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(Budwig, Ratliff-Crain, & Reder, 2018; Coker & Gatti, 2017; A. Hoy, 2012). Arts-based UCPs 

are a sub-genre of the general UCP genre. Literature on general UCPs applies in a broad sense to 

the more specific arts-based UCPs. Much of this study was informed by the broad UCP 

literature, as there exists less literature on the specific arts-based sub-genre of UCPs. If referring 

to UCPs in general, “UCPs” was used. If referring to specifically arts-based, “arts-based UCPs” 

was used. 

 The qualitative, ethnodramatic study was informed by both my practice as adjunct faculty 

and as director of a local non-profit arts organization and focuses on key stakeholders’ (i.e., 

students, faculty, and community partners) personal narratives regarding relationships and power 

dynamics in arts-based UCPs, tensions experienced, and perceptions of how to improve arts-

based UCPs in General Education courses. Interviews were conducted with students, faculty, and 

community partners purposefully selected from General Education courses that had participated 

in arts-based UCPs as well as analysis of university documents (e.g., mission statement, strategic 

plan, space use guidelines). The data were examined using within and across case analysis 

(Ayres, Kavanaugh, & Knafl, 2003; Mills, Durepos, & Wiebe, 2010) inductive, deductive, and 

dramaturgical coding (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006; Saldaña, 2014). Ethnodrama was used 

as a secondary source to present the findings and showcase the data (Saldaña, 2016b). 

Specifically, I sought to gain a deeper understanding of stakeholder narratives regarding tensions 

in relationships and power dynamics in arts-based UCPs in order to encourage dialogue about 

university connections to communities. Through this inquiry, I hoped to better understand how 

local arts organizations interact with university students and faculty to create opportunities for 

innovative HIPs, specifically through arts-based community engagement (Hayford & 

Kattwinkel, 2018; Madison & Hamera, 2005). Through the study, I examined narrative themes 
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within and across stakeholder groups to inform the way I approach partnerships in my scholarly 

practice and to make recommendations to increase the effectiveness and sustainability of UCPs.  

Context 

 Though a broad range of university partnerships with community organizations exist, the 

focus of this study was arts-based partnerships within the context of one branch campus of a 

preeminent research institution in the southeast United States. At the time of the study, the 

university was in the process of consolidation, uniting three previously separately accredited 

campuses into one university system. The branch campus goal was to uphold a distinctive 

campus identity and revise the General Education curriculum. Additionally, a community call 

had been made for increased arts partnerships between the branch campus and the surrounding 

community. At a fall 2018 open forum with the consolidation committee and president of the 

university system, members of the community as well as faculty and staff from the branch and 

main campuses gathered and spoke about the importance of the arts on campus and in the 

community. This branch campus and community emphasis on the arts as well as my scholarly 

positionality as director of a local arts organization supported focusing the study on arts-based 

UCPs. Community engagement with the arts in general, and specifically dramatic performance, 

aligns with the tenets of HIPs such as place-based, team, and integrated learning (Hayford & 

Kattwinkel, 2018; A. Hoy, 2012).  

 In order to qualify for community engagement classification, the Carnegie Foundation 

requires branch campuses to have “...distinct local leadership, and a distinct student body and 

community within which and with whom they partner” (“Carnegie Branch Campus Policy,” 

2018, p. 1). The branch campus was initially granted the Carnegie Foundation Classification for 

Community Engagement in 2011 as a separately accredited campus from the main university, 
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which first received the designation in 2006. The branch campus, separately from the main 

campus, applied for and received reclassification in 2019.  

Problem of Practice 

 The Carnegie Foundation Classification for Community Engagement is a significant 

achievement reflecting commitment to civic engagement on the branch campus. However, there 

are challenges which may impede the campus’s ability to fully realize potential of innovative 

HIPs with currently established UCPs. Challenges within the local context of the study included 

lack of infrastructure such as facilities and sufficient staff, changes to the General Education 

program, consistent communication of values from branch campus leadership, and faculty 

incentives to participate in the scholarship of engagement. Underlying these issues was 

consolidation of three separately accredited campuses into one university.  

 Infrastructure and staff. There are limited resources regarding infrastructure and staff 

to support UCPs within the branch campus. One new position was created focused on 

establishing internship opportunities in the College of Arts and Sciences. However, there is no 

central office devoted to establishing and maintaining UCPs, and most of this work is conducted 

by individual faculty. There is no dedicated, central space at the branch campus where students, 

faculty, and community partners can meet. A lack of infrastructure within the university is an 

impediment to UCPs reaching full potential due to ease of student access to place-focused 

learning and faculty support (American Association of State Colleges and Universities, 2015; 

Holland, 2016). As stewards of place, universities can provide critical infrastructure – including 

physical spaces – to increase the effectiveness of UCPs (American Association of State Colleges 

and Universities, 2015; Hynie, Macnevin, Prescod, Rieder, & Schwartzentruber, 2016; Woods, 

Reed, & Smith-Howell, 2016). 



 

 

  

5 

Only two individuals on the branch campus are dedicated to the work of the Center for 

Civic Engagement (CCE). The director of the CCE is an associate professor with a full course 

load in the College of Arts and Sciences. A program assistant position has been established for 

three years; the individual in this position was only recently promoted to full time. A vital 

success factor of UCPs is the importance of dedicated staff responsible for engaging with new 

community partners and supporting existing relationships (Bringle & Hatcher, 2002; Kuttner, 

Byrne, Schmit, & Munro, 2019). 

 General Education curriculum. Many General Education courses on the branch campus 

do not include a community-engaged component. Notably absent is meaningful interaction with 

local, non-profit arts organizations. Since several of these organizations exist within a few miles 

of the branch campus, there is great opportunity for the campus to provide HIPs through UCPs 

with arts-based organizations. Inclusion of arts-based organizations supports the emphasis on arts 

in the study context. The campus has the potential to leverage arts-based UCPs to increase 

distinctive identity.  

As part of consolidation, an enhanced General Education curriculum was implemented 

across all campuses. The new curriculum lists civic engagement directly under HIPs (which 

includes community engaged learning) as one of the top two General Education components for 

the university system (see Appendix B). Community engaged learning is included in the list of 

HIPs at the top tier of this curricular change, increasing significance placed on HIPs. In fall 

2019, an HIPs tour of the branch campus was attended by General Education program 

coordinators from the main campus in order to understand the work already being done by 

faculty and the CCE staff.  
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 Values communication. Consistent messaging and communication of values on the part 

of university leadership is vital to the success of community engagement (Holland, 2016). In 

order for the branch campus to initiate and maintain effective and sustainable UCPs, a vision for 

community engagement must be established and reflected in strategic planning (Liang & 

Sandmann, 2015) and tenure and promotion (Franz, 2016; Jones & Lee, 2017). However, within 

the current context, the branch campus has struggled to develop, maintain, and reinforce a shared 

vision for community engagement. Due in part to efforts to achieve separate accreditation from 

the main campus in 2006, and more recently in losing separate accreditation through 

consolidation, the branch campus has not been able to fully dedicate its efforts toward defining 

and reinforcing its identity as a community engaged institution and engaging in consistent 

messaging and communication of related values.   

Researcher Positionality 

I experienced this problem of practice while interacting with the campus as director of a 

local arts organization, as an adjunct instructor of two community engaged General Education 

courses, as support staff in the College of Arts and Sciences, and in the teaching and learning 

center. As an adjunct instructor, I experienced low levels of student engagement in General 

Education courses as well as a lack of time and resources necessary to sustain effective 

community partnerships. As director of a local non-profit arts organization, it was challenging to 

navigate university bureaucracy required to establish and maintain a partnership with the 

university. As support staff in the College of Arts and Sciences, I assisted the CCE with efforts 

to secure data from faculty teaching community engaged courses. As support staff in the 

teaching and learning center, I contributed to the campus commitment to engagement. In 

recognition of my work supporting UCPs on and off campus, I was awarded the 2018 



 

 

  

7 

Chancellor’s Award for Civic Engagement. My positionality as a scholarly practitioner stems 

from my personal experiences participating in community engagement, and as a researcher 

dedicated to understanding the perspectives of key stakeholders in order to inform ways in which 

the branch campus can develop and sustain effective community arts partnerships. 

Theoretical Framework 

 Two theories informed the study. The first is Relationship Theory, as relationships are 

central to the effectiveness and sustainability of every stage of UCPs (Bringle & Hatcher, 2002). 

The second is Organizational Paradox Theory, which offers a way to frame the complex 

relationships and organizational structures which exist in UCPs (Strier, 2014). 

 Relationship Theory. Relationship Theory explores types of relationships (Clayton, 

Bringle, Senor, Huq, & Morrison, 2010), common tensions (Mills, 2012), and power dynamics 

between individuals and/or groups (Davis, Kliewer, & Nicolaides, 2017). Community engaged 

learning often involves power dynamics between students, faculty, and community partners 

which can create tension and impact the effectiveness of UCPs (Beck et al., 2000; Davis et al., 

2017; Mills, 2012). Given this, participants’ perceptions of positive and negative relationships in 

UCPs in the study are informed by Relationship Theory. 

 Organizational Paradox Theory. Organizational Paradox Theory does not view alliance 

and tension as antithetical, but instead encourages paradoxical thinking that acknowledges power 

structures and recommends strategies to react to and handle the complex processes involved in 

UCPs (Strier, 2014). In order to frame UCPs, which are complex in nature, tension and alliance 

are approached as equally important to the process of partnering (Strier, 2014). In addition, 

power division is acknowledged and empowerment is encouraged in order to promote reciprocity 

(Bowers, 2017; Strier, 2014). Organizational Paradox Theory is a way to navigate and accept 



 

 

  

8 

seemingly contradictory priorities, intentions, and motivations that may be encountered in 

investigating student, faculty, and community partner perceptions of UCPs. As a way to 

acknowledge and negotiate challenging power structures, Organizational Paradox Theory 

provides a framework to move from potentially harmful relationship structures to effective and 

sustainable UCPs (Smith & Lewis, 2011; Strier, 2014).  

Together, Relationship Theory and Organizational Paradox Theory informed the 

investigation of my problem of practice by framing how relationships and power dynamics 

between students, faculty, and community organizations impact the effectiveness and 

sustainability of UCPs (Bringle & Hatcher, 2002; Budhai & Grant, 2018; Clayton et al., 2010; 

Davis et al., 2017; Stewart & Alrutz, 2012). 

Research Questions 

1. What are student, faculty, and community partner stories regarding their experiences with 

relationships and power dynamics in arts-based UCPs in undergraduate General 

Education courses at one regional campus? 

2. What are student, faculty, and community partner stories regarding their experiences with 

tensions in arts-based UCPs? 

3. What are student, faculty, and community partner perceptions of how to improve arts-

based UCPs? 

Definition of Terms 

 The following are key terms used in the study.  

 Community Engagement. A process of interaction between universities and local 

organizations for the benefit of all parties (Berberet, 2002; Bringle & Hatcher, 2002; Driscoll, 

2009, 2014; Jones & Lee, 2017). 
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 Consolidation. A state mandated process of unifying previously separately accredited 

campuses into one university distributed among main and branch campuses.  

 Ethnodrama. A qualitative research method for adapting interview transcripts into 

scenes and presenting data as a dramatic script (Grbich, 2013; Saldaña, 2003, 2005).  

 Ethnotheatre. The act of performing a theatrical script developed from qualitative 

research data (Saldaña, 2005, 2016a). 

 General Education. A series of state mandated liberal arts courses at the undergraduate 

level, which are the context for HIPs in UCPs in the study.  

 High Impact Practices. Innovative learning opportunities which increase student 

engagement such as collaborative assignments, service-learning, and community-based learning  

(Finley & Reason, 2016; Kuh, 2008; Kuh & O’Donnell, 2013). 

 Scholarship of Engagement. A broad description of a field that includes scholarly 

interaction including service-learning, community engaged learning, and civic engagement 

(Barker, 2004; Driscoll & Sandmann, 2001, 2016; Sandmann, Saltmarsh, & O’Meara, 2016).  

 Stewards of Place. Universities engaging locally to help develop and improve 

surrounding communities (American Association of State Colleges and Universities, 2002, 2015; 

Hoy, 2017; Saltmarsh et al., 2014). 

 University-Community Partnership. The act of collaboration between a university and 

community partner to enhance student learning (Bowers, 2017; Bringle & Hatcher, 2002; 

Driscoll, 2008; Messer & Kecskes, 2008; Strier, 2014).  

Significance  

Despite historical emphasis placed on the importance of UCPs to support student learning 

and the continued relevance of universities in their communities, little is known regarding 
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student, faculty, and community partner perceptions of UCPs (Bowers, 2017; Boyer, 1996;  

Sandmann et al., 2016). To promote UCPs despite having limited resources, universities can 

serve as stewards of place, committed to community engagement and mutually beneficial 

relationships with local communities (American Association of State Colleges and Universities, 

2002; Kellogg Commission, 2001; Saltmarsh et al., 2014). By studying the narratives of key 

stakeholders, a deeper understanding of tensions in relationships and power dynamics was 

gained. Through this understanding, recommendations are made to support effective, sustainable, 

arts-based, and general UCPs.   
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CHAPTER TWO: 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

In this chapter, an overview of UCP literature is presented, specifically as it pertains to 

the problems of practice, theoretical and conceptual frameworks, common types of UCPs, 

critiques and risks of UCPs, success and sustainability factors, UCPs and HIPs, and student, 

faculty, and community partner perceptions of UCPs. The research questions which guided this 

exploration of the literature are: 

1. What are student, faculty, and community partner stories regarding their experiences 

with relationships and power dynamics in arts-based UCPs in undergraduate General 

Education courses at one regional campus? 

2. What are student, faculty, and community partner stories regarding their experiences 

with tensions in arts-based UCPs? 

3. What are student, faculty, and community partner perceptions of how to improve arts-

based UCPs? 

Overview of University-Community Partnerships 

Higher education institutions face dual challenges of continued relevance and leveraging 

the potential of mutually beneficial community engagement. Historically, institutions of higher 

education served their communities by training for industry. For more than a century, American 

universities placed less importance on community impact than on scholarly discovery  

(Fitzgerald, Bruns, Sonka, Furco, & Swanson, 2012). This is illustrated by a discipline specific 
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model focused on the creation of new knowledge with an emphasis on faculty research 

(Fitzgerald et al., 2012). As the focus shifted from the Land Grant Act and training students for 

jobs in agriculture and engineering, and from the GI Bill, to the more current paradigm of 

knowledge creation, the academy has adjusted in order to retain its relevance to American 

citizens (Boyer, 1996). With recent global focus on collaborative partnerships (Kellogg 

Commission, 2001), community engagement (Brown University, 2020), and sustainable 

development (El-Jardali et al., 2018), higher education institutions, perhaps now more than ever, 

have the opportunity to cement their relevance with an updated commitment to education (Boyer, 

1996). More recently, however, due to economic insecurity, a university education is often 

regarded as a luxury and the usefulness of a degree is questioned (Boyer, 1996). One way to 

address the challenges faced by institutions of higher education is through engagement 

scholarship (Boyer, 1996; Fitzgerald et al., 2012), a broad field which includes UCPs and HIPs. 

The potential impact of common types of UCPs spans local and campus communities through 

student engagement in the form of HIPs (Hoy, 2012; Kuh & O’Donnell, 2013) and universities 

as engaged stewards of place (American Association of State Colleges and Universities, 2002; 

Saltmarsh et al., 2014). HIPs and community engagement align with applicable learning 

outcomes emphasizing a citizen scholar foundation (Kuh, 2008). Community engaged students, 

learning through HIPs, have higher graduation rates and place greater value on community 

activism after graduation (Hoy, 2012). HIPs and UCPs have the potential to enhance student 

learning while creating opportunities for universities to increase relevance to their local 

communities. Universities can strive toward increased relevance through the concept of stewards 

of place, which the American Association of State Colleges and Universities began promoting in 

2002 as a way for universities to think globally while acting locally (Saltmarsh et al., 2014).  
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Although engaged scholarship has come a long way since Boyer (1996) communicated 

his vision for a paradigm shift, the field has not gained sufficient hold in higher education (Fear 

& Sandmann, 2016). Despite an increased commitment to the scholarship of engagement, 

faculty must overcome tenure and promotion guidelines (Franz, 2016). Students often 

experience service-learning opportunities with less than impactful outcomes (Kilgo et al., 2015). 

Lack of commitment to intentional planning and maintenance threatens the holistic success of 

UCPs (Franz, 2016; Messer & Kecskes, 2008; White et al., 2004). Key stakeholders – the 

university, its faculty, and its students – have an opportunity for meaningful interactions with 

UCPs. However, without diligent inclusion of specific factors in the practice of partnering, UCPs 

fall short of their full potential (Davis et al., 2017; Driscoll, 2009; Lee et al., 2018). Factors in 

the practice of partnering include hiring community engagement professionals and providing 

resources and space (American Association of State Colleges and Universities, 2015; Hynie et 

al., 2016; Woods et al., 2016), curricular alignment in General Education (Thompson, Eodice, & 

Tran, 2015; Zai, 2015) value communication in mission, strategic planning, and incorporating a 

faculty reward system in tenure and promotion (Franz, 2016; Jones & Lee, 2017; Liang & 

Sandmann, 2015).  

Problem of Practice  

Despite literature identifying factors for effectiveness and sustainability, and continued 

discussion of the importance of the scholarship of engagement, UCPs may fall short of their full 

potential as HIPs in part due to the complexity of the relationship factors involved in the process 

(Strier, 2014). Relationships in UCPs are often complex due to varied priorities and power 

dynamics among students, faculty, and community partners. Examples of successful partnerships 

are often too specific to be applicable to various categories of UCPs or to partnerships with 
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different types of institutions. This is a problem because the very nature of community 

partnerships guarantees that each situation will differ. In order to leverage the full potential of 

UCPs, a more macro view is needed to allow the inclusion of broad variables of successful 

partnerships. It is helpful to first consider success factors which apply generally to UCPs, before 

narrowing down to more specific variables.    

Boyer’s scholarship of engagement model, which called for expanded scholarship criteria 

to include engagement (Boyer, 1990, 1996) and the Carnegie Foundation Community 

Engagement Classification in 2006, which encouraged campus commitment to engagement 

(Brown University, 2020), sparked a steady stream of literature discussing the practice of 

engaged scholarship (Barker, 2004; Jones & Lee, 2017; Mtawa, Fongwa, & Wangenge-Ouma, 

2016), the impact of the classification (Driscoll, 2008, 2009, 2014; Holland, 2009), theories of 

engagement (Bowers, 2017; Bringle & Hatcher, 2002; Davis et al., 2017; Siegel, 2010; Strier, 

2014), and how universities can best leverage engaged scholarship (Fitzgerald et al., 2012; Lee et 

al., 2018; Warr & Williams, 2016).  

Theoretical and Conceptual Frameworks 

Four frameworks guide exploration of the literature and provide a foundation of previous 

research to support the study: Relationship Theory (Bringle & Hatcher, 2002; Clayton et al., 

2010; Davis et al., 2017; Mills, 2012); Organizational Paradox and Management theories 

(Bowers, 2017; Smith & Lewis, 2011; Strier, 2014); and stewards of place conceptual model 

(American Association of State Colleges and Universities, 2002, 2015; Saltmarsh et al., 2014).  

 Relationship Theory. Relationship Theory investigates tensions and power dynamics in 

partnerships (Bringle & Hatcher, 2002; Clayton et al., 2010; Davis et al., 2017; Mills, 2012). 

Drawing on research calling for more inclusive and impactful community partnerships, a 
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Relationship Theory-based study recommends service-learning to build relationships between 

universities and the community (Bringle & Hatcher, 2002). Bringle & Hatcher (2002) analyze 

phases and dynamics of relationships to inform effective UCPs. The study does not include 

qualitative research with a participant group and is limited to an exploration of the similarities 

between general relationship dynamics and relationships in UCPs. However, the study 

acknowledges the importance of interpersonal relationships in developing and maintaining 

partnerships and provides a foundation to understand a vital aspect of UCPs (Bringle & Hatcher, 

2002). The foundation presented by Bringle & Hatcher (2002) informed the study through 

relationships as a theoretical framework. The outcomes place emphasis on healthy, productive 

relationships as vital to the process of fostering and maintaining meaningful UCPs (Bringle & 

Hatcher, 2002). Relationships are inherent in every partnership and therefore UCPs can be 

framed by the stages of relationships: “initiation; development; maintenance; and dissolution” 

(Bringle & Hatcher, 2002, p. 503) and the power dynamics therein (Davis et al., 2017). 

Similarly, types of relationships in UCPs can be categorized as “exploitative, transactional, or 

transformational” (Clayton et al., 2010, p. 5). Relational stages and categories provide a 

foundation to better understand partnership tensions.  

Important factors in effectiveness and sustainability of UCPs are tensions resulting from 

challenging relationship dynamics (Davis et al., 2017; Mills, 2012; Stewart & Alrutz, 2012). 

Tensions include but are not limited to differences in power dynamics, priorities, and outcomes 

between students, faculty, and community partners (Davis et al., 2017; Mills, 2012) as well as 

power structures inherent in partnerships (Bringle & Hatcher, 2002; Clayton et al., 2010; Davis 

et al., 2017). Although research on exploration and understanding of tensions in UCPs is lacking 

(Mills, 2012), acknowledging and working through conflict are integral to healthy partner 
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relationships (Clayton et al., 2010). Building on relationship dynamics and using the 

Transformational Relationship Evaluation Scale (TRES), Clayton et al. (2010) interviewed 

faculty members regarding their perspectives on UCPs. While 20 faculty were interviewed, other 

stakeholder perspectives were not explored. Outcomes reflected the need for a broader view as 

faculty often referenced relationships between students and community partners as a marker for 

UCP effectiveness (Clayton et al., 2010).  An analysis of the components of exploitative, 

transactional, and transformational relationships showed that long-term partnerships do not 

always include close relationships between partners (Clayton et al., 2010). This research 

informed the study by using outcomes to prompt future research, such as exploration of how 

UCP sustainability is impacted by relationships. UCPs are arrangements in which people from 

diverse social, cultural, and professional backgrounds who might not have been likely to form 

relationships in other contexts, work together as partners; this can create a complex foundation 

for relationships to grow (Strier, 2014). Partnership participants with common backgrounds 

might experience a less complex foundation on which to build relationships.  

 Organizational Paradox and Management Theory. Organizational Paradox and 

Management theories can frame exploration of the way decisions are made about how UCPs are 

implemented (Bowers, 2017; Smith & Lewis, 2011; Strier, 2014). Paradox and strategic 

contradiction are organizational management tools to approach two seemingly conflicting 

elements of partnership: collaboration and conflict (Strier, 2014), and confront tensions 

productively (Bowers, 2017). These approaches to elements of partnerships lend themselves to 

the intricate nature of UCPs by providing methods to address complexity in relationships (Strier, 

2014). Strier (2014) analyzes connections between conflict and collaboration through factors 

which showcase the complex nature of UCPs. While the analysis does not include stakeholder 
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perspectives, Strier (2014) presents a valuable theoretical framework from which to understand 

UCPs: Organizational Paradox. Similarly, Bowers (2017) presents Organizational Management 

Theory as a framework for UCPs and argues for a necessary element of successful UCPs: open 

dialogue and confrontation of tensions. These two studies (Bowers, 2017; Strier, 2014) offer 

ways to approach the study of UCPs which go beyond tangible resources to a higher level of 

thinking. The outcomes, which suggest that when handled properly, conflict and tension can 

contribute to the effectiveness and sustainability of UCPs, informed the exploration of tensions 

stakeholders experienced (Bowers, 2017; Strier, 2014). 

By understanding and embracing the complex nature of the practice of partnership, 

difficult circumstances can be identified and navigated more successfully (Bowers, 2017; Strier, 

2014). Successful partnerships can include conflict, competing activities, and social tensions. 

These components can be addressed through Paradox Theory, where seemingly opposing 

elements, when acknowledged and examined, can lead to transformative relationships (Bowers, 

2017; Strier, 2014). Since UCPs involve many stakeholders and countless moving pieces and 

often survive despite lack of thoughtful planning and structure, Organizational Paradox Theory is 

an apt way to codify an inherently messy practice (Strier, 2014). 

 Stewards of place. Due to the nature of universities as strongholds of knowledge and 

gathering places for the intellectually curious, they are natural candidates for identifying and 

upholding sense of place in a community (Lawrence, Justus, Murray, & Brown, 2015). As 

universities take on diverse priorities, one way to maximize potential and retain focus is adopting 

the concept of engaged institutions as stewards of place (American Association of State Colleges 

and Universities, 2002; Kellogg Commission, 2001). The American Association of State 

Colleges and Universities (AASCU) prepared three reports on the stewards of place concept. The 
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reports recommend commitment to engagement and community as a requirement to meaningful 

partnerships (American Association of State Colleges and Universities, 2002, 2015; Saltmarsh et 

al., 2014). The reports position universities as responsible for partnering with communities to 

address local issues, and by doing so, enact global change (American Association of State 

Colleges and Universities, 2002; Saltmarsh et al., 2014). The reports are reflections of experts, 

but do not directly explore the lived experiences of stakeholders. This limitation informed the 

importance of including student, faculty, and community partner perspectives in the study. 

AASCU (2002) explores elements a university must have in order to be considered a steward of 

place. Two elements are particularly relevant: the development of reciprocal partnerships and 

faculty incentive to foster community engaged learning (Saltmarsh et al., 2014). Additionally, a 

shared campus identity must be determined, agreed upon, and communicated (Fitzgerald et al., 

2012; Saltmarsh et al., 2014), but this can be a difficult undertaking with institutions becoming 

ever more diversified in their priorities. Universities are places where highly varied goals and 

objectives can thrive but guiding themes must encourage maximum impact. Vital to 

communicating these themes is a vision statement or mission which includes a declaration of 

commitment to the scholarship of engagement and is upheld and reinforced in strategic plan, 

academic plan, and even in financial decisions (Liang & Sandmann, 2015; Saltmarsh et al., 

2014). Lastly, sufficient funding is an important factor if universities are intended to be stewards 

of place through community engagement and partnerships (Pelletier, 2011). Without a strong and 

lasting financial commitment, effective, sustainable community partnerships may not be fully 

realized (Reid, 2013).  

A third key element in framing universities as stewards of place is a physical space 

dedicated to community engagement (Hynie et al., 2016; Saltmarsh et al., 2014; Woods et al., 
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2016). The establishment of a dedicated community engagement center space communicates the 

value of interaction and shared knowledge to the campus and surrounding community (Franz, 

2016; Hynie et al., 2016). Importance is often attributed to brick and mortar locations over 

transitory spaces. Creating and naming a space and inviting community partners to interact 

within it sends a clear message to stakeholders (Kuttner et al., 2019; Watson-Thompson, 2018; 

Woods et al., 2016). Access to a space on campus is valuable for students and faculty working 

with community partners as well as the community organizations (Woods et al., 2016). 

The recruiting and hiring of community engagement professionals is a fourth factor in 

universities as stewards of place (American Association of State Colleges and Universities, 

2002; Kuttner et al., 2019; Weiss & Norris, 2019). A qualitative case study exploring community 

engagement professionals identified the need for partnership practitioners to be flexible, 

adaptable, creative, and reactive to changing needs (Kuttner et al., 2019). Dedicated staff can 

assist with the process of creating and maintaining UCPs and are integral to infrastructure and 

the availability of resources (Saltmarsh et al., 2014).  

There are many other elements that contribute to universities as stewards of place, but 

perhaps the most vital are commitment on the part of university leadership as well as frequent 

and consistent messaging of the mission and identity of the engaged campus within the 

community (Sandmann & Plater, 2009). 

Common Types of University-Community Partnerships 

Under the broad definition of community engagement, various types of UCPs are 

prevalent on university campuses. Community engagement is defined by the Carnegie 

Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching as “collaboration between institutions of higher 

education and their larger communities (local, regional/state, national, global) for the mutually 



 

 

  

20 

beneficial exchange of knowledge and resources in a context of partnership and reciprocity” 

(Brown University, 2020, p. 1). The emphasis in this definition is not only on what UCPs can 

provide for the university, but also on how they can benefit community organizations (Bringle & 

Hatcher, 2002; Hynie et al., 2016). 

Various terms are used to discuss what are fundamentally similar engagement practices. 

For instance, service-learning, community engaged learning, engaged scholarship, and civic 

engagement are all widely used, with the concepts behind each practice intersecting (Barker, 

2004). UCPs are part of the larger practice of the scholarship of engagement (Barker, 2004). 

Whether referred to as outreach-engagement (Fear & Sandmann, 2016), community engagement 

(Mtawa et al., 2016), or civic engagement (Saltmarsh, Hartley, & Clayton, 2009), UCPs are most 

often comprised of local partnerships with non-profit organizations, or public-private 

partnerships (P3s). 

As the field of scholarly engagement has developed, more emphasis has been placed on 

UCP impact (e.g., transformative learning, community change) than on deliverables such as 

completion of a project or paper (Fitzgerald et al., 2012). Although the impact of universities on 

communities has great potential, this potential is often not fully realized. For instance, from a 

public relations standpoint, UPCs are valuable and institutions are elevated which have received 

the Carnegie Community Engagement Classification, but the depth to which this label affects 

surrounding communities depends on the intentional application of various factors. At a time 

when admission standards are rising, community relationships can facilitate a different kind of 

access to the body of knowledge housed in universities (Kellogg Commission, 2001; Strier & 

Shechter, 2016). P3s and cross sectoral partnerships are often entered into for funding purposes 
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and are most meaningful for university planning (Hunt, 2018), but they also have the potential to 

build relationships with communities (El-Jardali et al., 2018).  

Critiques and Risks of University-Community Partnerships 

From an external view, the overarching risks to the scholarship of engagement – 

including UCPs – are a lack of clarity in the field and how stakeholders value the practices 

therein. Because UCPs are situated within the scholarship of engagement – a field that lacks 

conceptual clarity –the practice of engagement may remain unstable until institutions can clearly 

identify and communicate the value of meaningful partnerships as well as successfully initiate 

and sustain them (Strier, 2014). Despite acknowledged agreement that the innovative scholarship 

of engagement is worthwhile, calls continue to be made for revised, improved, and amended 

framing of the movement and the practices therein (Fear & Sandmann, 2016; McCormick & 

Zhao, 2005).  

In order to address these concerns, some scholars have argued for sweeping change 

(Berberet, 2002; Schön, 1995) while others attempted to frame the idea as an integrative concept 

rather than a sea change (Fear & Sandmann, 2016; Fitzgerald et al., 2012). With epistemological 

rethinking of the theories and foundational knowledge of universities, Schön (1995) recommends 

an evolution of thought to include the scholarship of engagement. Other studies call for less 

disruptive, more unifying approaches to integrating engagement scholarship (Fear & Sandmann, 

2016; Fitzgerald et al., 2012). However, there is a dearth of research-based recommendations on 

how innovative engagement can be implemented. Innovation is often an exhausting process to 

implement and maintain, and a typical reaction in the face of possible innovation is to simply 

continue the departmental sectoring, currently the status quo (El-Jardali et al., 2018). In addition 

to this fatigue, for institutions organized by siloed disciplines and structured by regulations, the 
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practice of engaging in the potentially messy practice of partnering with an outside organization 

is often challenging (Fear & Sandmann, 2016; Strier, 2014). 

Perhaps the most concerning critique is that when carried out with lack of diligent 

intention and consistent oversight, partnerships can easily fall short of their goals (Strier, 2014). 

UCPs usually require long term commitments; this can be challenging as stakeholders change 

and/or alternate roles as students graduate, faculty engage in new projects, and community 

members change positions (Franz, 2016). This instability at the core of UCPs can challenge 

sustainability and effectiveness (Strier, 2014). 

Success and Sustainability Factors of UCPs 

General themes relating to community engagement were present in a review of subject 

matter in the Journal of Higher Education Outreach and Engagement between 2005 and 2014: 

“finance (budget and funding); strategic planning; community voice; and faculty promotion and 

tenure” (Jones & Lee, 2017, p. 176). Jones & Lee (2017) explored frequency of themes through 

statistical analysis of the literature, however only a selection of published articles were included, 

limiting the outcome. Findings showed community partnerships as a frequently explored topic, 

second only to service-learning (Jones & Lee, 2017), both of which fall under the scholarship of 

engagement. These themes identified in this exploration of the literature communicate brackets 

into which UCP success and sustainability factors can be categorized. Infrastructure (Holland, 

2016; Liang & Sandmann, 2015) falls under funding, clear mission (Franz, 2016) under strategic 

planning, community involvement and partnership (Holland, 2016; Karasik, 2019) under 

community voice, and faculty incentives (Frank et al., 2010; Seifer, Blanchard, Jordan, Gelmon, 

& McGinley, 2012) under promotion and tenure.  



 

 

  

23 

In a discussion of roles universities play in the progress toward the 2030 Agenda for 

Sustainable Development, a United Nations report (2015) featured similar themes, such as 

sustainable, strategic partnerships, innovative solutions, and long-term investment and 

maintenance (El-Jardali et al., 2018). Similarly, other factors identified from successful 

partnerships include “trust and transparency on motivations for collaboration/clarity on mutual 

benefits/shared objectives/long term commitments” (El-Jardali et al., 2018, p. 3). However, a 

mutually beneficial partnership is not a simple arrangement, especially with conflicting priorities 

between universities and community organizations, or when there are roadblocks to success in 

the form of space use guidelines or other bureaucratic regulations which community 

organizations might find difficult to navigate (Vidal, Nye, Walker, Manjarrez, & Romanik, 

2002). Conversely, from a university perspective, knowledge of how community organizations 

work is helpful since their processes are typically different from those in a university setting 

(Warr & Williams, 2016). Clarity of intention, transparency, and open discussion about 

conflicting interests are important factors in successful UCPs (Strier, 2014). 

Additionally, the success of UCPs should not be measured by ease of engagement, but 

rather by the partnership’s impact on the university and community organization (Strier, 2014). 

The potential impact of a UCP depends greatly on the establishment and maintenance of 

relationships between universities and community organizations, which can often be 

characterized as complicated (Bringle & Hatcher, 2002). One way to frame complex 

relationships is in stages such as initiation, development and maintenance, and dissolution 

(Bringle & Hatcher, 2002). In these stages, power dynamics exist (Davis et al., 2017) that can be 

categorized as exploitative, transactional, and transformational (Clayton et al., 2010). Although 

the strength of a partnership depends on an equal distribution of power, healthy and meaningful 
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partnerships can exist with an imbalance of power as long as those power structures are outlined 

and acknowledged (Bringle & Hatcher, 2002; Clayton et al., 2010; Davis et al., 2017). 

Partnerships often favor the more powerful entity (Strier, 2014), but with clear relationship 

structures mapped and agreed upon, an imbalance of power in relationships can be overcome 

(Davis et al., 2017). For example, in the relationship between community partner and student, a 

power structure exists which might adversely impact effectiveness of the UCP if not properly 

addressed.   

Surface benefits such as status and increased visibility can contribute to the success of a 

university but fall short of realizing vision statements and missions (Warr & Williams, 2016). 

More meaningful benefits are situated in two-way, mutually beneficial traits such as knowledge 

production and exchange (Mtawa et al., 2016) and curricular enrichment resulting in community 

impact (Saltmarsh et al., 2009). At a time when resources are scarce and recurring funds for 

faculty and staff positions are reduced, it might appear counterintuitive to focus on expanding the 

university’s reach. However, potential benefits of engagement such as meaningful student 

learning, enriched campus identity, and increased degree value often outweigh these challenges 

(Fitzgerald et al., 2012). 

Another UCP sustainability factor is integration into the General Education curriculum. 

Much of the momentum behind undergraduate General Education reform is distinctiveness and 

specialization of the curricula, yet the very word “General” lacks these ideals (Zai, 2015). The 

distinctive identity of a campus and what an institution has to offer students is often cited by 

administrators as one of the most popular features of the higher education experience (Zai, 

2015). Distinctiveness can be created by increased engagement with community organizations 

and could make undergraduate General Education curricula the opposite of “General.” The call 
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for distinctive General Education courses can be answered by community partnerships that 

promote stewardship and a sense of place (American Association of State Colleges and 

Universities, 2002; Messer & Kecskes, 2008; White et al., 2004). A strong sense of place can be 

created by identifying and communicating the unique values of a campus and including 

community partners in reciprocal relationships. 

University-Community Partnerships and Innovative High Impact Practices 

UCPs can enhance undergraduate General Education courses by supplying opportunities 

for HIPs, which include community engaged learning. The importance placed on HIPs in 

General Education curriculum suggests that civic engagement is more important than ever and 

that students learn when they identify as part of a community (Finley & Reason, 2016). A 

longitudinal, pretest/posttest study evaluating the impact of HIPs on undergraduate students 

found positive liberal arts learning outcomes (Kilgo et al., 2015). Kilgo et al. (2015) analyzed 

interview and questionnaire data from over 4,000 students who were exposed to HIPs and 

engagement practices. Of the HIPs examined, collaborative and active learning, both of which 

are key aspects of community engagement, were found to be favorable learning practices for 

undergraduate students (Kilgo et al., 2015). A limitation of this study is that while the outcomes 

show some HIPs are more effective and others less so, the study did not investigate how HIPs 

were experienced by students or carried out by facilitators. This leaves a gap in understanding 

since institutions vary widely in HIP delivery.  

However, conclusions from another study, that explored similar dependent variables such 

as critical thinking supports the assumption that multiple HIPs can be experienced through 

community engagement (Tarantino, 2017). Tarantino (2017) explored perspectives from five 

students participating in one undergraduate, student-led service-learning based UCP, and 
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reported increased conceptualizing and problem solving. The study examines a specific service-

learning experience but does not include broad examples of HIPs.  

Additional support for the connection between HIPs and UCPs is seen in the literature. 

Kuh and O’Donnell (2013) identify main components of HIPs and while each one applies to 

UCPs, Hoy (2012) asserts that certain factors connect most strongly with the goals of 

partnerships. Those factors include investment of time, as transformational partnerships involve 

long term commitments (Strier, 2014); substantive interactions, due to the importance placed on 

relationship building and conflict navigation in partnerships (Bringle & Hatcher, 2002; Strier, 

2014); and experiences with diversity due to partnerships with varied people and organizations 

(Strier, 2014). The overlap of UCPs and HIPs is discussed as High Impact Community 

Engagement Practices (HICEPs; Hoy, 2012). Hoy (2012) examines HIPs components and 

community-engaged learning components to identify interrelated themes. This study showed 

higher graduation rates in a cohort model where students engaged in extensive community 

service and met regularly to receive training and reflect on their experiences (Hoy, 2012). A 

limitation of this study is that graduation rates were the sole markers of discussed outcomes and 

were reported by the program, which leaves out other variables such as student learning and 

engagement.  

Student, Faculty, and Community Partner Perceptions of UCPs 

 Student perceptions. Although research suggests positive outcomes for students who 

experience HIPs such as community engaged learning (Finley & Reason, 2016; Hoy, 2012; Kuh 

& O’Donnell, 2013), student reactions to the process of partnering with a community 

organization is often less than enthusiastic (Budhai & Grant, 2018; Mills, 2012). Two possible 

reasons for student concern identified in the literature include community engagement as a 
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requirement (Dienhart et al., 2016) and a lack of an organized approach for students to engaged 

with community partners (Budhai & Grant, 2018; Whitbourne, Collins, & Skultety, 2001).   

Requiring community engaged learning without conveying the value can be 

counterproductive to student engagement. In a naturalistic, exploratory study, Dienhart et al. 

(2016) investigated how service-learning requirements impact student motivation. Data from a 

service-learning center was analyzed using chi square tests and participants groups were 

delineated by students who chose a service-learning course, or students who were required to 

take a service-learning course (Dienhart et al., 2016). Findings showed that failure to 

communicate the value of community engaged learning caused students to be less than 

enthusiastic about completing the requirement (Dienhart et al., 2016). The study findings suggest 

that motivation to further engage in service-learning might have been less influenced by whether 

or not the practice was required and more influenced by how the institution presented the value 

of the practice (Dienhart et al., 2016). Inconsistent findings between groups of students with 

differing academic standing led the researchers to suggest further research with a controlled 

group is required.  

A collective case study of relationships in service-learning between students and 

community partners showed tension and misunderstanding as roadblocks to success (Budhai & 

Grant, 2018). Budhai and Grant (2018) examined perspectives from two of the three stakeholder 

groups included in the study to explore how students and faculty navigate initiation and growth 

of relationships in UCPs. Data was analyzed using NVIVO statistical software, with an a priori 

code book and inductive approach. Because of the inclusion of two stakeholder groups, as well 

as similar design approaches, this research is an excellent example for the study. This suggests 

that student perceptions can be negatively impacted when parameters for community 
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engagement are not clearly established. These studies of student perceptions are limited because 

the learning experiences examined are vastly different. It is difficult to compare student reactions 

when what they experienced could be anything from charity initiatives to medically focused 

work. 

 Faculty perceptions. As a result of decisions made after the 1900 establishment of the 

Association of American Universities (AAU), the faculty evaluation system has not historically 

recognized the scholarship of engagement (Fitzgerald et al., 2012). Given the disconnect 

between what society needs from universities and the faculty promotion system, faculty may not 

be highly motivated to participate in UCPs. Scholars acknowledge this breakdown with 

recommendations to develop new systems of assessment and to move away from publication as 

the defining standard for promotion. Toward a more holistic approach to assessment, quality of 

teaching as well as community impact could be included in faculty evaluation (Holland, 2016). 

Through engaging in partnerships with community organizations and incorporating HIPs 

into their research agendas, faculty can develop innovative opportunities for high impact learning 

experiences and promote their scholarship. In a qualitative case study at a private research 

institute, faculty who embraced engaged scholarship acknowledged as benefits to students 

connection to real world problems, deeper learning, and establishing community consciousness 

(Arellano & Jones, 2018). Buy-in is an important factor for adopting and implementing engaged 

learning practices, but without institutional support, faculty enthusiasm can only go so far 

(Arellano & Jones, 2018). Some faculty might dabble in UCPs because they are passionate about 

community engagement and social responsibility (Arellano & Jones, 2018), but commitment to 

community engaged initiatives can put faculty at risk when it comes to tenure and promotion.  
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Distributed leadership encourages both traditional and non-traditional leadership structure 

and can frame the power dynamics inherent in community engagement (Liang & Sandmann, 

2015)  A study framed by distributed leadership as a conceptual framework examined 

institutional leadership in community engagement at 224 Carnegie classified institutions (Liang 

& Sandmann, 2015). Findings suggested the importance of not only institutional power structure 

alignment to support community engagement, but also de facto leaders who might influence 

practice even though their place in the chain of command is not explicitly linked (Liang & 

Sandmann, 2015). The strength of this study is that it examined a less tangible and often 

overlooked element of community engagement: how people responsible for facilitation can 

shape outcomes. The findings are broad enough to be transferable to diverse institutions and 

partnerships, but exploration of lived experiences of stakeholders were not included.   

 Community partner perceptions. Although student learning and university connection 

to the community are important, community partner perceptions are often overlooked within 

literature on engagement (Karasik, 2019; Worrall, 2007). Broad, interdisciplinary studies are the 

norm, rather than in-depth explorations into specific types of partnerships. Lacking is rich 

inquiry into whether community partners experience beneficial reciprocity as part of UCPs 

(Tryon & Stoecker, 2008). Community partner perspectives are important since UCPs depend on 

their participation (Karasik, 2019). The study includes community partner perceptions, 

contributing to filling a gap in the literature.  

Relationships are key to success of partnerships, from a community partner perspective 

(Tryon & Stoecker, 2008; Worrall, 2007) and power dynamics with faculty can pose challenges 

(Karasik, 2019). Studies exploring elements of effective partnership from the community partner 

perspective found that mutual benefits (Worrall, 2007) and institutional (both administrative and 
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faculty) dedication (Tryon & Stoecker, 2008) were identified as important to community 

partners. Worrall (2007) explored data from in-depth interviews with 40 representatives of 

community organizations with a focus on how close the UCP program at one institution came to 

achieving the goal of reciprocity. Findings suggested positive relationships between students and 

community partners (Worrall, 2007). Tryon and Stoecker (2008) conducted focus groups and in-

depth interviews with 67 community organization representatives participating in service-

learning arrangements to discover successful attributes as well as areas for improvement. 

Findings identified critical components of UCPs from a community organization perspective 

including healthy relationships with service learners (Tryon & Stoecker, 2008). Karasik (2019) 

examined community partner perspectives by open coding analysis of data collected from 201 

surveys. Findings suggested both benefits and challenges to UCPs and emphasized faculty 

participation and supervision as key components to effective partnerships (Karasik, 2019). These 

three articles (Karasik, 2019; Tryon & Stocker, 2008; Worrall, 2007) feature similar design 

elements as the study and the interview method informed interview approaches for community 

partners.  
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CHAPTER THREE: 

METHODS 

 The purpose of this qualitative study was to explore the lived experiences of student, 

faculty, and community partner participants in order to identify and examine tensions, as well as 

elements of effective, sustainable UCPs. The findings of the study informed recommendations to 

increase effectiveness and sustainability of future UCPs and increase dialogue regarding the 

importance of UCPs. This study included qualitative performance ethnography and ethnodrama 

research methods. Individual interviews were conducted with students, faculty, and community 

partners in bounded cases of two General Education courses which feature arts-based community 

engagement at a branch campus of a preeminent research university in the southeast United 

States. Each participant was asked a planned set of questions, and flexibility allowed specific 

questioning as participants responded (see Appendix A for interview questions). Interview data 

were examined using hybrid analysis (deductive and inductive; Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006) 

as well as a narrative, dramaturgical approach (Saldaña, 2014). An analysis of existing university 

institutional documents was conducted (Bowen, 2009). The findings from dramaturgical analysis 

were scripted as an ethnodrama. Research questions are listed below. This chapter describes the 

research design, researcher positionality, context, participants, data collection, data analysis, 

ethical considerations, and limitations of this study. 
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Research Questions 

1. What are student, faculty, and community partner stories regarding their experiences 

with relationships and power dynamics in arts-based UCPs in undergraduate General 

Education courses at one regional campus? 

2. What are student, faculty, and community partner stories regarding their experiences 

with tensions in arts-based UCPs? 

3. What are student, faculty, and community partner perceptions of how to improve arts-

based UCPs? 

Research Design 

Qualitative research allows for the exploration of human perceptions by investigating 

participants’ lived experiences, which can inform theory (Grbich, 2013; Miles, Huberman, & 

Saldaña, 2014). I used a qualitative bounded multi-case study approach in order to explore the 

lived experiences of participants (i.e., students, faculty, and community partners) who interacted 

with the university as part of arts-based UCPs and also conducted an analysis of existing 

university institutional documents. I selected this design as it aligns with focusing on more than 

one case for phenomena and allows for exploration of complex bounded cases, in this instance, 

relationships resulting from a community partnership. Bounded multi-case design is used to 

develop theory on a specific phenomenon (Mills et al., 2010). To better understand a 

phenomenon, it is important to explore more than one case to gather rich data (Baxter & Jack, 

2008; Mills et al., 2010). This study aligns with the key tenants of multi-case approach because 

the broad phenomena of UCPs can be informed by deep investigation of multiple context bound 

cases (Mills et al., 2010). The phenomena in this study include tensions resulting from 
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Education courses were identified from semesters in the academic year preceding the study. 

Faculty teaching those courses were contacted to determine with which community partners they 

engaged during the course.  

 Participant selection criteria. The qualitative study intentionally selected participants 

from two General Education courses who engaged in arts-based UCPs to examine similarities 

and differences within and across multiple cases (Ayres et al., 2003). Participants across the 

three stakeholder groups (i.e., students, faculty, and community arts organization leaders) were 

selected based on their interaction with UCPs on the branch campus within the academic year 

preceding the study. Participants were purposefully selected using specific selection criteria. 

Selection criterion for students included enrollment in and successful completion of a General 

Education course with an arts-based community engaged component. Selection criterion for 

faculty included teaching a General Education course with an arts-based community partnership 

component in the academic year preceding the study. Selection criterion for arts-based 

community partners included engagement with a General Education course in the academic year 

preceding the study. First, two faculty were selected who taught community engaged courses in 

the previous academic year with an arts-based community partner, then and community partner 

willingness to participate was verified. Next, students were recruited from those two courses. 

 Study participants included two faculty, two community partners, and three students 

engaged in two General Education courses over the previous academic year. The participants 

included two groups. One group consisted of one faculty and one community partner and the 

other, one faculty, one community partner and three students. Each group was engaged in the 

same General Education course. One faculty/community partner pair in General Education 

course #1 did not include any corresponding student participants, as student recruitment from 
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this General Education course was unsuccessful. One faculty/community partner pair included 

all three student participants. 

Data Collection  

 Pilot study. In order to identify issues with study design, expose researcher bias, modify 

approach to interview style, and test appropriateness of interview questions (Chenail, 2011; Kim, 

2011), a pilot study was conducted with one faculty and one community partner who each 

participated in a course with a community-engaged component at the branch campus. The pilot 

interviews allowed the opportunity to reflect on the research approach (Watt, 2007) and make 

any necessary changes to the interview protocol prior to the study. This process helped to ensure 

researcher understanding of the interview process and how it was experienced by the 

stakeholders (Chenail, 2011). Data from the pilot study was not included in the study. Since 

potential participants for the study were limited, the pilot study encompassed a course with a 

community-engaged component outside the General Education scope. This reduced the risk of 

exhausting participants for the study. A data analysis was conducted of the pilot interview 

transcripts similar to that of the study. 

One faculty/community partner pair were interviewed for the pilot study. The faculty 

participant had taught a non-General Education course with an arts-based community engaged 

component within the last academic year. The arts-based community partner was interviewed, 

but student recruitment from the course was unsuccessful. Changes to the interview protocol 

were made after the pilot interviews were conducted in order to reduce confusion for questions 

regarding interactions with community partners. Additionally, clarifications were added to 

questions regarding power dynamics and tensions to help participants better understand the 

difference. While the faculty interview revealed necessary changes and provided a well-rounded 
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experience resulting in rich data, the community partner interview provided relatively little rich 

data due to the participant’s health status while recovering from Covid-19, as the participant’s 

memory and ability to concentrate were affected.  

 Document analysis. In order to explore additional perspectives, a document analysis was 

conducted of institutional and organizational texts made public by the university. Document 

analysis is a qualitative research process for methodically appraising documents (Altheide & 

Schneider, 2013; Bowen, 2009). By conducting a document analysis of texts regarding UCPs, 

the study gained the interpretation of institutional artifacts which might have influenced the 

perceptions of study participants.  

 Interviews. By conducting individual, guided, semi-structured interviews, exploration of 

the study topic was encouraged through dialogue (Lichtman, 2013). Participants were prompted 

to share their experiences and were asked a similar set of questions to ensure analogous structure 

for each individual. Participants were interviewed within one academic year of the course being 

offered to ensure recollection for rich data. All correspondence regarding interview scheduling 

was conducted through university email. Interviews were conducted via video conferencing and 

lasted approximately one hour. In order to capture verbatim participant narratives, interviews 

were recorded and later transcribed. Member checking sessions were scheduled within two 

weeks following initial interviews. 

 Reflective journaling and field notes. In order to be transparent about my position in 

this research as well as my journey through the study, I kept a reflective journal (Watt, 2007). 

Prior to interviews, I noted my thoughts and steps taken to prepare. As a record of my reflections 

following interviews, the journal encouraged an evaluation of how my personal perspective 

influenced my research (Grbich, 2013) and how I made meaning throughout the research process 
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(Berger, 2015; Watt, 2007). By reflecting on interviews in a journal and noting my thoughts on 

the study as they developed, I created a written record of my understanding (Berger, 2015) as 

well as an account of my bias as a researcher (Chenail, 2011). 

Similarly, by including notes on observations during interviews, as well as reflections 

following the interviews, I created reflective field notes which helped to clarify my process 

(Watt, 2007) and bring to light small adjustments which needed to be made in the interview style 

or approach as the study progressed. Portions of journal entries were included in the ethnodrama 

to add dimension to the data (Saldaña, 2003; Watt, 2007). 

 Transcription. Interview recordings were transcribed as soon as possible following the 

interview to prevent backlog as interviews progressed. The first phase was verbatim transcription 

from recordings, then the transcriptions were anonymized to remove any identifying information. 

This second step was important in the process of transforming the data into a play script 

(Vachon, Hossain, Ramsay, Moore, & Milo, 2019). 

 Member checks. As the qualitative research process unfolded, feedback from 

participants ensured trustworthiness and validity (Miles et al., 2014). Member checks were 

integral to the qualitative research because clarification from the participants minimized 

researcher bias and increased transparency in data collection (Roulston, 2010). After data were 

anonymized, each interview transcript was shared with the corresponding participant to check for 

validity and confirm that identifying information had been removed (Miles et al., 2014; 

Roulston, 2010). 

Analysis 

 A hybrid analysis of the interview and existing document data was conducted using both 

inductive and deductive coding (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006). Additional dramaturgical 
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coding analyzed how participants narrated their experiences, treating the data as potential lines in 

a play script (Cannon, 2012; Saldaña, 2016a, 2016b). The final stage of analysis was 

development of the play script itself, the ethnodrama (Saldaña, 2003). 

 

Figure 1. Three Stages of Analysis. 

 Coding. Coding began with the development of a codebook (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 

2006; Saldaña, 2016b). The first cycle of coding identified deductive codes prior to data 

collection. These a priori codes were generated from the body of literature and theoretical 

framework (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006; Saldaña, 2016b). The next cycle was twofold: 

inductive codes emerged as narratives were analyzed (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006) and 

dramaturgical coding was applied to the data as a way to analyze participant narratives (Saldaña, 

2014). The codes informed findings as well as the ethnodrama script. First, document analysis 

was conducted as well as analysis of one interview in each stakeholder group using a priori 

codes. Once the first phase of coding was complete, a code application database was developed 

to calculate the number of times each inductive code was applied.  

 Deductive analysis. Informed by the literature and theoretical framework, analysis began 

with the development of an a priori codebook (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006). The initial 

codebook guided the exploration of data and aided in a focused approach to analysis (Saldaña, 

Stage 1 – informed future coding process  

1. A priori, deductive coding 

 

Stage 2 – identified themes and categories 

1. Inductive coding 

2. Narrative, dramaturgical analysis 

 

Stage 3 – dramatic analysis 

1. Ethnodrama, playwriting 
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2014). Deductive analysis pinpointed code categories based on the research and framework to 

direct the next analysis steps. 

Table 1. A Priori Coding List.  

Stakeholder 

Group 

Code Definition 

Students Meaningful 

Learning 

Quality learning experiences 

Impact Experience made an impact on their learning or worldview 

Tangible 

Outcomes 

A project or artifact which resulted from community 

engagement 

 

Feedback Feedback from professor or community partner 

Faculty Conflicting 

Priorities 

Struggle to align community engaged professional practice 

goals with other priorities such as publishing and service 

Student 

Engagement 

Witnessing positive student involvement with community 

related learning 

Professional 

Practice 

Values, beliefs, and motivations for teaching 

Community 

Partners 

Local Impact Making a difference in the community 

Students Ease of 

Interactions 

How easy or difficult were interactions with community 

partners  

Course Load Demands on student time due to course requirements 

Faculty Time Time dedicated to community engagement 

Resources Resources available to assist with community partnerships 

Conflict Clashes with community partners or university 

Recognition Acknowledgment of faculty by university or community 

partner 

Community 

Partners 

Time  Time dedicated to university partnership 

Resources Resources available to assist with university partnership 

Conflict Clashes with university, faculty, or students 

Recognition Acknowledgement of community partner by university 

 

 Inductive analysis. By analyzing the interview and existing document data, themes and 

patterns were identified (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006). Inductive codes emerged from the 

data and were added to the codebook. As the codebook was modified through the process of 
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deductive and inductive analysis, rigor increased (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006). For specific 

information on code application, see Appendix H.  

Dramaturgical analysis. The dramaturgical analysis process emphasized narratives and 

participant motives rather than identifying common themes within and across data. Participant 

stories were examined for “content, structure, performance” (Wells, 2011, p. 7) as well as 

performative identity (Cannon, 2012; Denzin, 2018). Dramaturgical analysis aligns with the 

broader narrative analysis which lends itself well to performance (Grbich, 2013; Saldaña, 2014). 

For this study to result in an ethnodrama, a specific, performance driven coding analysis was 

essential. Dramaturgical analysis, which examines the performative nature of participant 

narratives (Saldaña, 2014) was appropriate not only because the study results were presented as a 

play, but because the study area was arts-based UCPs. Dramaturgical analysis examines 

participant motives as though they are actors in a play (Cannon, 2012; Saldaña, 2014), which is 

essentially thinking of the data as a script from the outset, allowing the performance theme to 

perpetuate throughout the research process. Dramaturgical codes guided data analysis (see Figure 

3; Saldaña, 2014, p. 595). 

 

Figure 2. Dramaturgical Coding Examples. 

The three phases of inductive, deductive, and dramaturgical analyses were conducted 

mostly in order, but the process was iterative, and the phases were repeated until coding 

saturation was reached (Swain, 2018). Deductive, or a priori codes were first applied to one 

 

1. Objectives (wants, needs, motives) 

2. Conflicts (obstacles) 

3. Tactics (strategies) 

4. Attitudes 

5. Emotions 

6. Subtexts (underlying or unspoken) 
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interview from each stakeholder group. Next, inductive codes were developed in iterative 

readings of the data. As inductive codes were identified, dramaturgical themes became clear and 

were noted. Each interview and all archival documents were analyzed at least six times to ensure 

opportunities for meaning making. Through the data analysis phases, organized meaning making 

seemed to dictate that the codes be separated by stakeholder group. For instance, it was 

important to understand the difference in code application for students describing power 

dynamics than for faculty describing power dynamics. During this phase, codes were dropped if 

they had low application.  

Ethnodrama. Ethnodrama can be defined as a collection of the stories participants tell 

about their lived experiences, presented in play form (Denzin, 2018; Grbich, 2013). A play script 

was written from the interview and existing document data with names changed and identifying 

information removed for anonymity (Saldaña, 2016a). The analytic process of writing the play 

resulted in ethnodrama or performance ethnography (Denzin, 2018). 

Reporting. By telling a story, qualitative research makes compelling that which might 

otherwise be conveyed in a less engaging manner (Levitt, 2020). For the study, reporting 

findings took the conventional route of discussion combined with the unconventional form of an 

ethnodramatic play script. Discussion examined study results to clearly present and explore key 

findings (Levitt, 2020; O’Brien, Harris, Beckman, Reed, & Cook, 2014). As a performance-

based representation of the study findings, an ethnodrama served as additional reporting.  

Credibility and trustworthiness. Credibility in qualitative research can be ensured 

through thick description, multivocality, and member reflection (Tracy, 2010). Standards for 

qualitative research include reflection, clarity, representation of multiple perspectives, and 

explicit description of process (Saldaña, 2016b; Tracy, 2010). Thick description of the data as 
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well as “showing” rather than “telling” are ways to present the data with transparency (Tracy, 

2010, p. 843) and this aligns with reporting the data as a play in that the performance showed the 

results rather than simply reporting them through a final write up. Multivocality, or 

representation of multiple perspectives, were ensured through multiple participants with different 

perspectives and document analysis, but also in the close relationship the researcher had to the 

study (Tracy, 2010). Member checking allowed participants to review and discuss the accuracy 

of their representation in the findings. This process encouraged another layer of reflexivity 

(Tracy, 2010). Trustworthiness in narrative inquiry, where collaboration with participants was 

part of the research process, emphasized the need for researcher integrity in relationships (Kim, 

2011). Credibility and trustworthiness were demonstrated through member checking, adjusting 

codes throughout data analysis, and reflecting through journaling to create a road map of the 

research process and to expose researcher bias (Saldaña, 2016b; Tracy, 2010). 

Ethical Considerations 

Participation was voluntary, anonymous, and participants had the ability to withdraw 

from the study at any time. No incentives were offered for participation. Informed consent 

statements were provided to all participants covering study procedures, total number of subjects, 

benefits, risks or discomfort, privacy, and confidentiality. Participants were informed of their 

right to withdraw from the study without penalty. Participants were asked to discuss their 

experiences with and perceptions of arts-based UCPs as part of an undergraduate General 

Education course. Although this was considered to be minimal risk, the researcher was prepared 

to offer information on counseling resources available on campus.  

Power dynamics. An effective way to address power dynamics in relationships is to 

acknowledge and discuss them (Davis et al., 2017; Strier, 2014). In order to mitigate potential 
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issues surrounding power dynamics during interviews, I acknowledged and discussed them with 

participants and explicitly communicated participants’ rights. In order to mitigate risk for student 

participants, data collection occurred at the end of the semester in which the course was taken or 

after. For faculty, participation was unrelated to their supervisor’s work, reducing pressure or 

coercion to participate. The risk associated with participation by local arts organizations was 

considered to be minimal.  

Data storage. Electronic copies of interview notes were kept on the researcher’s 

password protected tablet in a notetaking application. Interview recordings and transcriptions 

were uploaded to a secure digital file storage provided by the university. Journal entries were 

kept in a secure digital file storage provided by the university. Any identifying information was 

removed from journal entries, field notes, and interview data, and any information which could 

threaten anonymity was not reported.  

Summary  

The study explored stories of student, faculty, and community partners to identify and 

examine tensions, as well as elements of effective, sustainable UCPs. Components of qualitative, 

arts-based research guided the research design and a dramaturgical, hybrid analysis approach 

resulted in an ethnodrama play script. To ensure credibility and trustworthiness, I recognized my 

positionality as a researcher actively engaged with the areas of study. I engaged in intentional 

ethical relationship development, and provided thick description of the data, as well as 

opportunities for member reflection. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: 

FINDINGS 

The goal of this qualitative study is to understand the experiences of students, faculty, 

and community partners who engaged in arts-based university-community partnerships (UCPs) 

in undergraduate General Education courses within the past academic year. Participants across 

the three stakeholder groups were asked to share stories about their experiences with 

relationships, power dynamics, and tensions related to their engagement with arts-based UCPs, 

as well as perceptions on how to improve UCPs. A total of three students, two faculty, and two 

community partners participated in this study (see Table 2 for demographics). All three students 

were juniors and were enrolled in the General Education course during the previous academic 

year. One faculty participant (Roberta) was a tenure track assistant professor and had taught at 

the branch campus for one year. The other faculty participant (Linda) was an adjunct and had 

taught at the branch campus for 12 years. The two community partner participants occupied 

leadership roles within their respective organizations for at least three years.  

This chapter includes the findings from three phases of analysis: inductive; deductive; 

and dramaturgical. Inductive analysis resulted in 21 codes and dramaturgical analysis resulted in 

17 codes (see Appendix F and G). Final themes identified are included in Table 3. Code 

application by stakeholder group is included in Appendix H. The findings are presented in this 

chapter as discussion and direct quotes from interviews with student, faculty, and community 
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partner participants. Secondary analysis findings are also presented as an ethnodramatic play 

script (see Appendix I).  

Table 2. Sample Demographics. 

Role Pseudonym Gender Race/Ethnicity Characteristics 

Student  Adriana Female Latina Graphic Design Major 

Student Heather Female White Business 

Management Major 

Student Tammy Female Black Political Science 

Major 

Faculty Roberta Female Black Tenure track assistant 

professor, first year 

teaching at university 

Faculty Linda Female White Adjunct instructor, 

10+ years teaching at 

university 

Community 

Partner 

Stan Male White Past employee of the 

university, current 

director of a multi-

platform arts 

organization 

Community 

Partner 

Katy Female White Current events 

coordinator for a 

visual arts 

organization 

 

Findings 

 This qualitative study explored experiences of students, faculty, and community partners 

in arts-based UCPs, regarding relationships, power dynamics, tensions, and perceptions of how 

to improve UCPs. Final themes resulting from inductive, deductive, and dramaturgical coding 

are displayed in Table 3, organized by research question and then by stakeholder group. Three 

themes emerged that align with the literature. First, participants’ experiences with relationships 

and power dynamics influenced the perceived effectiveness and sustainability of UCPs (Karasik, 

2019; Tryon & Stoecker, 2008; Worrall, 2007). Second, faculty and community partner 
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participants who perceived a lack of university support viewed community partnerships as costly 

and identified tensions such as time and effort (Frank et al., 2010). Third, increased funding and 

infrastructure were viewed by participants as necessary to improve arts-based community 

partnerships (American Association of State Colleges and Universities, 2015; Holland, 2016). 

Additional themes that emerged include participant experiences of discrimination and racism 

while engaging in UPCs, participants voicing a sense of personal responsibility for the outcome 

of UCPs, and participants encountering challenges regarding university consolidation and Covid-

19 while engaging in UPCs.  

Table 3. Final Themes. 

 Code Application  

Final Themes by Research Question Students Faculty Community 

Partners 

Total 

1. Relationships and power dynamics in 

UCPs 

    

     Positive connections 20 10 17 47 

     Student autonomy 2 6    8 

     Racism and discrimination 6 7  13 

Negative interactions with community    

partner 

2 19 18 39 

     Institutional and leadership stasis  5 6 11 

     Trust   4  4 

     Student support   6  6 

     Subtotal 30 47 51 128 

     

2. Tensions in UCPs     

Financial burden 12 12 5 29 

Alignment with HIPs and professional  

practice 

21 54  75 

Consolidation  23 8 31 

Time/effort   25 25 

     Subtotal 33 89 38 160 

     

3. Perceptions of how to improve UCPs     

Resources 9 12 5 26 

Responsibility   16 20 36 
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    Subtotal 9 28 25 62 

     

Total 72 164 114 350 

 

 

 Relationships and power dynamics in UCPs. The three stakeholder groups (i.e., 

students, faculty, and community partners) each reported different experiences and perceptions 

of relationships and power dynamics in arts-based UCPs. Themes present in participant 

narratives were positive connections, student autonomy, racism and discrimination, negative 

interactions with community partners, institutional and leadership stasis, trust, and student 

support. Analysis of university documents, such as mission and vision statements, and strategic 

and academic plans reinforced these themes.  

Student experiences. Student participant experiences with relationships and power 

dynamics in UCPs included positive connections, autonomy, and racism and discrimination.  

Positive connections. Each student participant noted positive relationships or connections 

with their professor. Further, one student participant described a positive connection with her 

professor who encouraged connections between the student’s goals and community engaged 

coursework. Heather reported an example of how her professor took the time to help her connect 

her interests and goals as a business major to arts-based community engagement by helping her 

learn about the ways art can incorporate aspects of business. Heather shared:  

We had been emailing back and forth about different ways art is worked into business - 

like partnering up with different people to help sell art because artists can make art, but 

sometimes they don't have the communication skills or business skill needed to get it out 

there. So, maybe partnering up with people once I graduate to help sell their art instead of 

just becoming like a basic manager of something, I could help manage artists. So, just, 
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like broadening my scope instead of just boring business management jobs, maybe you 

could have fun and help.  

This quote indicates a positive relationship between Heather and her professor, and that the 

professor may have helped to foster a positive connection between Heather’s major and the arts-

based community-engaged course component. This example also demonstrates that Heather’s 

professor encouraged student agency in connecting community engaged coursework to student 

interests and goals. 

Adriana described experiencing a positive connection with the community partner and 

how this contributed to her learning. This connection provided an opportunity for her and her 

classmates to inquire about the community partner’s environmentally focused arts-based work. 

Adriana shared:  

It was really fantastic to be able to ask the person who was in charge, because who would 

know better than the woman that made all of it? And there were definitely a lot of 

questions from students. Is that environmentally friendly? Was that good for the 

ecosystem? All these insights about the process. It was very environmentally friendly. 

The whole thing was very controlled, so I think that satisfied a lot of students. 

In this quote, Adriana described an experience where a positive connection with a community 

partner contributed to her learning by having access to the community partner and feeling a 

positive connection through having an opportunity to ask questions at the community 

organization.  

Autonomy. Student participants voiced that their autonomy can be encouraged by faculty 

providing opportunities for them to choose what or how to study. Tammy described an 

assignment that allowed her to choose which art pieces she wanted to write about. Tammy 
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reflected on how her professor structured the assignment helped to increase her engagement 

with the community engaged course material: 

She would tell us to look for a specific type of art style around the gallery and then we 

would write back about it. Or it was, I don't know like, she may ask us to pick three or 

four that stick out to you, and then it would come with like a writing prompt that related 

back to the lesson that we were doing in the class. I think it was more engaging for sure, 

it was more hands on. I do remember like out of all my classes, it was really, really 

engaging. It was one that I was actually excited to go to. Honestly, and one that I retain 

probably more information than if we had just been reading books and, stuff you know? 

In this quote, Tammy emphasized interest in the community engaged course component and 

mentioned that the students were encouraged to choose which pieces of art they wanted to focus 

on, promoting student autonomy. Tammy used the word “engaging” twice and compared her 

experience to other courses, noting that the course was more engaging. Tammy also asserted that 

she learned more than if she had “just been reading books.” 

Tenure-track faculty, Roberta, echoed students’ experiences of autonomy in community-

engaged course activities by allowing them to choose with which organizations they wanted to 

engage. Roberta shared: 

I just gave them a list of all the organizations. I didn’t even tell them who to select. It was 

them. The arts were included in all of the groups. Like I said, this was 100% them. I don’t 

know how many non-profit organizations are in the city. It’s a lot. I know it’s a long list. 

I felt like I shouldn’t necessarily direct them to anything because it was… the whole 

project...was based on what they wanted. And they contacted and they did interviews. 

And so, just seeing them gravitate toward that on their own was really exciting for me as 
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a creative person. And so, I was happy that they gravitated towards it without having me 

push them toward the arts. And the fact that so many of them understand the importance 

of the arts. I have students who…their major is computers or Biology or whatever, but 

they still understand how important the arts are in pretty much anything that you do. And 

they selected that which was really, really encouraging. 

Roberta reflected that students had control over which organizations they chose. This reflects the 

idea that relevant and meaningful choices foster intrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  

In addition to sharing experiences of positive connections, students also shared less 

positive examples of relationships and power dynamics in relation to community partners. For 

example, Adriana shared an example of when student autonomy was not supported during an 

interaction with a community partner at an arts-based community organization:  

There was an issue when I was viewing an exhibition, a certain piece. Apparently, like 

with the guards there, I maybe got too close or something, or I wasn't aware that maybe I 

was gonna step on something and I was warned to stay back, which was a bit of tension 

with a lot of other students as well, just because there were so many of us. And I'm not 

sure if they were expecting such a big turnout along with, of course, other people that 

were in the museum. It put a damper on things, but it was interesting to learn, but a little 

difficult 'cause of how many people there were to, you know, hear everything that the 

artist was talking about. You know, with art you really want to take a look at it from all 

angles and get as close as you can to really get that opportunity to examine it. The guard 

was very polite about it, but it was definitely a little embarrassing, but I just kind of wish 

they had some sort of sign to let us know. 
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This example shared by Adriana represents a lack of autonomy that may have hindered 

her learning. Adriana’s experience represents a non-example of student autonomy in interacting 

with a community partner. This instance provides insight into how negative student experiences 

with community partners regarding autonomy can impact student learning.  

Adriana reported another non-example of student autonomy that reflected power 

dynamics between a student and community partner. Adriana’s experience highlighted the 

community partner’s assumption that students are not knowledgeable. This experience resulted 

in a negative interaction between the student and community partner. Adriana shared: 

Last semester I went to the art museum and there was this incident with the woman that 

was in charge. She sort of treated us like children, which is a little insulting considering 

we're all college students. And we all brought it up afterwards. Like, “did you notice the 

way she talked to us?” and we were all talking with the professor about that, and I'm sure 

she meant well. Um, it was definitely memorable.  

This non-example of autonomy shows how power dynamics can impact student learning in 

UCPs by making students feel less motivated to engage with community partners.  

Racism and discrimination. Racism and discrimination emerged as key themes. For the 

findings, racism refers to prejudiced treatment of those belonging to an ethnic group, whereas 

discrimination refers to unfair treatment based on age or status. Tammy described an instance of 

experiencing racism despite having a positive connection and respectful relationship with her 

White professor and representatives of the arts-based community organization. When asked to 

discuss her experiences regarding power dynamics with the arts-based community organization, 

Tammy shared an experience of being discriminated against at the organization based on her age 

and race. In the quote below, Tammy first discusses her interactions between her professor and 
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representatives of the community organization. Tammy then describes her experiences with how 

she was treated as a Black student by the same representatives of the community organization: 

 I think they do respect her probably a little bit more. I saw good, like, healthy respect 

between them even as far as like for us to get in free or get discounts. They were a lot 

easier when they realized that we were with her and in her class. Maybe they didn’t 

want students there. I'm not really sure. Like, I can pick up on social cues. But, then 

again, that may just have to do with me being Black in this city and the museums are 

more predominantly White. Just the demographic of people who would go in and out of 

these museums are predominantly White, older people. So maybe seeing college kids 

come in and out of there may have been a little different for them.  

Tammy mentioned respect between her professor and the community organization, adding that 

the community organization representative’s behavior changed toward the students once they 

understood that the students were part of her class. Layering the demographics of the participants 

on Tammy’s description suggests racism and discrimination given that her professor is White 

and Tammy identifies as Black. Additionally, Tammy’s perception that the community 

organization “didn’t want students there” reflects age and student status discrimination. This 

perception impacted her experience with the community organization, as she did not feel 

welcome. Her experience reflected a lack of positive interaction with the community partner, 

minimizing the possibility of this as a meaningful learning opportunity.  

Heather shared a negative interaction between her professor and the community partner 

that reflected power dynamics as well as discrimination based on Heather’s student status. This 

instance was also mentioned by the corresponding faculty and community partner. Referring to 

her professor, Heather reported: 
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I do know that at one point she was trying to see if we could get in for free or something. 

She was, like, a little agitated that we had to pay. She was a little bit agitated about that 

‘cause…I don’t know what happened right before I got there, but I think something 

happened between her and the people at the reception desk because they were giving her 

the stink eye. Considering we were coming from a school they should, like, want us to 

come and look around and then maybe come back and then pay to enjoy the experience 

even more. She was a little annoyed by that because she was hoping…like I said, it would 

be free, but eventually I think she got it down to a discounted rate. It just kind of sucks, 

like, we were there to write about the art and we couldn't get in for free like most 

museums.  

Heather’s experience reflects power dynamics between her professor and representatives of the 

community organization based on a disagreement over admission. As a result, the professor was 

given “the stink eye” in front of her students. The power dynamics in this example reflect the 

advantage of the community partner in setting admission as well as attempting to make the 

professor and her students feel uncomfortable. Heather’s experience of discrimination in 

relationships with community partners also reflected power dynamics in UCPs. By causing 

Heather to feel unwelcome, representatives of the community organization created a situation 

where she experienced a less than meaningful learning opportunity.  

Together, the findings revealed students experienced both positive and negative 

relationships and power dynamics with faculty and community-engaged partners. Although each 

student participant shared at least one experience with relationships or power dynamics, upon 

reflection, not all students experienced an intentional connection between arts-based community 

engaged assignments and their own learning. For instance, while students each participated in at 
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least one arts-based community engaged activity as part of the class, most of them did not have 

extensive personal interactions with members of the community organization. Deeper personal 

interactions were experienced by faculty and arts-based community partner participants.  

 Faculty experiences. Similar to student experiences with power dynamics, the tenure 

track faculty participant discussed experiences of racism and discrimination. Additionally, the 

adjunct faculty member described negative interactions with community partners, resulting in 

less effective and sustainable engagement with UCPs.  

Racism and discrimination. The tenure track faculty member’s experiences with racism 

and discrimination reflect power dynamics in her relationships with students as well as university 

systems for faculty evaluation. Roberta described power dynamics in terms of race and gender as 

a Black female professor teaching a community engaged course. Regarding including 

community engaged coursework in her professional practice, Roberta shared: 

Why are we doing this? You know? Because, there are already all kinds of studies on 

women, first of all, and then Black women who teach at predominately white institutions 

- how they’re automatically marked lower on student evaluations. And I’m like, student 

evaluations are a part of...it’s one of the things that is looked at when I’m up for 

promotion, or whatever. And so, in my mind, I’m thinking ok, we're supposed to 

incorporate this, but I know that if I do a little too much, I’m gonna get slammed.  

In this quote, Roberta described the risk of incorporating community engagement in her course. 

In relating a concern over discrimination as a female tenure-earning professor and racism as a 

Black woman, Roberta’s example illustrates the power that students have over her success as a 

faculty member.  
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Negative interactions with community partners. Negative interactions were shared by 

adjunct faculty participant, Linda, as examples of tensions with community organizations that 

hindered partnerships. Linda experienced difficulties interacting with community partners 

including feeling unwelcome. Linda shared: 

I usually take them to the fine arts and the western museum for tours. It's basically me 

just...you know, calling or emailing the contact person and they always have forms and, 

you know, so… that's kind of how it happens. If I can be honest, they're not always very 

accommodating. You know it's kinda...I get sometimes the feeling that they want us 

there, but they don't. It's not always as strong a welcoming feeling as I would like. 

This quote describes a negative example of relations between an adjunct faculty and community 

partner. Linda’s experience illustrated a power dynamic when she described how some 

community partners are inconsistent with their desire to welcome college courses to their 

organizations. This reflects a power dynamic in that an adjunct professor who is passionate about 

including arts-based community engagement experiences less than accommodating situations for 

her class, resulting in a less than positive relationship between faculty and community partners.     

Linda shared an experience entering a museum with her students that reflected power 

dynamics with the community partner organization: 

This was really bizarre. They had changed the ID, so on the back of the IDs you had to 

have this little sticker that lets you into the museum and so mine didn't have it on there. 

And, so, the girl at the at the desk wouldn't let me in and I’m there with my students! And 

I'm like, I'm faculty you know, I got a faculty ID, but she would not let me in. I don't 

know if she called anybody but she came back and she said “no” and I wasn't going to 

pay. What is it, $20 or $25? So, I just let the students go in. They're very, you know… 
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they've got these people at the desk that are just rude, you know, they’re by the book and 

so the program coordinator, you know contacted the education curator and got it 

straightened out but that was really startling that they would do that. I was just 

dumbfounded specially with the faculty ID I think I got the person in charge because all 

the other people that were sitting at the registers were kind of looking at me like ‘Oh my 

God.’ I mean, they kind of felt sorry for me. 

This quote describes an incident where a representative of a community organization held power 

over the professor by keeping the professor from entering the museum with her students. Linda 

shared an example of how a more senior representative of the organization was able to help her 

with admission and this denotes a power dynamic where the organization makes financial 

decisions that impact the professor and students. As a result of this power dynamic, the 

relationship between the professor and community partner was strained.  

Findings revealed that the two faculty participants experienced relationships and power 

dynamics differently. Upon reflection, these differing experiences may have been due to 

differences in demographics and job classification. Roberta, the tenure track professor who was 

in her first year at the branch campus, expressed vastly different ideas about community engaged 

learning than Linda, the adjunct faculty who had a long history at the branch campus. Both 

participants are passionate about community engagement and included arts-based community 

engaged projects in their General Education courses over the past year. Though Roberta likely 

had access to more resources as a tenure-earning faculty member, she expressed concern over 

student evaluations as well as tenure and promotion guidelines in relation to student course 

evaluations. Linda, an adjunct faculty member, expressed concern that she experienced little 

support from the university in the way of resources, and shared examples of negative interactions 
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with community partners. Although the two faculty participants experienced community 

engagement differently, their experiences included issues regarding relationships and power 

dynamics as part of arts-based UCPs, including negative interactions with community partners.  

Community partner experiences. Similar to the faculty participants, the two arts-based 

community partners had different experiences with relationships and power dynamics in their 

interactions with the university. Key themes for community partner participants included 

institutional and leadership statis (e.g., lack of follow through by representatives of branch 

campus), trust, and student support. Institutional and leadership stasis was experienced by both 

community partners in their interactions with the university. Trust was emphasized by Stan as an 

important element of a successful community partnership with the university. Student support 

was emphasized by Stan and Katy in their willingness to assist students through partnerships, in 

that they expressed interest in connecting coursework with students’ interests and goals.  

 The community partner participants shared different experiences of how they each 

interacted with the branch campus. Stan, the director of a local arts organization, had a long 

history with the branch campus as a past employee and interacted regularly with the university as 

a community partner through his current arts organization. Katy, the events coordinator at a local 

arts organization, had comparatively less interaction with the branch campus as a whole, and 

experienced more direct contact with the faculty participant, Linda.   

Institutional and leadership stasis. Both arts-based community partner participants 

expressed frustration with navigating relationships with the branch campus, particularly in terms 

the slow process of initiating and sustaining partnerships. This represented stasis on the part of 

the university. Stan experienced a positive relationship with a representative of the university 
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that was based in trust. Both Stan and Katy expressed passion for student support and satisfaction 

with interacting with students. 

 Stan expressed exasperation with his experiences interacting with representatives of the 

university regarding initial enthusiasm regarding partnerships and a lack of follow through on the 

promise of a partnership. Stan interacted mainly with the arts department at the branch campus. 

He shared an experience with leadership in the arts department: 

The dean of arts, ah, a wonderful woman came in and I don’t know if she is still there, 

but I met her. She seemed so energetic when she came to meet me and she was going to 

do blah blah blah and I said ‘great, you go girl, and I think this is great, good luck, but 

you are going to have your work cut out for you’ and then I never heard from her again.  

She kinda got absorbed in the system, I think. Yeah, they were all hired to come in and 

do these great things and everybody is rah, rah, rah, but thanks to politics, I guess, it was 

all upended on them. 

Stan’s example reflects relationships with representatives of the university that begin with 

enthusiasm and positive interactions, but lack follow through on the potential partnership. When 

Stan shared “…and then I never heard from her again,” it showed that the leadership did not 

follow through on the possibilities discussed in the meeting. This example reflects a power 

dynamic because without support and action on the part of representatives of the university, 

community partnerships cannot succeed.  

 Katy shared two examples of stasis with representatives of the university. Katy 

expressed that her efforts to initiate and sustain a partnership never came to fruition: 

I did have a meeting with our community engagement manager with the… 
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I don't know the name of the office. Probably it won't be correct, but maybe the office of 

diversity, so we met with their director just to talk about future partnerships. I had a 

meeting with the professor at the arts college, who is, she's retired now and she and I met 

about the possibility of partnering on a movie series. It never came to fruition. 

Katy’s examples of two attempts to initiate or further partnerships reflect unmet relationship 

expectations with representatives of the university. Similar to Stan’s experience above, by stating 

“It never came to fruition,” Katy showed a lack of follow through on the possibilities discussed 

in the meeting. In taking the time to meet with the university, the community partner participant 

entered into a relationship where the university held power over the outcome of the partnership, 

by either following through or not.  

Trust. Stan reported a positive relationship based on trust with a representative of the 

university and how this changed his attitude toward the partnership: 

And last year they asked me... but...I said I did not have time, but this year, the person 

who asked me is certainly someone I value and respect, and she said it would be worked 

out a lot better than it was before. So that program has...we had an hour-long ah, 

orientation for the mentors and an hour long for the mentees and then we were allowed to 

pair up.  I thought that worked out really well. And I applaud them for that. 

This story shared by Stan illustrates how trust can impact university-community partnerships. 

Stan experienced less positive interactions with the branch campus and was not eager to 

participate until a representative he trusted approached him. This shows that lack of trust 

negatively impacts UCPs when community partners do not have confidence in the university.  
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Student support. Stan relayed stories that featured positive relationships with students. 

This aligns with other community partner perceptions of positive experiences with students. Stan 

shared an example of willingness to support students: 

So, generally what my experience with the university has been, a student will call me and 

say I'm working on this project and can I interview you. And generally, I will say yes, if 

it’s in my world. So, when this student called, what I remember is, I need to do this 

program and a paper, ah, on the festival and can I interview you for that? And I said sure. 

So, she did and I sent over a whole bunch of materials and offered to the student to sit in 

on a festival committee meeting or whatever. Generally, those things don’t work out, but 

we offer.  I am now a mentor and I have a mentee and I would like to start with that I am 

very impressed with the way the program has been started.  

This quote illustrates how Stan supports students’ learning by agreeing to interviews and offering 

opportunities for growth, such as sitting in on a committee meeting. This responsiveness to 

requests and willingness to provide opportunities shows community partner support for students. 

Similarly, Katy mentioned a desire to be more supportive of students:  

I would love for us to be more of an open resource for students, and if that is an issue, I'd 

love to hear it from the university and see what can we do to make it easier, to make it 

more accessible. To make ourselves a resource that students find worthwhile.  

This quote reflects community partner willingness to work with the university to support 

students through increased resources and accessibility.  

 Tensions in UCPs. In general, tensions expressed by participants included practical 

concerns rather than interpersonal relationships. Financial burden, alignment with HIPs, 

alignment with professional practices, consolidation, responsibility, as well as time and effort 
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presented as common themes. Financial burden was mentioned across all three stakeholder 

groups. Alignment with HIPs was emphasized by student participants, whereas alignment with 

professional practice and HIPs was voiced by faculty participants. Consolidation was mentioned 

by faculty and community partners, but not by student participants. Responsibility, also a theme 

in perceptions of how to improve UCPs, was discussed as a tension by community partners. 

Time and effort were mostly discussed by community partners participants. Financial tension 

was emphasized in four of the seven interviews and is a main focus of the findings on tensions.   

Student experiences. Tensions identified by students include concerns regarding the 

financial burden of admission and alignment of HIPS with course material. Adriana and Heather 

mentioned the financial burden students face when engaging in community-based learning.   

  Financial Burden. Adriana discussed a tension she experienced over student admission to 

a museum, which was required as part of a graded assignment. Adriana shared: 

Because this is an assignment, you know it's an essay to be a portion of our grade, and to 

have that be disturbed by the fact that we still have to pay for admission. And the prices 

are quite hefty for a student. 

This example reflects tension in student participation in a community engaged assignment. In 

order to succeed in course objectives, students face the financial burden of admission to an arts-

based community organization. This tension between balancing the financial burden and getting 

a good grade may impede student learning. Heather shared an additional perception regarding 

student financial burden and how it shaped her experience with the community organization: 

So, you’re gonna tell me they don't want to build this rapport with students and maybe 

give a couple free tours and you're going to make college students pay to come see your 

art? Like, really! 
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This example reflects a student tension. Heather expresses that if admission were free, 

community organizations could develop stronger partnerships. 

  Alignment with HIPs. When community engaged coursework aligns with the key factors 

of HIPs, students can experience more meaningful learning. Learning is supported when 

students assign value and relevance to community engaged coursework by connecting it to their 

own interests or to course objectives. However, when students do not understand the connection 

or perceive that the connection is not explicitly communicated, learning can be negatively 

impacted. In a non-example of alignment with HIPs, when asked about how the arts-based 

community engaged experience connected to her coursework, Adriana shared: 

You know that's the funny part. It actually didn't, it was just I don't, I'm not...I don't 

remember why we went. I mean, it didn't have anything to do with the class. I'm sure it 

inspired us. I don’t know if it had as much impact as it was just a field trip, I think. 

Adriana’s experience reflects a lack of alignment with course objectives and HIPs, as well as a 

disconnect as to how a community engaged course component was relevant to student learning. 

Faculty experiences. Faculty voiced experiencing tensions regarding consolidation, 

alignment with professional practice and HIPs, as well as financial burden for students. 

Consolidation of three campuses into one university was a key element of the study context and 

was discussed differently by tenure-track faculty Roberta and adjunct faculty Linda. 

Consolidation was viewed negatively by Roberta while Linda expressed that it had not impacted 

her teaching practice. Alignment with professional practice and HIPs was expressed by both 

faculty through discussion of their passion for community engaged teaching. Much of the 

findings regarding consolidation and alignment with professional practice and HIPs overlap, as 

faculty mentioned changes in professional practice in the context of consolidation. Financial 
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burden for students was emphasized by Linda regarding tensions over admission at arts-based 

community organizations.  

Consolidation. Roberta reported actively searching for a community engaged institution 

and clearly delineated between the branch and main campus in her decision making: 

…just the whole willingness and nature of the students to understand the relationship that 

we have with the community and trying to establish that relationship with the community. 

But, I particularly wanted to be on the branch campus and not the main campus because 

of the mission that they had and because...the...when I looked at everybody in the 

department, they just seemed to have the same focus that I had. And so, I get a lot of 

support from my department, which is great.  

This quote highlighted consolidation through discussion of the attributes of one campus 

compared to the other. Consolidation impacted the mission and focus of the branch campus that 

Roberta specifically chose because of its commitment to the community.  

Roberta also expressed concern over changes in the structure of her community engaged 

courses as a result of consolidation, and how consolidation affected her practice. Roberta shared:  

Right now, because of consolidation, I can’t do what I want. Ten days before the start of 

this semester, we had a meeting saying everyone has to use the same curriculum. 

Whatever I was doing, whatever I was planning…can’t do that anymore. So, all of the 

assignments were created, all of the tests…I didn’t do anything at all. And it was just put 

into the LMS [Learning Management System]. It’s difficult to teach material that you 

didn’t create and that you’re not passionate about. That’s very hard. You know, like I told 

the chair...even though we’re one university, the campuses are like children. They’re all 

different. The students at the main campus aren’t like the students on the branch 
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campuses. And so, the one size fits all doesn’t necessarily fit all. I’m getting two different 

messages. I talk to my chair on the branch campus but she doesn’t have any power or 

authority. So, I talked to the chair on the main campus about the subject of academic 

freedom, because that’s basically what it is. A lot of their grad students teach and so they 

are lumping everyone in with their grad students. Well, we have a lot more experienced 

people that don’t need to be, you know…we know how to develop our own courses and 

create our own syllabi. Like, we do that. We don’t need to all do the same thing in order 

to accomplish the same goals. We know what the goals are. And we know how to do that. 

And so, I get one thing from one person and one thing from another and I’m caught in the 

middle. According to them, everybody has to do the same thing. You have to do the same 

assignments. And so, any assignments that I’ve given are pushed back. And it can only be 

for extra credit, it can’t be substituted. And I’m like, this is a factory mentality and that is 

counter to everything that education, especially higher education, is supposed to be.  

Roberta’s examples of the tensions she experienced as a result of consolidation reflect alignment 

of professional practice and HIPs. Her perception was that curricular changes resulting from 

consolidation may negatively impact student learning. 

Professional practice and alignment with HIPs. Roberta expressed passion for making 

community engagement meaningful for her students. However, she experienced tension between 

curricular changes imposed by the university as a result of consolidation and what is relevant to 

her students. This tension also denotes alignment with professional practice and HIPs. Roberta 

shared:  

And you have to address your audience and be flexible. We can still do all the course 

objectives and everything like that, that fall within the guidelines, but making everyone 
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across all the campuses do the same thing at the same time, on a subject that some of 

them have expressed to me, they have absolutely no interest in. And that’s where I’m 

having the struggle because it's not fair to the students. My first priority is to the students. 

And I don’t think that’s fair to them. And it's not really what education is. It’s not what it 

is or what it's supposed to be. And I feel like right now, my hands are tied and that’s 

unfortunate. 

In this quote, Roberta expressed her struggle to maintain student interest while delivering course 

material different from her usual practice. Roberta’s perception of this change in course material 

reflects a tension in her practice as well as high impact student learning. Linda also mentioned 

consolidation, but noted that it hasn’t impacted her practice:  

I think they'll probably consolidate more classes being taught online so students from 

both campuses can take the course. It hasn't impacted my scholarly practice so far, but I 

think, yeah, I think down the pipe, it probably will. 

Similar to Roberta’s discussion of consolidation and alignment with HIPs, this quote reflects 

Linda’s speculation that due to consolidation, more courses would be offered online.  

Linda also shared her concern over aligning community engaged experiences with HIPs. 

Based on her experiences with docent tours, museums do not tailor their tours to student 

learning, despite Linda providing adequate time for preparation. Linda shared: 

I would love to see more of an interest in really not using their canned docent tours. But, 

really, 'cause I, you know, I give them a month, sometimes two months preparation. I 

would like to see them having more specific interest in college students. 

This quote reflects tension for faculty in working with community organizations to align course 

material for impactful student learning. If museums use “canned” docent tours, rather than 
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tailoring them to course material, faculty are unable to align community engaged activities to 

student learning. 

Financial burden. Linda reported her perception of tensions regarding financial burden to 

students through admission to arts-based community organizations. Linda shared:  

When I go to the surrealist museum, they're on their own because it costs…they charge 

for group tours that are singular. You know, they can tag on to a tour, but they can't have 

their own tour. I think museums become more about the donors and more about their 

patrons and they forget who their customer really is…and it becomes a place for them to 

have their opening parties and I mean, they're doing it for the community, you know,  I'm 

not saying that they're doing it selfishly. I think they are wanting to have the arts 

available to the community, but, I don’t know, I get the feeling sometimes that they are 

more focused on the donors then who the customer is. I've even had auditors give me 

money for students. I've had a couple of auditors that will come up and say, you know, if 

any of your students can’t afford it, let me know, and I'll give you some money. I'll pay 

for their admission…that's happened quite a bit. 

This quote reflects the tensions of financial burden for students as well as faculty who wish to 

attend a museum together as a class. Although Roberta and Linda highlighted different tensions, 

they each represent potential impediments to student learning.  

 Community partner experiences. Community partner participants discussed tensions 

regarding responsibility, financial burden, as well as time and effort. Stan expressed that the 

major burden of responsibility for the partnership was on him, rather than on the university. Katy 

acknowledged that while the university had not reached out to her, she could do more to reach 

out to the university. Community partner participant discussion of responsibility and financial 
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burden often overlapped. Community partners emphasized their willingness to help students but 

expressed feelings of tensions with how the university initiates and sustains partnerships.  

Responsibility. Responsibility for the outcome of UCPs was highlighted by community 

partners as a separate issue concerning who is responsible for outcome of UCPs and as an issue 

that overlapped with admission and program costs. Katy discussed updating policies that create 

tensions when interacting with the university, taking responsibility for the outcome of the 

partnership. Katy reported an experience with tension regarding admission and program costs as 

well as responsibility in how admission to arts-based community organizations was handled: 

We had one incident with Professor Cummings, you know, when the student showed up 

and didn't have money for admission, she wanted us to comp the admission. At the time, 

we had a different director who was very adamant that we don't do that, so I had to say 

no. And that's really what happened and I said it's not our responsibility to...you know, 

she showed up on the wrong day, and the student was unprepared and she got upset 

because I couldn't just say “you can get in for free.” I just couldn't and so I had to just say 

“I'm sorry.” But you know, it's not her responsibility either as a professor, so I don't 

know. You know, I feel like that relationship we have with Professor Cummings is very 

much due to her initiative. I think she was the one that reached out to initially.  

In this quote, Katy described an experience also mentioned by faculty and student participants. 

Katy asserted that it was not her organization’s responsibility to provide free admission for a 

student but acknowledged that responsibility should not fall to the professor either. This 

experience represents an example of tension between faculty, community partners, and the 

university over responsibility for the outcome of UCPs and financial burden.  
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Financial burden. Katy also mentioned financial tensions, an outdated policy, and how 

an issue regarding admission was a catalyst for changing the rules: 

I think, being a new museum, just working out some of the kinks related to our policies 

and admission for students, so we worked through some of those little bumps and I think 

some of it had to do with us...kind of our policies and working with the university, 

making sure that we are affordable for students. So, we ended up reducing our admission 

for college students.  

In this quote, Katy takes responsibility, on behalf of her organization, for tensions surrounding 

policies and financial burden for students. Katy acknowledged her responsibility in the 

effectiveness and sustainability of the UCP.  

Stan mentioned tensions regarding finances, the amount of time dedicated to the 

partnership, and consolidation. Regarding tensions in relationships with the university, Stan 

shared: 

I have no reason, nor desire, to reach out to the branch campus. There’s no avenue for 

encouraging that, from them. It needs to come from within. In the arts and cultural world, 

I couldn’t tell you who the dean of arts is, all I know is that it’s run out of the main 

campus and it seems there is this giant invisible hand that has it’s hand around the branch 

campus in a tight-fisted way and it says we are going to control the arts, we are going to 

do this. I just think it’s unfortunate when we had the chance…and I spoke publicly along 

with a whole bunch of other people, we were asked to come in and speak on behalf of the 

arts, hoping that the unification or whatever the right word is, of the universities would at 

least build an arts presence on the branch campus and a lot of wonderful things were said 

but not a single thing has happened.  I don’t see a single thing that’s happened. 
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This quote reflects Stan’s disappointment with developing partnerships between the university 

and the local arts community. In mentioning consolidation, he acknowledged that responsibility 

of the main campus over that of the branch campus for the outcome of arts-based partnerships. 

Stan also voiced tensions regarding funding and consolidation. In the following quote, Stan 

mentions tensions over funding and refers to consolidation when he references efforts over “the 

last year or two” to situate the branch campus as a “cultural presence.” Stan shared:  

….and they got a grant that was ... some bequest and maybe it was to help fund…, I don’t 

know, it just disappeared. I was so excited about that and then you know..., now having 

said all that I wish everybody at the branch campus, I hope it is successful. I got to write 

the letter that said the branch campus is no longer the sleepy campus, it now has part of 

the renaissance of the city with arts and sports and culture and a downtown presence.  A 

vital downtown presence. And we really worked hard to change that whole image of this 

sleepy campus into being a part of the university and I was working with the mayor’s 

office, with the chamber ... and then unfortunately in the last year or two, I think the 

whole thing is going back to the sleepy campus.   

In this quote, Stan mentioned a funding opportunity that did not come to fruition. This represents 

a tension over funding because Stan expressed his enthusiasm over the funding, but also shared 

that it “disappeared” which denotes disappointment. Similarly, his experience with working to 

distinguish the branch campus as “a vital downtown presence” only to have consolidation return 

it to a “sleepy campus” denotes a tension caused by consolidation.  

As an arts-based community partner, Stan’s description of his funding concerns placed 

responsibility on the university.  
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Time and effort. The time and effort required to initiate and sustain a partnership was 

highlighted by Stan. Stan described a story where he experienced tension dedicating time to 

support a student: 

One time, a student called and said, ‘can I interview you and then would you come speak 

to my class?’ and I said ‘sure, I would be happy to help out’, but ah, I did that once and I 

don’t necessarily think I would do that again, because it’s really much too hard to try to 

tell people what we do in 10 minutes and I realized I was one of three people asked to 

speak at class because the student needed somebody to do it. 

Despite Stan’s expressed support for students, in this instance, he shared a lack of satisfaction 

with the outcome. This denotes a tension in that Stan supported the student and the university via 

his time and effort, but the experience did not meet Stan’s expectations.  

 Community partners expressed tensions with consolidation as well as funding and time 

dedicated to students without mutual benefit. Although the community partners reported tensions 

regarding a lack of intentional engagement with the university, both participants emphasized 

responsibility for the outcome of UCPs. This is discussed in the next section on perceptions of 

how to improve UCPs.  

Perceptions of how to improve UCPs. When asked about perceptions of how to 

improve UCPs, each stakeholder group shared ideas that would require increased resources on 

the branch campus or within the community organizations. For instance, at least one participant 

from each stakeholder group mentioned a central department on campus solely responsible for 

initiating and maintaining community partnerships.  

Student experiences. Students shared their ideas of how to improve UCPs, which focused 

on increased resources from the branch campus, including infrastructure and staff, and from arts-
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based community partners, such as free admission. For example, Heather expressed her 

perception how the campus could help and how community organizations could alter their 

policies to improve UCPs: 

Well, I think if, uh, the university knew about the struggle that we have had to try and get 

into that museum…maybe they could help the professor reach out and be like, hey, she's 

actually part of our campus. She's taking, like, a legitimate class to your place. Please 

help her out and maybe it's like a flat fee and then the students can go whenever they 

need to that entire semester rather than just that one single time because we weren't able 

to go back. Like, if the student wasn't able to go that day 'cause maybe they worked, they 

would have had to go on a different date by themselves. Yeah, so maybe like open times 

that they are able to come. 

Heather’s perception of how to improve UCPs focused on university support for the professor as 

a way to legitimize her efforts to include community engaged activities in her course. Tammy 

also suggested ways the university could improve UCPs: 

 I just wish there was a department that you could go to that really helps with stuff like 

this. You know, a specific position. Because all I can think of is like this one department 

but it's like...its not really…I don't think they have the resources to deal with things like 

that. 

Tammy’s quote highlights the infrastructure needed to improve UCPs on the branch campus.  

Faculty experiences. From faculty perspectives, important factors in improving UCPs 

included increased resources (i.e., infrastructure and staff) and personal responsibility in the 

successful outcome of UCPs. For instance, Linda emphasized increased collaboration with arts-
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based community partners to develop more distinctive programming for students as a way to 

improve UCPs. She placed the responsibility on herself rather than on the university: 

I think I could probably sit down and maybe have a more detailed, more kind of 

collaborative...with the education departments at the museums. I could probably do that, 

and kind of get little more involved or encourage them to be more involved. I would just 

love the university to have a stronger relationship with all the museums and I don’t know 

how that looks. 

In this quote, Linda takes responsibility for her part in the outcome of the partnerships while also 

expressing her desire for the university to be more involved. 

Roberta expressed a practical and philosophical perspective on how to improve UCPs: 

I will say this…I’m in the faculty group for civic engagement and they want to create a 

podcast and I’m really anxious to do that podcast because I think that’s another avenue to 

really educate. That’s another avenue outside of the classroom that can be used to help 

students with civic engagement and service-learning. I’m looking forward to that. 

Just having the conversations to get people to see other perspectives so we can say “now, 

how do we move forward?” It’s not just having people come in to speak, because those 

are lectures. We need to have conversations. We need to have open, honest dialogue. 

Here, Roberta shared a practical way she can further community engaged learning on the branch 

campus. She also expressed a desire for more meaningful engagement through partnerships.  

Community partner experiences. Community partner perceptions of how to improve 

UCPs focused on increased resources and responsibility for the outcome of UCPs. Similar to 

faculty participants acknowledging their own responsibility in improving UCPs, Katy shared 

perceptions of how her organization (the larger of the two community organizations) could 
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improve UCPs, rather than placing the onus on the university. Katy also mentioned ideas that 

denote both increased resources and responsibility on the part of her organization:  

I don't know even know if the university has a, you know, somebody on campus that 

would be a good liaison for us as a source, you know, for students and for professors. I 

know with the school district, we definitely have people at the district level. The social 

studies supervisor and the arts supervisor who we go to automatically to disseminate 

information and to, you know, to bounce ideas off of and to make sure that what we do 

aligns with the curriculum and also to get their feedback on different things like 

admission. And maybe the university does too. I feel like we don't...we don't have that 

official partnership in that way, and I would love to develop that. I think that would help 

us to know how we can meet the need. And I am working on it from our side. We have a 

new director who’s passion is education, which is wonderful, so it just may be as easy as 

us re-visiting our policies and being a little more proactive about forming these 

partnerships and strengthening them with college students...making that a priority so it's 

no all on the university. It's on us too. 

In this quote, Katy described an agreement with the school district that results in successful 

outcomes for the partnership. Her suggestion for how her organization might develop a similar 

agreement with the university reflects an acknowledgment of responsibility on the part of her 

organization. Katy also mentioned the importance of curricular alignment to connect to student 

learning, which would require increased resources. 

Stan, who leads a smaller organization with fewer resources, placed the responsibility 

squarely on the university. Stan shared: 
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They could certainly use a director of community relations and I don’t know why they 

never replaced it. They just considered it frivolous. So, it's unfortunate, but I think that 

could be…somebody’s job should be part doing that. Yeah, I would just leave it at that.  

No one has the responsibility of reaching out. 

This quote reflects Stan’s perception that increased resources are needed on the branch campus. 

Stan expressed the need for additional infrastructure in the form of personnel responsible for the 

outcome of UCPs.  

Summary 

Three themes in the findings align with literature regarding the effectiveness and 

sustainability of UCPs. First, relationships and power dynamics impact student learning and 

faculty and community partner experiences in UCPs (Karasik, 2019; Tryon & Stoecker, 2008; 

Worrall, 2007). Second, curricular and practice alignment, financial burden, and time and effort 

create tensions in UCPs (Frank et al., 2010; Mills, 2012). Third, perceptions of how to improve 

UCPs include increased resources such as university support and infrastructure (American 

Association of State Colleges and Universities, 2015; Holland, 2016). Themes that extend and 

contribute to the literature regarding UCPs include student and faculty experiences of 

discrimination and racism, as well as issues of university consolidation and responsibility for the 

outcome of UCPs.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: 

DISCUSSION 

 The current qualitative study explored student, faculty, and community partner 

perceptions regarding their experiences with relationships, power dynamics, and tensions in arts-

based university-community partnerships (UCPs). Additionally, with each stakeholder group, 

perceptions were explored of how to improve UCPs. The study was informed by Relationship 

Theory, Organizational Paradox Theory, and the concept of universities as stewards of place. 

Three student, two faculty, and two community partner participants were interviewed about their 

experiences engaging in a community partnership related to two General Education courses at a 

branch campus of a preeminent research university in the southeast United States. Findings were 

analyzed using a primary hybrid and secondary dramaturgical approach, and were presented as 

discussion in chapter four as well as an ethnodramatic play script (see Appendix I). Key findings 

include the impact of positive connections with faculty and community partners on student 

learning, the impact of negative interactions between faculty and community partners on 

participant experiences with UCPs, and the impact of tensions in UCPs like financial burden and 

connecting community engagement on student learning. Three ways to increase the effectiveness 

of UCPs include: 1) communicating the value of community engaged learning and intentionally 

including community engagement in student learning outcomes; 2) inclusion of community 

engaged practice in tenure and promotion guidelines; and 3) dedicated resources such as 

increased staff.   
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This chapter includes a discussion of findings from primary hybrid analysis and 

secondary dramaturgical analysis organized by research question as well as student, faculty, and 

community partner perceptions. There is also a discussion of practical and theoretical 

implications, limitations, and recommendations for future research.   

Relationships and Power Dynamics in UCPs 

The findings of this study revealed that when positive relationships were experienced 

among stakeholders, student learning as well as faculty and community partner engagement were 

supported. Findings also revealed that when negative interactions or unequal power dynamics 

were experienced by participants, student learning was diminished, and faculty and community 

partner relationships were at risk. Key factors impacting relationships and power dynamics in 

UCPs identified in the literature (Karasik, 2019; Tryon & Stoecker, 2008; Worrall, 2007) were 

reinforced by participant narratives through the following themes: positive connections, student 

autonomy, negative interactions with community partners, institutional and leadership stasis, 

trust, and student support.  

Code co-occurrence can highlight patterns and interelatedness between themes to offer a 

deeper perspective of specific phenomena in qualitative research (Armborst, 2017). The highest 

rates of code co-occurrence in the study findings (22 or above) suggest significant emphasis on 

positive connections between students, faculty, and community partners as well as negative 

interactions between faculty and community partners. Emphasis on positive connections by 

student participants reflects the importance of favorable relationships with faculty and 

community partners in promoting an effective and sustainable UCP. Conversely, faculty 

emphasis on negative interactions with community partners revealed a disconnect in the 

effectiveness and sustainability of UCPs.  
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Study findings align with research regarding relationships and power dynamics such as 

positive and negative interactions between stakeholders (Clayton et al., 2010; Mills, 2012), and 

faculty incentives to engage in UCPs (Franz, 2016; Jones & Lee, 2017) that influence the quality 

and sustainability of relationships in UCPs (Bringle & Hatcher, 2002; Clayton et al., 2010; Davis 

et al., 2017; Mills, 2012). Participant narratives that focused on relationships revealed power 

dynamics; this is supported by theory on relationships relating to UCPs that acknowledges the 

complex nature of relating to others and navigating power dynamics between participants 

(Bringle & Hatcher, 2002; Clayton et al., 2010; Davis et al., 2017; Mills, 2012). Study findings 

align with the literature on power dynamics in relationships as student participants perceived that 

positive connections with faculty and community participants supported and encouraged their 

learning. Faculty and community partner participants who experienced negative interactions 

perceived diminished partnership potential (Clayton et al., 2010; Davis et al., 2017). One faculty 

participant and one community partner participant who expressed negative aspects of 

relationships and power dynamics also acknowledged how they navigated this, aligning with 

theory on organizational paradox and management that emphasizes open acknowledgement of 

power dynamics in order to work through issues (Bowers, 2017; Smith & Lewis, 2011; Strier, 

2014).  

 Regarding relationships and power dynamics in UCPs, themes that emerged included 

student and faculty participant experiences of racism and discrimination within student-faculty 

relationships and student-community partner relationships. Racism and discrimination represent 

power dynamics in relationships. These themes were not identified in the current literature 

reviewed on UCPs. However, they extend research on the impact of negative power dynamics on 

UCPs (Clayton et al., 2010; Davis et al., 2017; Mills, 2012) by addressing an additional layer of 
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power dynamics that could be experienced by students, faculty, and community partners who 

engage in UCPs. Specifically, the study focus on arts-based UCPs extends the literature on 

power dynamics in UCPs due to many arts-based community organizations catering to a 

predominently White, upper class demographic.  

 Participant perceptions of racism and discrimination reflect the current social justice 

movement in the United States by highlighting unbalanced experiences of power dynamics based 

on race. Discrimination emerged as a theme impacting student experiences in UCPs through 

community partners’ treatment of students based on their age and status. Additionally, 

discrimination based on gender and race emerged as a theme in faculty perceptions of leveraging 

community engagement in their teaching practice with the potential of negative student 

assessment, resulting in setbacks to tenure and promotion.  

 Student perceptions of relationships and power dynamics in UCPs. The findings 

from student participants align with prior research in that student perceptions of positive 

connections with faculty and community partners promoted relevant and autonomy-supportive 

opportunities for student learning (Bringle & Hatcher, 2002). Student participants described 

positive connections with their professor who ensured that the community engaged coursework 

was relevant to student interest and goals, aligning with HIPs (Kuh & O’Donnell, 2013). 

Community engaged coursework within the General Education course that was relevant to 

student interests was especially meaningful to the business major student participant’s learning. 

Faculty who communicate to students the value and relevance of UCPs support student learning 

and student participant experiences supported the literature on value communication (Dienhart et 

al., 2016.  



 

 

  

82 

 Student autonomy reflected a power dynamic between students and their professor as 

student participants shared examples of increased motivation to participate in community 

engagement when allowed to choose aspects of their learning. Autonomy can encourage 

students’ intrinsic motivation and engagement, whereas if students are told what to do in every 

aspect of their learning, motivation to engage may be diminished (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Student 

autonomy connects with the alignment of community engaged learning with HIPs in that student 

motivation to engage can be positively impacted by having the ability to choose in aspects of 

their learning, a key attribute of high impact practices. For example, student participants 

discussed how having the opportunity to choose aspects of their learning helped to increase their 

engagement in the course. It is important to note that students also discussed non-examples of 

student autonomy with faculty and community partner participants. Perceptions of limited 

autonomy by students relates to power dynamics in relationships with faculty and community 

partners, which may have resulted in a less than meaningful learning experience for student 

participants.  

 Student participants communicated perceptions of racism and discrimination when asked 

about power dynamics in relationships with community partners. Examples of racism and 

discrimination shared by students accompanied perceptions that denoted diminished learning 

opportunities. For example, student participants who reported racism in interactions with 

community partners perceived that they were not welcome at the organization. Student 

participants who reported discrimination described a less than supportive learning environment. 

This finding extends the literature on relationship dynamics between students, faculty, and 

community partners (Mills, 2012) by introducing an additional factor that could impede student 

learning. 
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 Faculty perceptions of relationships and power dynamics in UCPs. Faculty 

perceptions of relationships and power dynamics emphasized how negative interactions with 

community partners impacted their engagement in the UCP. These findings align with research 

on relationships and power dynamics in UCPs discussing how negative interactions diminish 

opportunities for engagement (Bringle & Hatcher, 2002; Budhai & Grant, 2018; Mills, 2012). 

Findings extended research on relationships and power dynamics in UCPs through faculty 

participant examples of racism and discrimination. One faculty member voiced concerns 

regarding experiencing racism and discrimination based on sex in relation to her predominantly 

White students. She expressed the risk of low scores on student evaluations due to incorporating 

community engaged coursework, and connected the risk with not only being Black, but also a 

woman. This experience extends the current research and may have implications for faculty 

evaluation guidelines. These findings extend prior literature regarding the risk to faculty 

promotion based on community engagement (Franz, 2016; Jones & Lee, 2017) by introducing an 

additional risk based on race and gender discrimination. 

 Community partner perceptions of relationships and power dynamics in UCPs. 

Findings from community partner participants reflected power dynamics as they perceived that 

representatives of the university failed to follow through on partnership plans, resulting in stasis. 

Power dynamics in relationships between community partners and representatives of the 

university may exist when community partners are not able to move forward with plans for the 

partnership without assistance from the university. As a result of stasis on the part of the 

university, community partners in the current study voiced that their trust in the university 

diminished. Conversely, when trust was present in relationships between community partner 
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participants and representatives of the university, community partner participants perceived 

partnerships as successful.  

 Despite negative interactions, both community partner participants shared a passion for 

student support and satisfaction with student interaction (Worrall, 2007). Overall, community 

partners relayed stories that featured positive relationships with students but more strained, less 

efficient relationships with representatives of the university. This aligns with prior literature 

indicating community partner perceptions emphasizing the positive aspects of interacting with 

students over the possible negatives of navigating relationships with the university (Worrall, 

2007). For example, one community partner participant in the current study enjoyed working 

with students, and in order to do so, was willing to continue navigating relationships with 

representatives of the university.  

 Implications for community engagement. Intentional communication of values is a key 

component of effective UCPs (Fear & Sandmann, 2016; Fitzgerald et al., 2012; Frank, 2016; 

Holland, 2016; Strier, 2014). The importance of intentionality in engagement was reflected in the 

findings on relationships and power dynamics for faculty, students, and community partner 

participants. Positive relationships resulting in meaningful interactions for all stakeholders rely 

on identifying discord, recognizing the source of any negative interactions, and working through 

conflict (Bringle & Hatcher, 2002; Clayton et al., 2010; Davis et al., 2017; Mills, 2012). For 

example, a key disconnect for faculty was experiencing negative interactions with community 

partners due to differing expectations for the cost of admission to museums. If this issue had 

been communicated and intentionally addressed in advance, power dynamics may have been 

more balanced in the relationships between faculty and community partner participants.  
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 Student experiences in community engaged learning can be supported by establishing and 

maintaining positive connections among students, faculty, and community partners. In addition 

to positive relationships, the findings suggest that promoting student autonomy may address 

power dynamics inherent in faculty and student relationships in UCPs. For example, professors 

may assign community engaged activities in which students are required to participate in order to 

earn a grade, but where students have some choice in how their learning is achieved. Thoughtful 

inclusion of community engaged coursework can promote student autonomy, a factor that 

encourages intrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  

The findings support the importance of transparency in relationships in UCPs. Unequal 

power dynamics in UCP relationships can be overcome by communicating openly about the 

dynamic (Strier, 2014). For example, faculty and community partner participants could better 

support students who experienced racism or discrimination in their interactions with arts 

organizations by clearly communicating expectations of the partnership.  

Tensions in UCPs 

 The findings from this study revealed that tensions experienced by stakeholders such as 

financial burden, alignment with student learning and faculty professional practice, as well as 

community partner time and effort, can cause disconnect in the effectiveness and sustainability 

of UCPs. The findings align with prior research on UCPs regarding tensions such as financial 

burden to stakeholders and making community engagement relevant for student learning and 

faculty professional practice (Frank et al., 2010; Kuh & O’Donnell, 2013). For example, student 

and faculty participants reported discord due to issues over admission to museums, which 

diminished the quality of their engagement with the community partner. Similarly, student 

participants expressed that as a result of a disconnect between their interests and goals and the 
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community engaged learning activity, they experienced less than meaningful learning. Faculty 

participants reported tension due to aligning their community engaged teaching practice with 

faculty assessment guidelines. Prominence of code co-occurrence of alignment with HIPs from 

the student perspective and alignment with HIPs and professional practice from the faculty 

perspective reflected the importance of purposefully aligning community engaged activities with 

student learning and faculty goals. Community partner participants experienced tensions 

regarding the time and effort they expended to participate in UCPs, without receiving a mutual 

benefit from the partnership.  

Two tensions that emerged from the study were the consolidation of three campuses into 

one university and stakeholder responsibility for the outcome of UCPs. Consolidation was 

identified as an important element in the study context and emerged as a main theme for tensions 

in UCPs, but was more prominent in secondary dramaturgical analysis, due to emotions 

expressed in participant narratives. The consolidation theme encompassed changes to curriculum 

and practice for faculty teaching community engaged courses. Findings revealed that tension 

over curricular changes due to consolidation were perceived by faculty as a threat to their 

community engaged professional practice. Participant narratives regarding the challenges of 

consolidation informed the ethnodrama, especially through the conflict and subtext categories of 

dramaturgical coding. Although responsibility emerged as a theme in the tension category for 

community partner participants, it was discussed most prominently in the following section on 

how to improve UCPs.  

Student perceptions of tensions in UCPs. Student participants identified financial 

burden and lack of alignment between community engagement and HIPs as tensions in UCPs. 

Financial burden was mentioned as an impediment to student learning in the context of museum 
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admission. Because the assignment required a museum visit, and student admission was not free, 

the student participant perceived that success in the courses depended on student ability to pay 

admission. Student participants expressed strong dissatisfaction with community organizations 

that charged student admission. This aligns with the research on the importance of adequate 

resources to support UCPs, including funding (Pelletier, 2011; Reid, 2013).  

Student discussion of alignment with HIPs, which emphasized relevance of the 

community engaged experience to their learning, connects with research on meaningful, high 

impact student learning experiences (Finley & Reason, 2016; Hoy, 2012; Kilgo et al., 2015). 

HIPs emphasize relevance of experiences to student learning (Kuh & O’Donnell, 2013). Student 

participants reported increased engagement when their professor connected the arts-based 

community engaged learning experience not only to the learning outcomes of the General 

Education class, but also to their major specific learning and interests. For instance, a student 

participant majoring in business described how her professor discussed with her how the arts-

based community engaged assignment could help her in her future career in business. This 

communication by faculty impacted the student’s learning by explicitly and intentionally making 

connections with the community engaged learning experience. Student participants articulated 

the importance of engagement, not only from their own perspective, but from that of their 

professor. This level of understanding regarding the importance of HIPs in UCPs could have 

been influenced by the professor’s intentionality and communication of values. Conversely, 

when alignment with HIPs or instruction was not explicit or was disrupted, student learning 

outcomes may have been diminished. 

Faculty perceptions of tensions in UCPs. Similar to students, faculty participants 

emphasized tensions in UCPs including alignment with student learning and their own 
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professional practice, as well as financial burden. Tensions surrounding consolidation also 

emerged from faculty interviews. Faculty narratives often featured significant co-occurrence of 

tensions when discussing alignment with student learning, professional practice, and 

consolidation. For instance, the tenure track faculty participant discussed passion for her 

community engaged professional practice, but voiced concerns over alignment with HIPs due to 

curricular changes as a result of consolidation. The adjunct professor stated that consolidation 

had not impacted her professional practice. 

The adjunct faculty participant expressed tensions over confusion about university 

resources available to support her community engaged professional practice. Additionally, she 

reported a lack of connection between her course material and the lectures and tours her students 

engaged with at local arts organizations. Confusion over resources available on campus to 

support community engagement reflected a disconnect to professional practice (Holland, 2016). 

A lack of connection between course material and available arts programming reflected a 

roadblock to high impact student learning (Kuh & O’Donnell, 2013). Similar to student 

participant discussion of admission, financial burden was mentioned by the adjunct faculty in an 

example of how she and her students were charged to enter museums or gain access to private 

tours. Her narrative regarding student access to community arts organization aligns with research 

on the importance of funding UCPs (Pelletier, 2011; Reid, 2013) 

The emerging consolidation tension extends the current literature on the importance of 

consistent values communication from university leadership (Holland, 2016; Liang & Sandmann, 

2015). In the study, consolidation was discussed as a risk to the effectiveness of engaged 

scholarship in tenure track faculty narratives about curricular changes instigated by the main 

campus and in community partner narratives about concerns over sustaining arts-based 
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partnerships with the branch campus. While specific to the study context, this tension aligns with 

identified issues surrounding curricular alignment (Thompson, Eodice, & Tran, 2015; Zai, 2015) 

and communication of values in mission, strategic planning, as well as tenure and promotion 

(Franz, 2016; Jones & Lee, 2017; Liang & Sandmann, 2015). The branch campus communicated 

values as a steward of place in the community through strategic planning. Despite 

communicating the importance of community engagement, however, engaged teaching practice 

was not perceived as being supported through tenure and promotion guidelines or through 

curricular changes as a result of consolidation. 

Community partner perceptions of tensions in UCPs. From the community partner 

perspective, tensions in UCPs included responsibility for the outcome of partnerships, financial 

burden, as well as time and effort expended without mutual benefit. In an example of tension 

regarding which stakeholders are responsible for the outcome of UCPs, a story was shared by a 

community partner participant about a disagreement between the community partner and a 

faculty participant over student admission to a museum. The community partner described 

understanding that responsibility for admission should not fall to faculty, but that responsibility 

should not lie with the community partner either. Time and effort were also emphasized as 

tensions by the community partner participants due to energy spent on connecting with the 

university which did not result in mutually beneficial partnerships (Bringle & Hatcher, 2002; 

Karasik, 2019). This aligns with community partner perceptions that increased engagement from 

the university is necessary for success (Karasik, 2019). To extend the research on community 

partners identifying increased faculty engagement as necessary to the success of UCPs (Karasik, 

2019), community partner participants described examples of lack of follow through on the part 

of university leadership and faculty.  
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 Implications for community engagement. Adaptive approaches to resolving tensions can 

be informed by organizational paradox theory, where partnering entities embrace the complex 

nature of UCPs, including conflict, in order to move from a transactional relationship often 

fraught with tension to a transformational relationship characterized by sustainable interactions 

and deeper engagement with the partnership (Bowers, 2017; Clayton et al., 2010). 

Acknowledging complex tensions and openly addressing them can lead to increased 

effectiveness in UCPs (Strier, 2014). For example, if faculty and community partner participants 

openly discussed funding expectations with each other and with university leadership, tensions 

could be avoided. Financial burden in the form of admission can be addressed through funding 

agreements between the university and community partner, requiring intentional oversight from 

university staff. If the process of establishing agreements with community partners is facilitated 

by the university, faculty focus could shift to aligning community engagement with student 

learning. Similarly, findings showed that university leadership can support the practice by 

assigning more weight to community engagement in tenure and promotion guidelines.  

Perceptions of How to Improve UCPs  

 The findings from this study showed that participant perceptions of how to improve 

UCPs included additional resources such as increased infrastructure and staff support. Study 

findings align with current research on UCPs regarding stakeholder perceptions of how to 

improve partnerships with resources (Hynie et al., 2016; Woods, et al., 2016). For example, 

across all three stakeholder groups, participant perceptions of how to improve UCPs included 

increased resources such as funding, infrastructure, and staff, aligning with prior research on 

UCPs (American Association of State Colleges and Universities, 2015; Hynie et al., 2016; 

Woods et al., 2016). Responsibility for the outcome of UCPs emerged as a theme through 



 

 

  

91 

participants’ discussion of how they hold themselves accountable for steps taken to initiate and 

sustain UCPs. Increased resources and responsibility were also emphasized in participant 

narratives in the ethnodrama. These themes were identified in dramaturgical coding categories 

such as emotion and subtext.  

 Student perceptions of how to improve UCPs. Student perceptions of how to improve 

UCPs included increased resources such as support from the university and funding such as free 

or reduced student admission to arts-based community organizations. Student participants who 

considered admission from the viewpoint of the community organization suggested a discount or 

flat fee for the semester, rather than recommending free student admission. Student participants 

highlighted admission to arts-based community organizations as an issue and suggested that the 

university could take a more active role in facilitating student admission. In order to achieve this, 

student participants suggested a central department on campus and a specific staff position 

responsible for assisting faculty with access to community organizations.  

 Faculty perceptions of how to improve UCPs. Faculty perceptions of how to improve 

UCPs included increased resources (i.e., university support, staff) and discussion about 

stakeholders’ responsibility for the outcome of UCPs. Faculty suggested increased, intentional 

collaboration with community partners in order to establish and maintain relationships, aligning 

with the literature on UCPs which emphasizes intentionality in the initiation and maintenance of 

community partnerships (Davis et al., 2017; Strier, 2014). Both faculty participants expressed 

their responsibility in the outcome of UCPs by describing ways in which they are already 

working to improve connections to community organizations through recording a podcast about 

community engagement and by encouraging student dialogue with community partners. Faculty 

also described ways they could be more intentional about improving community engagement 
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through increased communication and collaboration with community partners to ensure 

alignment with HIPs and student learning. This extends the current literature on successful UCPs 

by introducing stakeholder responsibility for the outcome as an additional factor in partnership 

improvement.  

 Community partner perceptions of how to improve UCPs. Similar to faculty, both 

community partner participants highlighted increased resources and stakeholder responsibility 

for the outcome of the partnership as ways to improve UCPs. The community partner participant 

who worked with the larger of the two arts-based organizations represented in the study 

mentioned that her organization could do more to improve UCPs by altering policies such as the 

cost of student and faculty admission. The community partner participant who worked with the 

smaller arts-based organization placed the responsibility solely on the university to increase 

resources in order to support the initiation and maintenance of UCPs. The difference in how each 

community partner participant assigned responsibility could be a reflection of the size of their 

respective organizations as small organizations can face challenges when attempting to navigate 

the bureaucracy of the university structure (Vidal et al., 2002).  

 Implications for community engagement. Study findings support that participants (i.e., 

students, faculty, and community partners) perceived increased resources as necessary to 

improving the effectiveness and sustainability of UCPs. Participants identified as vital to the 

success of UCPs increased staff and as well as a central department dedicated to initiating and 

maintaining community partnerships. University leadership can communicate the value of 

community engagement by acting as stewards of place in communities (American Association of 

State Colleges and Universities, 2002; Kuttner et al., 2019; Saltmarsh et al., 2014; Weiss & 
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Norris, 2019). For example, university leadership can dedicate resources such as infrastructure 

and staff to promote the practice of community engagement.     

Implications for Scholarly Practice  

I am uniquely positioned in my scholarly and professional practice to inspire small levers 

for change both within and outside the university structure. Based on study findings, I offer a call 

to action for faculty and community partner stakeholders: we hold more power to leverage 

change than perhaps we realize. Engagement with university politics must be a priority. Yes, 

research and publication are vital. So too is engagement with the scholarship of teaching and 

learning in order to transform students’ lives and to inspire transformative relationships in our 

communities. Faculty and community partner stakeholders can leverage small change through 

sharing burden and ensuring reciprocity. Faculty can offer arts-based community partners 

mutually beneficial exchanges like the use of campus space and the credibility that comes with 

university partnership. Arts-based community partners can work closely with faculty to ensure 

they offer programming that is relevant and supportive of student learning. Together, we can 

balance the requirements for promotion with the importance of transformative learning through 

community engagement.    

Due to my positionality as a creative professional, higher education professional, adjunct 

faculty, and researcher, the findings from this study inform multiple aspects of my practice. 

Through my work as director of a local arts organization, the findings suggest that I can do more 

to promote positive connections for students by ensuring that their interactions with my 

organization support their learning. For instance, through clear communication of expectations 

with faculty and students, I can support student learning. Additionally, by working more closely 
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with faculty on student learning outcomes, I can ensure that my organization’s activities align 

with HIPs.  

In my practice as a higher education professional, I can continue to initiate and maintain 

connections with arts-based community organizations. Although my role is not directly 

responsible for community partnerships, I can continue to communicate the value of engagement 

by supporting faculty in community engaged teaching as well as assisting local organizations 

navigate power dynamics in relationships with the university. The study findings inform my 

professional practice by revealing the importance of staff support in the outcomes of UCPs. As 

support staff, I can work to further the sustainability of UCPs.   

For my teaching practice as an adjunct faculty, instead of leaving students to make 

connections to community engaged activities on their own, I can be explicit about how course 

activities apply to their learning. The findings from the present study show the importance of 

aligning community engaged learning to HIPs. I can do this by encouraging student autonomy in 

how they engage with community organizations. Additionally, I can clearly communicate to 

students the value of community engagement by connecting it to their learning and interests.  

Limitations and Future Research 

 Limitations to the study include a small participant sample and depth of interviews. A 

limited participant pool existed as a result of canceled community engaged course activities due 

to Covid-19. Because of this, the student and community partner participants had experienced a 

lack of deep and sustained interactions, likely limiting rich data regarding relationships between 

students and community partners. Similarly, student participants interacted with only one of the 

faculty participants, limiting the potential for varied data regarding relationships between 

students and faculty. Additionally, faculty and community partner participants were purposefully 
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selected, which could have limited the scope of data. Participants were all affiliated with a 

branch campus undergoing consolidation and participant experiences were impacted by this 

unique context. More research is needed with a larger sample and participants from other 

campuses, especially those not undergoing curricular change. Another limitation was the depth 

of participant interviews. Only one interview was conducted with each participant, restricting 

opportunity for more comprehensive discussion and follow up.  

 Further research is needed in arts-based UCPs as from the perspective of multiple key 

stakeholders. For instance, further exploration of power dynamics may foster a more creative 

environment with increased opportunities for collaborative relationships in arts-based UCPs. 

Racism and discrimination have not been systematically investigated in relation to UCPs; this is 

an important area for further exploration, especially in arts-based UCPs where community arts 

organizations generally cater to an older, predominately White clientele. In order to develop a 

comprehensive understanding of UCPs, future research is needed that continues to explore the 

perceptions of multiple stakeholders, including students, faculty, community partners, and 

university leadership. Additionally, further research could extend this study by including a larger 

participant sample from each stakeholder group and by including multiple interviews.  

Conclusion 

The current qualitative study explored stories shared by student, faculty, and community 

partner participants regarding their experiences with relationships, power dynamics, and tensions 

in arts-based university-community partnerships, as well as perceptions of how to improve 

UCPs. Student, faculty, and community partner participants were interviewed about their 

experiences engaging in a community partnership related to a General Education course in the 

academic year preceding the study. Three themes emerged from the findings regarding factors 
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necessary for developing and maintaining effective, sustainable university-community 

partnerships: 1) navigation of relationships and power dynamics among students, faculty, and 

community partners; 2) a university leadership response to tensions such as financial burden and 

stasis; and 3) increased resources dedicated to community partnerships. The findings contribute 

to understanding best practices for community engaged teaching. First, students engaging in 

community-engaged coursework can be supported by faculty who provide high impact learning 

experiences. Second, tensions can be addressed by university leadership communicating the 

value of engagement through tenure and promotion guidelines, funding agreements with 

community partners, and resources such as increased infrastructure and staff. Third, community 

partnerships with local organizations can be supported by the university through a intentional 

and consistent commitment to engagement.  
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APPENDIX A: 

 

INTERVIEW GUIDE 

 

Student Participant Interview 

 

1) Based on your experiences in this class, what stories can you share with me about the ways 

you interacted with local arts organizations? 

a) Can you tell me about a specific example or instance of these interactions? 

2) Based on your experiences in this class, what stories can you share with me about 

relationships with the community partner organization? 

a) Please provide a specific example or experience from your class. 

3) Based on your experiences in this class, what stories can you share with me about power 

dynamics with the university-community partnership? 

a) Please provide a specific example or experience from your class. 

4) Based on your experiences in this class, what stories can you share with me about any 

tension within relationships in university-community partnerships? 

a) Please provide a specific example or experience from your class. 

b) How did you address the tension? 

c) How would you recommend the tension be addressed to improve the interactions?  

5) Based on your experiences in this class, what stories can you share with me about any 

tension with power dynamics in university-community? 

a) Please provide a specific example or experience from your class. 



 

 

  

113 

b) How did you address the tension? 

c) How would you recommend the tension be addressed to improve the interactions?  

6) Based on your experiences in this class, what might be done by you or others to improve 

relationships within university-community partnerships? 

a) Please provide a specific example or experience from your class.  

7) Is there anything else you’d like to share about your experience of a university-community 

partnership from your class?  

Faculty Participant Interview 

 

1) Based on your experiences with this class, what stories can you share with me about ways 

you interacted with local arts organizations? 

a) Can you tell me about a specific example or instance of these interactions? 

2) Based on your experiences teaching this class, what stories can you share with me about the 

relationships you built around the university-community partnership? 

a) Please provide a specific example or experience from this class. 

3) Based on your experiences with this class, what stories can you share with me about any 

power dynamics with the university-community partnership? 

a) Please provide a specific example or experience from your class. 

4) Based on your experiences with this class, what stories can you tell me about any tension 

within relationships in university-community partnerships? 

a) Please provide a specific example or experience from the class. 

b) How did you address the tension? 

c) How would you recommend the tension be addressed to improve the interactions?  
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5) Based on your experiences with this class, what stories can you tell me about any tension 

with power dynamics in university-community partnerships? 

a) Please provide a specific example or experience from your class. 

b) How did you address the tension? 

c) How would you recommend the tension be addressed to improve the interactions?  

6) Based on your experiences with this class, what is your perception about what might be done 

by you or others to improve relationships within university-community partnerships? 

a) Please provide a specific example or experience from your class.  

7) Is there anything else you’d like to share about your experience of a university-community 

partnership from your class?  

Community Partner Participant Interview 

 

1) Based on your experiences with this class, what stories can you share with me about ways 

you interacted with the university? 

a) Can you tell me about a specific example or instance of these interactions? 

2) Based on your experiences with this class, what stories can you share with me about the 

relationships you built around the university-community partnership? 

a) Please provide a specific example or experience from this class. 

3) Based on your experiences with this class, what stories can you share with me about power 

dynamics with the university-community partnership? 

a) Please provide a specific example or experience from this class. 

4) Based on your experiences with this class, what stories can you share with me about any 

tension within relationships in university-community partnerships? 

a) Please provide a specific example or experience from this. 
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b) How did you address the tension? 

c) How would you recommend these tensions be addressed to improve the interactions?  

5) Based on your experiences with this class, what stories can you share with me about any 

tension with power dynamics in university-community partnerships? 

a) Please provide a specific example or experience from this class that illustrates each 

tension. 

b) How did you address the tension? 

c) How would you recommend the tension be addressed to improve the interactions?  

6) Based on your experiences with this class, what is your perception about what might be done 

by you or others to improve relationships within university-community? 

a) Please provide a specific example or experience from this class that illustrates your 

response.  

7) Is there anything else you’d like to share about your experience with the university-

community partnership?  
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APPENDIX B: 

ENHANCED GENERAL EDUCATION CURRICULUM 

 

 

graphic from university website 

 

Figure A1. General Education Pyramid. 
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APPENDIX C: 

RESEARCHER POSITIONALITY 

 I grew up in an upper middle-class home in the southern United States. My older brother 

and I attended a private Christian school, but he struggled academically, failing to memorize and 

regurgitate for standardized tests. My parents made the difficult decision to home school in order 

to give my brother a better chance of success. Watching my brother struggle in school taught me 

the benefit of approaching education from an innovative perspective. I learned well from a 

textbook, but he needed hands-on engagement to understand and process new information. 

As a creative kid who excelled academically, I was given a choice to remain in school, but chose 

home schooling, which afforded me increased opportunities to train for and participate in music, 

dance, and theater. I had an early start in academia when I tested off the progress charts during 

state exams in the fifth grade. I became a recipient of a young scholar supplement program 

through a highly ranked, prestigious university. This talent search program afforded me 

opportunities to begin studying and sitting the Scholastic Assessment Test in the sixth grade. My 

scholarly identity was formed by my participation in this rigorous program, though I was kicked 

out in the tenth grade because my math scores were not high enough. 

 While my immediate and extended family were highly conservative and deeply religious, 

my parents supported my passion for the arts. I became a professional actress at age 11, when I 

landed my first paying role in a Shakespeare play. I went on to participate in professional theater 

for the next ten years. My parents often faced judgement from conservative friends and family 
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for allowing me to be involved in productions with liberal themes, but most friends and family 

attended my shows anyway. This taught me the value of a liberal arts education and showed me 

how I could bring people together through theater. 

 By age 17, I had an internship at a local theater company where I established a 

community partnership between the theater and the local chapter of a state agency which 

supported access to arts and arts education. I was passionate about access for those who could 

not afford to attend theater. Also, due to my father’s hearing loss, I became aware of the 

challenges faced by people with disabilities. I worked with the state agency to introduce 

audience aids at the theater, such as sign language interpreters and headphones. At an early age, I 

witnessed the impact of a successful community partnership in the arts. This experience shaped 

me as an artist and as an educator. 
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APPENDIX D: 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

Informed Consent to Participate in Research Involving Minimal Risk  

Information to Consider Before Taking Part in this Research Study 

 

Title: Stakeholder Experiences with Arts-Based University-Community Partnerships in General 

Education 

 
Study # _001407_______ 

 

Overview:  You are being asked to take part in a research study. The information in this 

document should help you to decide if you would like to participate. The sections in this 

Overview provide the basic information about the study.  

 

Study Staff:  This study is being led by Veronica Leone Matthews who is a doctoral student 

in the USF College of Education Educational Program Development with an emphasis in 

Educational Innovation program. This person is called the Principal Investigator. She is 

being guided in this research by Dr. Sarah Kiefer. Other approved research staff may act on 

behalf of the Principal Investigator.  

Study Details:  This study is being conducted at University of South Florida. The purpose of 

the study is to explore the lived experiences of student, faculty, and community partner 

participants in order to identify and examine tensions, as well as elements of effective, 

sustainable university-community partnerships. Your participation in the study will include 

an up to 60-minute interview. Within 2 weeks of the interview you will participate in a 

member checking session to verify accuracy of findings. All contacts will take place via 

video conference. The video and audio will be recorded.  

Subjects:  You are being asked to take part because you are either a student, faculty, or 

community partner involved in a university-community partnership. If you are a student, you 

are being asked to take part in this study because you participated in a university-community 

partnership in your General Education course. If you are faculty, you are being asked to take 

part in this study because you taught a General Education course with a university-

community partnership component. If you are a community partner (or representative of a 

community organization), you are being asked to take part in this study because you 

participated in a university-community partnership.  

Participants of this study should be 18 years of age or older.  

Voluntary Participation:  Your participation is voluntary. You do not have to participate and 

may stop your participation at any time. There will be no penalties or loss of benefits or 

opportunities if you do not participate or decide to stop once you start.  



 

 

  

120 

Your decision to participate or not to participate will not affect your job status, employment 

record, employee evaluations, or advancement opportunities. Your decision to participate or 

not to participate will not affect your student status, course grade, recommendations, or 

access to future courses or training opportunities. 

 

Benefits, Compensation, and Risk:  We do not know if you will receive any benefit  

from your participation. You will not be compensated for your participation. This research is 

considered minimal risk. Minimal risk means that study risks are the same as the risks you 

face in daily life. 

Confidentiality:  Even if we publish the findings from this study, we will keep your study 

information private and confidential. Anyone with the authority to look at your records must 

keep them confidential.   

 

You can get the answers to your questions, concerns, or complaints. 

If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this study, call Veronica Leone 

Matthews at (727) 804-2384. If you have questions about your rights, complaints, or issues as a 

person taking part in this study, call the USF IRB at (813) 974-5638 or contact by email at 

RSCH-IRB@usf.edu.  

 

Consent to Take Part in Research 

Are you willing to participate in this study? 
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APPENDIX E: 

IRB CERTIFICATION 

 

 
 

 

Figure A2. CITI Program Certificate. 
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APPENDIX F: 

 

POSTERIORI CODES 

 

Table A1. Posteriori Codes. 
 

Stakeholder Group Code Definition 

Experiences of UCPs regarding relationships and power dynamics 

Students Positive Connections Connection to faculty or community 

partners 

 Autonomy Student choice and agency in community 

engaged learning 

 Racism/Discrimination Prejudice or biased treatment based on 

race, age, or student status 

Faculty Racism/Discrimination Prejudice or biased treatment based on 

race or gender 

 Negative Interactions with Community 

Partners 

Conflicts between faculty and 

community partners 

Community Partners Institutional/Leadership Stasis Lack of action despite promises 

 Trust Confidence in a relationship 

 Student Support Willingness to respond to student needs 

Experiences of UCPs regarding tensions 

Students Financial Burden Cost of admission 

 Alignment with HIPs Relevant to high impact course material 

Faculty Alignment with Professional 

Practice/HIPs 

Relevant to high impact, community 

engaged teaching and high impact 

learning 

 Consolidation Impact of consolidation on professional 

practice 

 Financial Burden Cost of admission 

Community Partners Responsibility Responsibility for facilitation of UCPs 

 Financial Burden Cost of admission 

 Time/Effort Commitment to UCPs  

Perceptions of how to improve UCPs 

Students  Resources Resources available to assist with 

community partnerships 

Faculty Responsibility Responsibility for facilitation of UCPs 

 Resources Resources available to assist with 

community partnerships 

Community Partners Responsibility Responsibility for facilitation of UCPs 

 Resources Resources available to assist with 

community partnerships 
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APPENDIX G: 

 

DRAMATURGICAL CODING LIST 

Table A2. Dramaturgical Codes. 

Objectives (wants, 

needs, motives) 

Distinctive Opportunities, Seeking Community Engagement 

Conflicts (obstacles) Academic Freedom, Consolidation, Covid-19, Lack of Engagement, 

Racism, Discrimination 

Tactics (strategies) Development, Teaching Strategy 

Attitudes (toward 

setting/conflict/others) 

Positive Reaction to Engagement, Inclusivity 

Emotions (experienced 

by participant/actor) 

Satisfaction 

Subtexts (underlying or 

unspoken thoughts) 

Dissatisfaction, Frustration, Need for Infrastructure, Lack of Feedback 
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APPENDIX H:  

 

CODE APPLICATION 

 

Table A3. Code Application. 

 

 Students Faculty Community 

Partners 

Total 

Relationships and 

power dynamics 

30 47 58 135 

Tensions 33 52 25 167 

How to improve 10 28 26 64 
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APPENDIX I: 

ETHNODRAMA 

Partners for Impact 

Characters: 

Adriana: Student 1 

Heather: Student 2 

Tammy: Student 3 

Roberta: Professor 1 

Linda: Professor 2 

Stan: Community Partner 1 

Katy: Community Partner 2 

Samantha: Researcher 

Administrator: A voiceover which communicates university mission and values regarding 

community engagement.  

 

ADMINISTRATOR: Campus faculty and administrators will work shoulder-to- shoulder with 

students and community partners to build a better world. We strive for quality education, 

meaningful research, ethical awareness, intellectual and cultural diversity, and practical service 

to the community with a focus on sustainability and innovation in a stimulating 

environment. The primary purpose of the facilities on campus are to carry out the educational 

mission of the institution. Priority is given to events that are solely managed and coordinated by 

faculty, staff, and student groups. However, as a public institution we also seek to reach out and 

be accessible to the larger community. To the extent that space is available, we welcome 

community groups and organizations to utilize our facilities for purposes compatible with the 

institution’s mission. 
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SAMANTHA: to audience It’s 12:45 on a Friday and I’m preparing for the first of what I hope 

will be many student interviews. Why am I so nervous? I’ve already spoken to a tenure track 

professor and leaders of influential, local arts organizations. Yet, it’s speaking to students that 

makes me nervous. I think it might be because I realize how much I’m encroaching on their time, 

and how generous they are for agreeing to meet with me, albeit virtually. Darn Covid. There’s so 

much in my head right now. I want to make a difference in my field. I want to contribute to 

possible solutions for the problem of practice. I want to further my scholarly and professional 

practice as a researcher, adjunct instructor, and director of a local arts non-profit. 

 

Becoming increasingly agitated I just don’t know what to expect. I’ve never done this before! 

And after all these interviews, then I have to analyze the data AND write up my findings! What 

if I fail? Ok, Sam, calm down. Just… Closes eyes – characters speak and statements speed up, 

overlap, get louder.  

 

ROBERTA: My first priority is to the students. And I don’t think that’s fair to them. And it's not 

really what education is. It’s not what it is or what it's supposed to be.  

 

STAN: The university seems to think that they are the be all and end all, you know, they are a bit 

of an ivory tower. 

 

ADMINISTRATOR: We foster inclusion, creativity, and collaboration at the branch campus and 

in the community.  
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LINDA: This is off the record so, don’t let anybody hear this, but I think museums become more 

about the donors and more about their patrons and they forget who their customer really is. 

 

HEATHER: So you gotta tell me you don't want to build this rapport with people and maybe 

give a couple free tours and you're going to make college students pay to come see your art. 

Like, really! 

 

KATY: You know, I feel like that relationship we have with Professor Cummings is very much 

due to her initiative.  

 

ADRIANA: I know the first thing every professor wants is student engagement. 

 

TAMMY: Maybe they didn’t want students there. I'm not really sure. Like, I can pick up on 

social cues. But then again that may just have to do with me being Black in this city and the 

museums are like, more predominantly white.  

 

SAMANTHA: Sam exhales audibly Breathe. Voices stop abruptly. 

 

ROBERTA: Where I was the past 4 years, it was much more difficult there because it’s very 

very small and very, very red. Trying to get my students engaged with the community was a lot 

more difficult because a lot of them did not even want to be engaged with me. I went out and I 

partnered with the area African American museum. Because I wanted to know more about the 
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area. I wanted to get that education for my own benefit. So I could better understand the 

university community. You know what I’m saying?  

 

SAM: to audience Roberta is a black tenure track professor new to the branch campus. She is 

passionate about community engagement and sought out the kind of mission and teaching 

practice emphasized on the community engaged branch campus. Now, with consolidation, that 

campus identity is under threat. 

 

ROBERTA: I’m getting two different messages. I talk to my chair on the branch campus but she 

doesn’t have any power or authority. So, I talked to the chair on the main campus about the 

subject of academic freedom, because that’s basically what it is. According to them, everybody 

has to do the same thing. You have to do the same assignments. And I’m like, this is a factory 

mentality and that is counter to everything that education, especially higher education, is 

supposed to be. There’s this cookie cutter, factory mentality. All of the things, I’m just not ok 

with this. 

 

SAMANTHA: The consolidation of three campuses into one university has really impacted the 

context of this study. It seems to be an important aspect for community engaged faculty like 

Roberta. Adjunct faculty, Linda, who has 12 years history teaching at the branch campus had this 

to say about how consolidation has changed her teaching practice:  
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LINDA: It hasn't so far, but I think, yeah, I think down the pipe it  probably will. I think they'll 

probably consolidate more classes being taught online so students can, you know ,from both 

campuses can take the course. But so far it hasn't. 

 

STAN: I don’t know if you know but 18-20 years ago, I worked for the university 

 

SAMANTHA: to audience I did not know. Stan is the director of a multi-platform arts 

organization, which is a small operation, but influential in the local arts and culture world.  

 

STAN: I couldn’t tell you who the dean of arts is, all I know is that it’s run out of the main 

campus and it seems there is this giant invisible hand that has it’s hand around the branch 

campus in a tight fisted way and it says “we are going to control the arts!” So, there are a lot of 

politics there that I don't even understand and maybe they will change with the new president, I 

don’t know. The external affairs chancellor has retired. We will see how that position is filled 

and if it even is, they will fill it from the main campus. I do teach now, my arts business academy 

is being blessed or accredited by the local community college and I taught my course there at the 

downtown campus last semester. But this semester due to COVID, we are going to do it online. 

It’s night and day compared to the branch campus of the university.  It’s not sour grapes for me.  

I tried to have this all done with the university.  But when I met with them they got into, who 

will pay the faculty? and the faculty needs times to be teachers and we would have to charge 

your students $1,500. And I’m like no, no, no, no, no. I charge them $99.00 and I give them 

dinner. You know, we, this is not what you are trying to make it into.  And they are like, well, 

the only way that we can really do it is we offered it for a course. You can teach it here. But then 
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they would have to register and matriculate at the university and I’m like, forget it.  They 

couldn’t get past themselves.  

 

And you are a good example.  I remember when you were sort of starting off with your nonprofit 

and trying to raise money and the word from the campus was you shouldn’t be raising money.  

The only people who are allowed to raise money for the campus is us. And I’m like, I just 

thought that is so myopic when I heard that. I don’t know if I told you that. Not smart in my 

opinion. 

 

SAMANTHA: to audience Yeah, that happened. Speaking of money, financial burden in 

university-community partnerships seems to be a problem for students, faculty, and community 

organizations. As graphic design major, Adriana illustrates. 

 

ADRIANA: Because this is an assignment, you know, it's an essay to be a portion of our grade, 

and to have that be disturbed by the fact that we still have to pay for admission…and the prices 

are quite hefty for a student.  

 

LINDA: I have had trouble with admission at the art museum...I had a student who came with no 

money, she just didn't have the money and I had to pay for her. And I asked the assistant to the 

Education Department I said, “Here I've got a student, she's here. She's got an assignment with 

the group. She doesn't have any money. She didn't come with any money. She doesn't have the 

money” and I said, “could you let her in, you know, couldn't you?” Just, you know, the answer 
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was “No, absolutely not.” And then the education curator came down and we had words. And 

you know, I said, “This is ridiculous.” 

 

But, you know this…this is off the record so, don’t let anybody hear this, but I think… I think 

museums become more about the donors and more about their patrons and they forget who their 

customer really is.. And it becomes a place for them to have their opening parties and I mean, 

they're doing it for the community, you know, I, I'm not saying that they're doing it, just 

selfishly. I think they are wanting to have the arts available to the community, but. I don’t know, 

I get the feeling sometimes that they are more focused on that patron then who the customer is. 

 

SAMANTHA: Linda, I have a question about what you said a minute ago when you were like 

“this off the record,”… this interview might result in me having one of the characters, one of the 

actors say, you know, “I've been an adjunct for 12 years or for a number of years, and my 

experience with the university is…” blank. Or my experience with community partners is…. But 

that quote, what you said a minute ago, would be a really powerful quote, and I'm wondering if, 

because all the identifying information is removed, if you would be ok with that staying on the 

record. 

 

LINDA: Yeah, that's fine. You could stage the fight and that would be fun! 

 

SAMANTHA: Ha! If only… Stupid Covid. Speaking of Covid, Roberta had this to say about the 

importance of community during quarantine: 
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ROBERTA: Because with social distancing and everyone being quarantined, its easy to lose that 

sense of community or to not understand that we really are in this together. So, that’s been my 

experience with being on campus and seeing how the students responded. And even the 

faculty...and the community...as a whole. 

 

SAMANTHA: Katy is a community partner at a large local arts organization and their plans for 

community engagement with the university were impacted by Covid. 

 

KATY: Yeah, you know at some point we want to develop an internship program. We haven't 

gotten there yet and we had talked a lot about it before the pandemic. And then things came to a 

screeching halt. 

 

SAMANTHA: Katy brings up an interesting point. The nature of most community engaged 

activities implies hands on, face to face interactions and experiences. How do we do that now?   

 

LINDA: Yeah, I couldn't do it this semester because I had so many students, not even here, so 

I couldn't give that assignment. I'd have to figure out if they all had a museum to go to. That just 

seemed so…I just…I had them going to museums in Italy. You know…online going to the Getty 

or the Uffizi and you know the Louvre. 

 

SAMANTHA: Other issues emphasized by students and faculty was racism and discrimination.  
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ROBERTA: Why are we doing this? You know? Because, there are already all kinds of studies 

on women, first of all, and then Black women who teach at predominately white institutions -

how they’re automatically marked lower on student evaluations. And I’m like student 

evaluations are a part of...it’s one of the things that are looked at when I’m up for promotion or 

whatever. And so, in my mind, I’m thinking ok, this is what...we're supposed to incorporate this, 

but I know that if I do a little too much, I’m gonna get slammed.  

SAMANTHA: Tammy, a political science major added: 

 

TAMMY: Certain museums were a little like. Maybe they like didn’t want students there. I'm not 

really sure.  

 

SAMANTHA: What made you think that? 

 

TAMMY: I don't know like, just like, you can pick up on social cues, at least for me. Like, I can 

pick up on social cues. But then again that may just have to do with me being Black in this city 

and the museums are more predominantly white. Just the demographic of people who would go 

in and out of these museums are predominantly White, older people. So maybe seeing college 

kids come in and out of there may have been a little different. 

 

SAMANTHA: I did not expect this theme of racism and discrimination, though I acknowledge 

that my surprise is due to my privilege as a White woman. The racism experienced by student 

and faculty participants reflects the second of the dual pandemics we are facing in this country. 

This theme is particularly salient to the genre of arts-based university-community partnerships 
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because students often visit museums or theaters where typical clientele are mostly White. This 

is definitely an area for further research. 

 

Additional roadblocks to the success of university-community partnerships from the community 

partner perspective were wasted time and effort and stasis on the part of leadership at the 

university. Both Katy and Stan lamented a lack of follow through. 

 

STAN: I have no reason, nor desire, to reach out to the branch campus. There’s no avenue for 

encouraging that, from them. I think people, particularly volunteers, do not like ah, stress or 

tension and so they stop volunteering, you know? Nobody likes conflict. Ah, I have learned, I 

said this to someone yesterday, ah, I appreciate it, but nothing in my life happens without drama. 

19 years ago, we came to visit and a campus leader gave me a tour of the local historic theater 

and he said ‘this could be ours, you could be running this, this should be part of the branch 

campus.” And I thought, “what a cool idea.”  And he had this whole design, he had the whole 

future of the campus planned out, including the student union and some other things, so ah, 

unfortunately, though, that idea was shot down when he was dismissed. Ah, and you know, I’m 

sure… the dean of arts seemed so energetic when she came to meet me and she was going to do 

blah blah blah and I said “great, you go girl,” and “I think this is great, good luck, but you are 

going to have your work cut out for you” and then I never heard from her again.  She kinda got 

absorbed in the system, I think. I don’t know if she’s still there or not. Yeah, they were all hired 

to come in and do these great things and everybody is rah, rah, rah, but thanks to politics, I guess, 

it was all upended on them. 
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KATY: I had a meeting with the professor at the arts college, who is…she's retired now and she 

and I met about the possibility of partnering on a movie series. It never came to fruition. I don't 

know if it's because we are a new museum and people don't know what we’re about. I feel like a 

lot of what we're doing is just sort of, you know, we're starting from Ground Zero, and so we 

haven't had that...we don't have the history there. I feel like overtime we will have richer and 

deeper relationships, but right now it's sort of been a one off here and there. 

 

SAMANTHA: Surprisingly, a theme of responsibility came up in the interviews. Who is 

responsible for the outcome of university-community partnerships? Is it the university, its 

faculty, or the community partners?  

 

LINDA: I think I could do more probably. Sit down and maybe have a more detailed, more 

kind of collaboration… with the Education Departments at the museums. I could probably get a 

little more involved or encourage them to be more involved. Yeah, I mean that's about it. I think 

that's about the limit to what I could do. I would just love the university to have a stronger 

relationship with all the museums and I don't know how that looks. 

 

KATY: We have a new director whose passion is education, which is wonderful. So, it just 

may be as easy as us re-visiting our policies and being a little more proactive about forming 

these partnerships and strengthening them with college students…making that a priority 

so it's not all on the university. It's on us too so. 
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SAMANTHA: Students, faculty, and community partners all had ideas about how to improve 

university-community partnerships and the ideas boiled down to increased resources like 

infrastructure and staff. The one department on campus dedicated to community engagement is 

understaffed and does not have the necessary resources to initiate and maintain partnerships.  

 

TAMMY: I just wish, there was a way, like there was a department that you can go to that really 

helps with stuff like this. You know, like a specific position. All I can think of is like this one 

department but it's like… I don't think they have the resources to deal with things like that. 

 

HEATHER: Well, I think if, uh, the university knew about the struggle that we have had to try 

and get into that museum….maybe they could help the professor reach out and be like, hey, she's 

actually a part of our campus. She's taking like, a legitimate class to your place. Please help her 

out. 

 

ROBERTA: I will say this…the director of the community engagement center...I’m in the 

faculty group with her for civic engagement and they want to create a podcast and I’m really 

anxious to do that because I think that’s another avenue to really educate. That’s another avenue 

outside of the classroom that can be used to help students with civic engagement and service-

learning. I’m looking forward to that. Just having the conversations to get people to see other 

perspectives so we can say “now, how do we move forward?” It’s not just having people come in 

to speak, because those are lectures. We need to have conversations. We need to have open, 

honest dialogue. 
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STAN: I think when I came, there was a director of community relations and they fired the 

director of community relations. And I felt that was a big mistake, but my point is the campus 

could certainly use a director of community relations and I don’t know why they never replaced 

it. They just considered it frivolous. So, it's unfortunate but I think that could be…somebody’s 

job… should be doing that.  No one has the responsibility of reaching out. I just think it’s 

unfortunate when we have the chance, and I spoke publicly along with a whole bunch of other 

people, we were asked to come in and speak on behalf of the arts, hoping that the unification or 

whatever the right word is, of the campuses would at least build an arts presence on the branch 

campus and a lot of wonderful things were said but not a single thing has happened.  I don’t see a 

single thing that’s happened. I got to write the letter that said the branch campus is no longer the 

sleepy campus, it now has part of the renaissance of the city with arts and sports and culture and 

a downtown presence. A vital downtown presence.  And we really worked hard to change that 

whole image of, that it was this sleepy campus into being a part of the university and I was 

working with the mayor’s office, with the chamber ... and then unfortunately in the last year or 

two, I think the whole thing is going back to the sleepy campus.  So, I bemoan the fate of the 

community engagement that’s there and can only hope it will come back. 

 

SAMANTHA: to the audience I’m working on it.  

 

ADMINISTRATOR: Our community-based partners and mentors multiply opportunities for 

students and challenge faculty and administrators to recognize new areas for innovation and 

exploration. Together we shine. 

 


