensive coordinator support was essential for the work to be a success. 
 Cohort model was an effective and efficient way to support the challenging work of 

community coordinators. 
 The cultural context is an important consideration. (e.g., finding adult mentors in all 

seven communities was a difficult task during the entire grant period.) 
 Effective use of technology reduced some of the barriers that geographical distances 

posed. 
 Dissemination and publicity issue: look for ways to make the partnership even more 

public, both at the University and in the communities. 
 Emphasize the coordinators’ role to report to the community. 

 
Evaluation 

 Community evaluators might do a better job of serving the needs of the community. 
 Consult and involve the community when determining which goals to measure. 

 



Elements of an Engaged University: The Evaluator’s Perspective / 16 

What are some distinguishing features and essential elements of an engaged 
institution? 

 
 Engagement is a reciprocal partnership between the University and a community, which 

is based on trust and attempts to produce new practices and new knowledge for a public 
purpose. 

 Communities play an important role in project conceptualization, decision-making, and 
articulation 

 Engagement requires a significant investment of resources (especially TIME) by all 
stakeholder 
 

Conclusions	
The work of the MYCL Initiative has brought into high relief several important aspects of 
community/University partnerships and institutional engagement, particularly at the University 
of Minnesota.  
 
First, the MCYL Initiative has been successful based on several criteria. The first criterion must 
be the Initiative’s main objective: to keep kids in school. With more than 200 young people 
participated in MYCL programming in the seven communities, only one student actually 
dropped out of school. It is also notable that in all seven communities, programming continued to 
expand and change to meet the unique needs of the community and relationships with other 
community agencies provided additional opportunities for youth.  
 
This evaluation also reminds us that engagement takes time and commitment. True reciprocal 
partnerships, based on trust and an understanding of organizational mission, require an 
substantial infusion of effort and patience. Initiatives such as the Minnesota Youth Community 
Learning Initiative, demonstrate how much can be accomplished by investing the time, and 
cultivating trust and commitment. In some instances, the youth attending school today in these 
seven communities, would not be in school if not for a member of the MYCL team. 
  
From a comprehensive analysis of the interviews, the evaluator discovered there are many 
benefits that arise from institutional engagement. The benefits that stakeholders from the 
University and the communities most often cited related to an augmentation of resources that 
result from partnership, a greater ability to fulfill the organization’s mission or objectives, and 
the opportunity to work together on public problems and community issues. We also discovered 
that many see partnership as a means of leveraging resources that may be unavailable in the 
absence of engagement. For example, the University may be able to supply needed financial 
resources and the community may fulfill a unique community perspective or public issue. 
 
Our analysis of stakeholder perceptions also suggests that the University of Minnesota is in the 
process of two extensive transformations. The first, is a largely demographic one as the 
University shifts from an agriculturally focused institution to an urban focused institution. While 
research will undoubtedly continue throughout the State, many of the people interviewed see 
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public engagement as a particularly urban effort. The second transformation is the shift from 
pure research to research that places more emphasis on an interdisciplinary approach. 
 
Grants, such as this one funded by the W. K. Kellogg Foundation, have expended our knowledge 
of the benefits, as well as the challenges, encountered during authentic institutional engagement 
with communities. This grant has provided valuable new information about institutional 
engagement for the University of Minnesota, the seven participating communities, and hopefully 
other institutions. We hope this work will assist the University advance as it continues to create 
and sustain enduring partnerships with communities long into the future. 
 
Finally, the University of Minnesota, as an institution, is clearly dedicated to the concept of 
engagement and to communities and programs that exist throughout Minnesota. The appendix 
that follows provides an abundance of evidence of this dedication. 
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Appendix	‐	Some	Evidence	of	Public	Engagement	at	the	
University	of	Minnesota	

Faculty incentives, rewards and personal practices 

 Promotion and Tenure 
The basis for awarding indefinite tenure to the candidates possessing these qualities is the 
determination that each has established and is likely to continue to develop a 
distinguished record of academic achievement that is the foundation for a national or 
international reputation or both. Demonstrated scholarly or other creative achievement 
and teaching effectiveness must be given primary emphasis; service alone cannot qualify 
the candidate for tenure. Interdisciplinary work, public engagement, international 
activities and initiatives, attention to questions of diversity, technology transfer, and other 
special kinds of professional activity by the candidate should be considered when 
applicable. 

Excerpt from Key Changes to the Faculty Tenure Policy (2007) 
Section 7.11 General Criteria (for tenure) 

 
 Service Awards  

Established in 1999 by University President Robert Bruininks, the Outstanding 
Community Service Awards (OCSA) have been recognizing extraordinary service work 
and to highlight and reward those who go above and beyond in the name of public 
engagement. The award has traditionally been awarded to five or six members of the 
University community. 
 

Financial support 

 Creating high-level engagement positions at the University 
Andrew Furco, associate vice president for public engagement. The associate vice 
president is charged with expanding state, national, and international engagement and 
enhancing engaged community partnerships, while helping foster a deep and pervasive 
culture of public engagement to support the University’s mission and its goal of 
becoming one of the world’s preeminent public research universities. This position also 
provides oversight of the Office for Public Engagement, the Council on Public 
Engagement, and several University centers, including the Center for Urban and Regional 
Affairs, the University Metropolitan Consortium, the Children, Youth and Family 
Consortium, and the Center for Transportation Studies. 
 
Irma McClaurin, associate vice president for system academic administration and 
executive director of the University's first Urban Research and Outreach/Engagement 
Center (UROC) in north Minneapolis, patterned after the highly successful research and 
outreach centers throughout rural Minnesota. The UROC will anchor the University’s 
presence in the community, coordinate and facilitate new and existing University 
research, outreach and engagement activities related to North Minneapolis, and create 
multi-disciplinary teams and sustained partnerships. 
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Darlyne Bailey, former dean of the College of Education and Human Development 
(CEHD) and assistant to the president, serves as the academic lead of the University 
Northside Partnership, and faculty in CEHD will have extensive involvement. 
 

 Public Engagement Seed Grants 
This grant recognizes and aids in funding projects established by members of the 
University community that will engage and serve the greater community. These projects 
contribute to the community in numerous ways: research that responds to public needs 
and concerns, developing motivation and capacity for citizenship and leadership in 
students, and partnerships with community groups or organizations. The efforts and 
contributions of these innovative projects will affect the community and provide 
sustainable and long-lasting change.  
 

 Minnesota Futures Grant Program 
Objective: To nurture interdisciplinary ideas or methodologies to a point where they are 
ready for and attractive to an external funder. This program intends to underwrite the 
costs of converting ideas into viable research questions to enable faculty members to 
respond collaboratively and boldly to emerging opportunities in interdisciplinary 
research.  

-   $25,000 for three symposia in Phase 1, $250,000 in Phase two 
 

Restructuring of teaching and research 

Teaching 
 Some of the units that offer educational experiences in community 

Bell Museum of Natural History 
Carlson School of Management (CSOM) 
Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement (CAREI) 
Center for Democracy and Citizenship (CDC) 
Center for Early Education and Development (CEED) 
Center for Urban and Regional Affairs (CURA) 
College of Education and Human Development (CEHD) 
College of Liberal Arts (CLA) 
College of Pharmacy 
Department of Neuroscience 
Department of Pediatrics 
Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs (HHH) 
Medical School 
Minnesota Extension 
School of Public Health 

 
 Courses/offerings with the highest levels of engagement 

Bell Museum Family Programs 
Best Practices for Field Days 
BrainU 
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Cooperative Learning & Conflict Resolution in Classrooms and Schools (C&I, CEHD) 
Educational Programming for Youth on the White Earth Reservation 
Family & Consumer Sciences (Family Education) Initial Licensure 
Farm to School Initiative 
GC 1211 Service Learning 
Jane Addams School for Democracy 
Minnesota International Adoption Project 
Neighborhood Planning for Community Revitalization (NPCR), CURA 
Police Activities League 
Public Achievement 
Service learning for SLHS 3402W 
 

 Core Liberal Education Requirements 
The designated themes of liberal education 

Environment 
Cultural Diversity 
International Perspectives 
Citizenship and Public Ethics 
 

 University Northside Partnership (UNP)  
UNP is an effort aimed at helping address some of the social and economic challenges 
facing the Northside community in Minneapolis, which is home to some 63,000 
residents. The U's many partners include NorthPoint Health and Wellness Center, the 
Northside Residents Redevelopment Council, Northway Community Trust, City of 
Minneapolis, Hennepin County, and the Coalition of Black Churches. 

 
Research 
 FIPSE  

The FIPSE grant titled, Re-envisioning Land Grant and Urban Research Universities for 
an Urban Age is a three year, $750,000 grant from the Fund for the Improvement of Post-
Secondary Education (FIPSE). The FIPSE project is an effort to provide a coherent 21st 
century urban agenda that will advance the University’s collaborative work in North 
Minneapolis while developing a model that other universities can use as they work on 
issues of urban engagement. It creates interdisciplinary teams of University and 
community members who work collaboratively to develop ways of addressing key issues 
facing urban communities and of assessing effectiveness of the things they do. 
 
Funds will be used to create a first-of-its-kind Urban Research and Outreach/Engagement 
Center (UROC). This new UROC model would be the urban equivalent of one of the 
University's highly successful research and outreach centers (ROC), which are hubs for 
public engagement with rural communities. 
 

 Office of Interdisciplinary Initiatives (OII), The Graduate School 
Mission: The Graduate School Office of Interdisciplinary Initiatives (OII) is committed 
to seeding, supporting, and sustaining interdisciplinary initiatives and programs that 
contribute to unparalleled interdisciplinary graduate education and advance the 
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University of Minnesota’s position as a leader in interdisciplinary inquiry. The OII 
provides leadership in the development and implementation of system-wide strategies to 
facilitate collaboration across disciplinary boundaries and to achieve excellence in 
interdisciplinary graduate education and training programs.  
 

 Network of Interdisciplinary Initiatives 
Organized under the auspices of the OII, the Network of Interdisciplinary Initiatives (NII) 
comprises a network of participants and leaders in interdisciplinary research, creative 
work, education, and training initiatives at the University of Minnesota. … The NII will 
serve as a stakeholder and advocacy group for institutional transformation and will 
engage administration, faculty, staff, postdoctoral fellows, and students in a shared 
discussion of policy, practice, and enrichment activities of benefit to the larger University 
community. 

 

University‐wide mission and strategic priorities 

 President Bruininks has renewed the University's commitment to its responsibilities, 
fostering new opportunities for public engagement and economic development through 
initiatives including the Council On Public Engagement (COPE), the Outstanding 
Community Service Awards, the University Metropolitan Consortium, the College 
Readiness Consortium, and the Academic Corporate Relations Center (ACRC), as well as 
enhancing the University's focus on issues of sustainability through research structures 
including the Initiative for Renewable Energy and the Environment (IREE) and Institute 
on the Environment, as well as through numerous administrative initiatives and reforms. 

 

Authentic/Effectiveness of partnerships 

 UNP - The University of Minnesota wants to be one of the partners working to maximize 
the health, vitality, promise, and opportunity of North Minneapolis by providing services 
to professionals, practitioners, and the public; investing financial resources for economic 
development and offering educational opportunities within the community. 

 Cathy Jordan, a pediatric neuropsychologist at the University of Minnesota, is cofounder 
of the Phillips Neighborhood Lead Collaborative project and the DREAMS project, 
multiyear collaborative research efforts with the Phillips Neighborhood in Minneapolis. 
 
The questions we ended up asking in our research were generated together. The residents 
would talk about their own questions in their own terms, like “What is lead doing to our 
kids?” I viewed my job as a translator from community-speak into academic-speak. I 
helped the research team turn those questions into research questions around which we 
could write grant applications. I became the liaison between the academics and the 
community residents. That was my niche. 
 

But creating that niche first required establishing trust. At first that was hard for all the 
researchers. Researchers and community residents were in different worlds. The 
university people did things in a certain way, had meetings in a certain way, expressed 
feelings in a certain way, spoke their own language, had their own academic time line. 
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Researchers didn’t deal as much with process as with product. Susan has told me that she 
didn’t trust me early on. I was that psychologist type who sat back, didn’t say anything, 
observed, analyzed. She found that silence and privacy to be disrespectful. The fact that I 
made myself the scribe, because I didn’t know what else to do with myself, made her 
wonder about what I was recording. One of the most important things I learned from 
working with Susan and the other residents was about the meaning of trustworthiness 
and how to build trust. I took a long time to open up and share myself with people, but 
once I did, I was able to demonstrate my respect for the resident members of the 
collaborative and my passion for the work. Slowly, I came to be more and more trusted. 
 

I’ve learned things that I will carry with me forever. I have changed personally, but I also 
know that I will forever do my professional work differently because of this experience. 
 

 Community Partnerships for Promoting Academic and Social Success (ComPASS) 
 

A University of Minnesota College of Education and Human Development (CEHD) 
block in the Social, Psychological, and Physical Development neighborhood aimed at a 
cohesive program of research and community engagement directly benefiting children at 
risk 
 
ComPASS is intended to serve as an organizing principle for University-Community 
partnerships; a means of creating interdisciplinary activities around the academic success 
and social development of at-risk children and youth birth – age 21; an intellectual 
community for community members and University faculty, students and staff interested 
in actionable research – work that determines what needs to be done and helps get it done 
– that addresses the needs of individuals at risk of experiencing serious academic or 
social difficulties; a means of developing academic research grants, personnel preparation 
and leadership training grants, and a focal point of recruitment of high-caliber graduate 
students 
 

 Public Achievement - Public Achievement is a youth civic engagement initiative focused 
on the most basic concepts of citizenship, democracy, and public work. Public 
Achievement draws on the talents and desires of ordinary people to build a better world 
and to create a different kind of politics. 
 

 Jane Addams School for Democracy - The work of the Jane Addams School for 
Democracy is based on a fundamental philosophy of citizenship – the concept of public 
work. The philosophy of public work endorses the view that every member of our 
community has something of value to offer and that, through hard work, ordinary people 
can accomplish the extraordinary and improve our society and the world. Work with 
public purpose requires knowledge of a practical "citizen politics" and is a source of 
democratic power. The Jane Addams School, with its attention to democratic space and 
processes, has become a vehicle through which people can exercise their collective power 
or "civic muscle." 

 
 


