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Table 4: Technocratic and Democratic Civic Engagement 

Technocratic Civic Engagement (TCE)  Democratic Civic Engagement (DCE) 

For  With 

Deficit-based  Asset-based 

Uni-directional flow of knowledge from 

credentialed academic experts; distinction 

between knowledge producers and knowledge 

consumers 

Multi-directional, synergistic flow of ideas and 

questions within a web of knowledge centers; 

co-creation of knowledge 

Engagement is apolitical  Engagement facilitates inclusive, collaborative, 

deliberative democracy 

At best transactional exchanges  Potentially transformative partnerships (transformative 

of self, others, organizations/institutions, systems, 

paradigms); change result from co-creation 

Hierarchical power dynamics  Powershifted dynamics that disrupt hierarchy and 

position all partners as co-educators, co-learners, 

co-generators of knowledge and practice 
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Figure 3. Dialectical Tensions in Democratically Engaged Assessment 
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Carnegie Community Engagement Elective Classification 
Focus of Assessment: Institutions of Higher Education 
Examination per three core values of DEA 

Value  Analysis 

Full 
participation 

Strengths 
● The initial development of the tool included representatives of multiple institution types.

Shortcomings 
● Community partners and students were not part of developing the tool and, on many campuses, are not involved in its use despite having

significant stakes in the results.

● There is no inherent requirement that the application be made available to members of the campus community and its constituents

(although some campuses do choose to post their completed applications online).

Co-creation  Strengths 
● Representatives of multiple institution types piloted the first version of the tool and provided feedback to refine it before the classification

launched.

● Ongoing refinement of the tool for each cycle draws on input from campus applications (a question solicits such input) as well as

practitioner-scholars in a variety of roles; additional mechanisms are being developed to make the process of refinement open to anyone

who wishes to provide input.

Shortcomings 
● The tool does not inherently require a broad-based team approach or even input from all partners or stakeholders; however, the institution

can build such contributions into the process.

Rigor  Strengths 

● The tool was developed from an extensive body of research on and practice of community engagement through an iterative revision

process using lessons from use at a variety of institutions over more than a decade.

● It requires extensive and thorough documentation of institutional culture, practices, and policies in a way that invites discussions of internal

differences that can lead to greater conceptual clarity.

● Because the applcation encourages campuses to tell their own unique story, there is some alignment of a common process with

campus-specific contexts.

Shortcomings 
● The tool does not incorporate multiple methods or ways of knowing and privileges western academic approaches to learning and scholarly

work.

● The 10-year re-application cycle may provide insufficient external accountability to ensure catalytic validity (i.e., that results are acted upon).

● Minimal guidance is provided to help campuses consider the potential risks and harms associated with how they determine what

information to include.
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DEAL Model Critical Thinking Table and Rubric 
Focus of Assessment: Student Learning 
Examination per three core values of DEA 

Generativity  Strengths 
● The Critical Thinking Table uses questions to guide and deepen thinking, opening up rather than closing down possibilities for critical

reflection in ways that help learners (i.e., all of us) develop capacities to examine and improve the quality of their own reasoning and

inquiry

● Both the Table and Rubric have provided a basis for SoTL projects that, in turn, have enhanced course design, feedback, critical reflection

prompts, etc

● Some of the critical thinking standards, such as breadth, depth, and fairness, hold particularly important potential for helping to bring

about conditions for groups to come together for change in that they encourage mindfulness, listening, and perspective taking in the

sharing of ideas, including across differences in experience and worldview.

Practicability  Strengths 
● The tools are relatively easy to use and largely free of jargon, and they produce immediate and actionable results.

● The tools lend themselves to a feedback process that is both efficient and effective.

● The tools are available without cost.

Shortcomings 
● Arguably the tools are focused on the world as it is when it comes to how critical thinking is conceptualized and are not well suited to

challenging established interpretations of critical thinking or bringing new interpretations to the forefront.

Resilience  Strengths 
● The tools are flexible in that a subset of the standards can be focused on (a practice some have found useful and others have found

problematic).

● The use of questions in the Critical Thinking Table can encourage a feedback process that is experienced as a dialogue among

participants, which can in turn nurture relationships.

● The Critical Thinking Table in particular can be used proactively (e.g., for students to pose the questions to their own thinking as it is

developing rather than relying on peers or instructors for feedback once a draft has been produced and shared).

● The broad applicability of the tools allows for sustained refinement of critical thinking capacities across multiple situations (e.g., through a

semester, through a degree program, throughout life)

● The questions in the Critical Thinking Table can provide a response to inequities as they do not require prior knowledge; anecdotally,

students for whom English is not their first language find these questions useful in their efforts to think and write in English in courses that

do not offer such a tool (which we see as an example of Brown’s (2018) “resilience-as-adaptive-capacity”)

Shortcomings 
● The tools are not well suited for use in conditions under which a different conceptualization of critical reflection is the norm, except for the

purpose of broadening exposure to alternative frameworks
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Table 2: Putting DEA Into Practice Across the Phases of Assessment (page 1 of 3) 

1. Deliberatively Defining
Values, Goals, and

Audience 

2. Determining
Design and Methods 

3. Implementing
4. Reporting and

Disseminating
5. Learning from and

Acting on Results

Full Participation: Are the full range of stakeholder perspectives included, respected, valued, and supported? 

Who should be included? What 

questions should be asked? 

What groups are likely to be 

impacted? How is participation 

equitably enabled? How will 

perspectives of the full range 

of stakeholders be taken into 

account when establishing 

values and goals, determining 

audience, and choosing 

methods? Who decides what 

will and will not be assessed, 

why, and for whom? 

Are the perspectives of all 

those impacted considered? 

Does the design promote 

equity? Who is involved at 

each phase? Who decides? 

Are the data collected relevant 

and respectful to all 

participants? 

Who is and is not involved in 

implementation and in making 

meaning of the information 

generated? Can the full range 

of relevant collaborators and 

stakeholders make use of the 

data? How are barriers to 

access identified and 

addressed? Does 

implementation contribute to 

stakeholder trust of the 

processes? 

Who is and is not involved in 

reporting and sharing the 

process and the results? Are 

all perspectives considered 

when choosing formats, 

venues, and audiences for 

reporting? Are the full range of 

voices included? Does the 

report represent the full range 

of stakeholder values? 

Who is and is not involved in 

using what is learned? How 

are the full range of 

perspectives incorporated? 

How are the full range of 

stakeholders perspectives 

included in plans for improving 

future assessments? What are 

the mechanisms for 

encouraging ongoing 

participation from diverse 

constituencies? Is the process 

equitable? Does the process 

promote justice? 

Co-creation: Are participants working together and contributing at each phase? 

Does the full range of 

participants feel empowered to 

contribute at each phase of the 

assessment? Are participants’ 

assets and capabilities used to 

advantage? Do 

decision-making processes 

require reciprocity and 

power-sharing? How are 

historical and current power 

differentials addressed? How 

are intellectual property rights 

negotiated for equitable and/or 

shared ownership? Is risk 

equitably shared? 

How are participants working 

together and managing 

conflicts to design assessment 

processes that meet 

everyone’s goals and priorities 

optimally? Are the knowledge, 

questions, and abilities of the 

full range of participants given 

equal value in co-creating the 

research design and methods? 

Is there an open and 

transparent process through 

which changes are proposed, 

discussed, decided, and 

implemented? Are multiple 

methods needed to meet 

divergent goals? 

Is the full range of participants 

contributing to implementation 

of methods and 

meaning-making of the 

results?  Does the process 

contribute to a shared 

understanding among 

participants? 

How are participants sharing 

responsibility for developing 

reports and otherwise 

disseminating what has been 

learned? Is authorship credited 

equitably? Are formats, 

venues, and audiences 

determined deliberately and 

with an attention to multiple 

goals? 

How are participants involved 

in determining how the 

assessment informs future 

work? Who owns the data? Are 

participants able to use data 

for their own purposes? What 

is the process for engaging the 

full range of participants in 

applying what is learned? 

Does the assessment 

contribute to partnership 

growth? 

3
6
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Table 2: Putting DEA Into Practice Across the Phases of Assessment (page 2 of 3) 

1. Deliberatively Defining
Values, Goals, and

Audience 

2. Determining
Design and Methods 

3. Implementing
4. Reporting and

Disseminating
5. Learning from and

Acting on Results

Rigor: Does the assessment inspire trustworthiness and confidence across the full range of stakeholders? 

What assumptions and biases 

shape assessment values, 

goals, and audiences? How 

will these be surfaced and 

addressed? Are all sources of 

relevant “expertise” identified? 

Does the assessment 

thoroughly and critically 

investigate questions and 

information relevant to the full 

range of stakeholders? Does 

anyone have to compromise 

their integrity to participate? Is 

a plan in place for avoiding 

harm to individuals or groups? 

Is a critical questioning of 

objectivity encouraged? Are a 

diverse range of methods and 

modalities considered? Are the 

methods likely to yield multiple 

forms of validity? Are the 

methods contextually and 

culturally appropriate? Are 

ethical oversight and 

accountability mechanisms in 

place and accessible to all 

participants? 

Is the process and information 

generated valid, reliable, 

trustworthy, relevant? Is 

information collected ethically 

obtained, stored and 

managed? Is interpretation and 

analysis appropriate for the 

goals, questions, context, and 

stakeholders? On what 

grounds does the method 

yield valid results (e.g. 

democratic, outcome, process, 

catalytic and dialogic)? Does 

the process for interpreting 

and making meanings from 

results invite  critique from 

multiple standpoints? What 

risks do participants face and 

how are they informed? 

Are assumptions, 

methodological choices, 

ethical considerations, and 

results transparent to the full 

range of stakeholders? Is 

appropriate care exercised to 

protect the privacy of 

participants and their 

information? Is evidence 

thoroughly analyzed in 

reports? Are all informational 

sources appropriately 

acknowledged and cited? Can 

results inform or be adapted 

for use in other projects? Are 

reporting processes and 

products likely to catalyze 

desired outcomes and realize 

values? 

Have models (methodological 

and theoretical) been 

thoroughly interrogated for 

limitations and possible 

improvements? What are the 

processes for critically 

questioning results from 

stakeholder perspectives? 

How are the results designed 

to encourage all stakeholders 

to take action? 

Generativity: Is the assessment opening up new possibilities and documenting unexpected outcomes? 

Does the planning process 

engage participants in shared 

learning and reflection? Does it 

identify social change 

processes, small or large, that 

the assessment could inform? 

Are non-standard methods and 

ways of knowing considered 

and encouraged? How does 

the design incorporate shifts in 

perspective, practice, and 

interaction with participants to 

generate new information? 

How will the assessment open 

new possibilities for practice 

and inquiry? Are innovations 

encouraged?  How are 

unintended outcomes 

captured? 

Is the reporting accessible, 

provocative, engaging, and 

inspiring? How do reporting 

formats and venues extend 

beyond standard practices and 

reach new audiences? How 

are audiences empowered to 

use the information for positive 

change? 

How do results inform 

personal, program, 

organizational, or social 

change? How do the results 

help transcend the immediate 

and point to broader 

possibilities? How can we use 

the results and critical insights 

to yield constructive 

innovations and imaginative 

transformation? 

3
7
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Table 2: Putting DEA Into Practice Across the Phases of Assessment (page 3 of 3) 

1. Deliberatively Defining
Values, Goals, and

Audience 

2. Determining
Design and Methods 

3. Implementing
4. Reporting and

Disseminating
5. Learning from and

Acting on Results

Practicability: Is the assessment feasible and are available resources equitably and responsibly managed? 

Are the goals realistic? How do 

the goals take constraints  into 

consideration? Are the 

resources required (time, 

financial, or human) appropriate 

for the assessment goals, 

values, and audience? Will 

resources be allocated 

efficiently and responsibly? Is 

the resource burden shared 

equitably among participants? 

Are there avenues to develop 

additional resources? Can the 

constraints on assessment be 

challenged and/or changed? 

What are all of the potential 

informational benefits and 

resource costs of each possible 

method? Do the potential 

outcomes justify the costs? Are 

benefits and costs predictable? 

Are required resources aligned 

with participants’ assets? How 

might resource allocation 

prioritize participant goals?  Can 

the method be re-used over 

time or have long-term 

efficiencies? Have trade-offs 

been fully considered? 

What is the most resource 

efficient way to implement the 

chosen methods? How could 

costs (time, financial, or human) 

be reduced? How are 

implementation costs shared 

equitably among participants? 

What are the trade-offs in cost 

reduction? What creative 

strategies can be used to 

overcome resource constraints? 

How can reporting help 

minimize trade-offs between 

“what is possible” and “what 

is”? What formats, venues, and 

audiences for reporting will 

have the greatest impact for the 

least cost? How might 

resources (time, financial, or 

human) be minimized in 

reporting and dissemination 

without compromising audience 

and goals? Are the costs of 

reporting and dissemination 

shared equitably among 

participants? 

How does the assessment help 

create the world we envision 

from the world as it is? Are the 

results effective in developing 

information that is actionable by 

participants? What lessons will 

make future efforts more 

efficient in meeting their goals 

and reaching intended 

audiences? 

Resilience: Is the assessment adaptable in changing conditions and durable enough to promote sustained learning? 

How will the assessment build 

lasting capacity for all 

participants, sustain projects 

and partnerships, and support 

long-term learning? How will the 

assessment engage all 

participants and stakeholders in 

building adaptive processes? 

How does the assessment 

strengthen relationships among 

participants? How does the 

assessment address justice 

longitudinally? How will the 

assessment support informed 

reflection and sustained growth 

for organizations, communities, 

and society? 

Are the methods sufficiently 

varied and robust to yield useful 

information in times of 

prosperity and challenge? How 

will changing conditions 

(resource, human or social) 

impact efficacy of the 

assessment? Are the methods 

adaptable and sustainable? 

How can deliberations over 

methods strengthen 

partnerships? Do methods 

promote equity, sustained 

learning, empowerment, and 

growth opportunities? How is 

critical reflection integrated into 

the processes and 

relationships? 

Can the implementation be 

made efficient, repeatable, and 

manageable across diverse 

partnerships, personnel and 

processes? How  adaptive to 

changing circumstances is the 

implementation? Is critical 

reflection, adaptation, and 

change inherent to 

implementation? Are 

partnerships sufficiently durable 

to withstand challenges in the 

assessment processes? Does 

the implementation itself 

incorporate relational 

reflexivity? 

How will reporting and 

dissemination nurture 

relationships? How is 

transformative and sustained 

learning promoted among 

participants and audiences? 

How can reporting help 

participants and the public be 

more adaptive to problems, 

change, and crisis? Do the 

reporting and dissemination 

processes promote sustained 

attention to justice? 

Do the results improve capacity 

to respond to adversity and 

successes? How do results 

support long-term planning for 

all participants? How can the 

assessment develop resilience 

in the face of social and 

ecological crisis? How do the 

results foster sustained growth 

for individuals, organizations, 

communities, and society more 

generally?   How do the results 

add to capacities for human and 

ecological flourishing? Do the 

results address or even 

dismantle systemic injustices? 

3
8
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Table 3: Questions to Pose in Examining Assessment Tools Through the Lens of DEA (page 1 of 2) 

DEA Value  Questions 

Full 
Participation 

❏ Who contributed to the knowledge frame the tool was developed from (and who did not)?

❏ Does this knowledge base depend on hierarchical understandings that themselves marginalize diverse ways of knowing?

❏ Who will use the tool? Who has ready access? Who knows the tool exists or is able to find it easily?

❏ Does the tool generate data relevant to the full range of stakeholders?

❏ Who is the tool designed for? Is the tool formatted such that all relevant collaborators and stakeholders can make use of it?

❏ What accommodations or supports will be needed to enable all parties to use the tool?

❏ Is the language accessible? If not, how can jargon and otherwise unfamiliar terms be minimized?

❏ How can we best use the tool to ensure participation from and across multiple voices?

❏ Who has access to the data generated? Will that data be understandable and applicable by the full range of stakeholders?

❏ Does the process of analysis consider and involve all constituents?

Co-creation  ❏ Who participated in the creation of the tool?

❏ Who owns the tool? Can it be modified?

❏ Do the users feel empowered to modify the tool? If so, is there an open and transparent process for making changes to the tool?

❏ Can use of the tool help to develop trust?

❏ Does the tool invite and incorporate multiple perspectives? Does it invite shared ownership?

❏ Does the tool allow for the full range of participants to be involved across all phases of the assessment?

❏ Does the tool allow participants to share knowledge and power regardless of their position?

❏ Does the tool effectively leverage the assets and capabilities of the full range of participants?

❏ Does the tool help to generate new and shared understandings?

❏ Who owns the data generated by using the tool?  Can the data be used by participants to further their own priorities?

Rigor  ❏ Are the sources that informed the development of the tool transparent? What perspectives were (and were not) considered?

❏ Does the tool generate data that are useful and relevant to the full range of stakeholders?

❏ On what grounds, and to what degree, will the tool ensure accuracy and trustworthiness [validity] of the results?  (e.g. democratic, outcome,

process, catalytic, and dialogic)?

❏ Does the tool use  clearly defined terminology that can be understood by the full range of stakeholders? Does the language used reinforce

problematic assumptions [e.g. expertise] or interpretations?

❏ Is the tool grounded in sufficient conceptual clarity to be useful to assess the issue/phenomena in question?

❏ Has the tool been tested (e.g., for validity, usability, accessibility, relevance, and/or adaptability)?

❏ Does the tool allow information to be gathered across diverse methods or ways of knowing? If not, what additional tools can provide a

broader, more representative assessment?

4
4
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Table 3: Questions to Pose in Examining Assessment Tools Through the Lens of DEA (page 2 of 2) 

DEA Value  Questions 

Generativity 
❏ Will the tool generate information that could open new pathways of discovery?

❏ What change or growth processes could this tool help to inform, small or large?

❏ Does the tool support the incorporation of diverse methods and ways of knowing?

❏ Are both intended and unintended outcomes sought and captured?

❏ Does the tool generate information that can be used to support shared learning, growth, and positive change?

❏ Does use of the tool support reflective critique that could yield growth and development of people, organizations, and processes?

❏ Does the tool generate information that transcends the immediate question and points to broader meanings and possibilities?

❏ How will the tool help to inspire imagination, curiosity, and innovation? How does it feed ongoing discovery?

Practicability 
❏ What resources are needed to use the tool? How might resources be leveraged to enable the use of this tool?

❏ Are there ways the tool can be modified to make use of available resources? Are there alternatives that make better use of available

resources?

❏ Can the tool be modified to be less resource-intensive? Does its use allow for partners to share the resource burden equitably?

❏ Will use of the tool encourage and support the development of resources?

❏ Does the tool allow for reporting that reaches a wide audience relative to the cost?

❏ Does the tool generate information that is actionable by participants?

❏ Do the potential outcomes justify the required resources?

Resilience 
❏ Is the tool robust and adaptive?  Does it yield useful information despite challenges or changing contexts?

❏ Can the tool be used repeatedly over time and in changing contexts? Can the tool be readily modified for continued use?

❏ Can the tool be adapted to address both processes and products?

❏ Does the tool support longitudinal models of inquiry (i.e., long-term data gathering and analysis)?

❏ Will use of the tool enable social and ecological resilience in our organizations, communities, or society?

❏ Will use of the tool strengthen partnership adaptability, making them sustainable over time? Does it encourage and deepen trusting

relationships among participants?

❏ Does the tool surface inequity in multiple contexts?

❏ Will use of the tool contribute to lasting capacity and significant learning for the participants? Will it sustain growth in projects or programs?

❏ Does the tool identify strengths and assets in ways that build up individuals and organizations/institutions (e.g., their confidence, their

capacities, their commitments)?

4
5
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Appendix B:  
Resources for Assessment in Community Engagement 

Focus of Assessment  Key References  Methodological Tools 

Student intellectual 

development 

(content knowledge, 

critical thinking, 

problem solving) 

❏ Ash, Clayton, & Atkinson, 2005

❏ Astin & Sax, 1998

❏ Astin, Vogelgesang, Ikeda, & Yee, 2000

❏ Eyler & Giles, 1999;

❏ Eyler, Giles, Stenson, & Gray 2001

❏ Fitch, Steinke, & Hudson, 2013

❏ Jameson, Clayton, & Ash, 2013

❏ Reflective Judgment Model (King & Kitchener, 2002)

❏ The Measure of Service Learning: Research Scales to Assess Student

Experiences (Bringle, Phillips, & Hudson, 2004)

❏ Critical Reflection (Ash & Clayton, 2009)

❏ VALUE Rubrics (e.g., Problem-Solving, Intercultural Knowledge and Competence,

Critical Thinking) (AAC&U, 2009)

❏ Problem-Solving Analysis Protocol (P-SAP) (Fitch, Steinke, & Hudson, 2013)

Student personal 

development  

(e.g., moral, 

emotional, social, 

efficacy, empathy, 

identity development, 

motivation, agency, 

career) 

❏ Astin, Vogelgesang, Ikeda, & Yee, 2000

❏ Astin & Sax, 1998

❏ Brandenberger, 2013

❏ Eyler & Giles, 1999

❏ Eyler, Giles Stenson, & Gray, 2001

❏ Felten, Gilchrist, & Darby, 2006

❏ Jones & Abes, 2004

❏ Kahne & Westheimer, 2006

❏ Lundy, 2007

❏ Community Service Self-Efficacy Scale (Reeb, Katsuyama, Sammon, & Yoder,

1998)

❏ Faith and Civic Engagement (FACE) Scale (Droege & Ferrari, 2012)

❏ Revised Empathic Anger Scale (Bringle, Hedgepath, & Stephens, 2015)

Student civic 

outcomes  

(including civic 

responsibility, 

intercultural 

competence, social 

justice orientation) 

❏ Battistoni, 2013

❏ Deardorff & Edwards, 2013

❏ Eyler, 2010

❏ Eyler & Giles, 1999

❏ Hatcher, Bringle, & Hahn, 2017

❏ Kiely, 2005

❏ Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005

❏ Saltmarsh, 2005

❏ Steinberg, Hatcher, & Bringle, 2011

❏ Stokamer, 2011

❏ Yorio & Ye, 2012

❏ Civic Responsibility Survey (Furco, Muller, & Ammon, 1998)

❏ Civic Attitudes and Skills Questionnaire (CASQ) (e.g., Moely, Miron, Mercer, &

Ilustre, 2002)

❏ Civic Engagement VALUE Rubric (AAC&U, 2009)

❏ Civic-Minded Graduate Scale, quantitative and qualitative (Steinberg, Hatcher, &

Bringle, 2011)

❏ Social Justice Scale (SJS) (Torres-Harding, Siers, & Olson, 2012)

❏ Civic Engagement Scale (Doolittle, 2013)

❏ Awareness of Privilege and Oppression Scale II (McClellan, 2014)

1
2
3
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Focus of Assessment  Key References  Methodological Tools 

Faculty  

(learning, motivation, 

agency, 

development, 

teaching, scholarship) 

❏ Blanchard, Hanssmann, Strauss, Belliard,

Krichbaum, Waters, & Seifer, 2009

❏ Blanchard, Strauss, & Webb, 2012

❏ Clayton, Hess, Jaeger, Jameson, & McGuire,

2013

❏ Chism, Palmer, & Price, 2013

❏ Cruz, Ellern, Ford, Moss, & White, 2012

❏ Doberneck & Fitzgerald, 2008

❏ Foster, 2010

❏ O’Meara, 2013

❏ Seifer, Blanchard, Jordan, Gelmon, &

McGinley, 2012

❏ Scholarship Reconsidered (Boyer, 1990)

❏ Points of Distinction: A Guide for Planning and Evaluating Quality Outreach

(Michigan State University, 1996, 2000)

❏ Scholarship Unbound (O’Meara, 2001)

❏ Community-Engaged Scholarship Review, Promotion, & Tenure Package (Jordan,

2007) 

❏ Scholarship in Public (Ellison & Eatman, 2008)

❏ Service-Learning Quality Assessment Tool (SLQAT) (Furco et al., 2017)

❏ Holistic Framework for Educational Professional Development (Welch &

Plaxton-Moore, in press)

Institutions of  

higher education 

❏ Franz, Childers, & Sanderlin, 2012

❏ Furco & Holland, 2013

❏ Furco & Miller, 2009

❏ Kecskes, 2013

❏ Moore & Ward, 2010

❏ Saltmarsh & Gelmon, 2006

❏ Saltmarsh, Clayton, & Janke, 2016

❏ Saltmarsh, Hartley, & Clayton, 2009

❏ Sandmann & Plater, 2009

❏ Sandmann & Plater, 2013

❏ Warnick, 2007

❏ Carnegie Community Engagement Classification

❏ Self-Assessment Rubric for the Institutionalization of Service Learning in Higher

Education (Furco, 1999)

❏ The Engaged Department Toolkit (Battistoni, Gelmon, Saltmarsh, Wegin, &

Zlotkowski, 2003)

❏ Building Capacity for Community Engagement: Institutional Self-Assessment

(Gelmon, Seifer, Kauper-Brown, & Mikkelsen, 2005)

❏ Creating Community-Engaged Departments: Self-Assessment Rubric for the

Institutionalization of Community Engagement in Academic Departments

(Kecskes, 2008)

❏ Rubric for the Community-Engaged School/College (Janke et al., 2017)

1
2
4
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Focus of Assessment  Key References  Methodological Tools 

Partnerships  ❏ Bringle & Clayton, 2013

❏ Burns, 1978

❏ Community-Campus Partnerships for Health,

2007

❏ Creighton, 2006

❏ Cunningham, 2008

❏ d’Arlach, Sanchez, & Feuer 2009

❏ Driscoll & Kecskes, 2009

❏ Dumlao & Janke 2012

❏ Holland, 2001

❏ Jacoby, 2013

❏ Janke, 2013

❏ Koch, 2005

❏ Miron & Moely, 2006

❏ Mondloch, 2009

❏ Sandy & Holland, 2006

❏ Stoecker & Tryon, 2009

❏ Ward & Wolf-Wendel, 2000

❏ Weiss, Anderson, & Lasker, 2002

❏ Wolff, Greene, & White, 2012

❏ Building Partnerships with College Campuses: Community Perspectives

(Leiderman, Furco, Zapf, & Goss, 2002)

❏ CHESP Assessment Framework (Gelmon, 2003)

❏ Community Impacts of Research Oriented Partnerships (CIROP) (King, Currie,

Smith, Servais, & McDougall, 2008)

❏ Students, Organizations, Faculty, Administrators, Residents (SOFAR) (Bringle,

Clayton, & Price, 2009)

❏ Partnership Assessment Toolkit (Afsana, Habte, Hatfield, Murphy, & Neufeld,

2009) 

❏ Democratic/Technocratic Paradigms of Engagement (Dostilio & Clayton, 2011;

Saltmarsh, Hartley, Clayton, 2009)

❏ TRES (Clayton, Bringle, Senor, Huq, & Morrison, 2010)

❏ Principles of Partnership (CCPH Board of Directors. Position Statement on

Authentic Partnerships. Community-Campus Partnerships for Health, 2013)

❏ Community Engagement Partnership Rubric (Mack, Brotzman, & Deegan, 2014)

❏ Service-Learning Quality Assessment Tool (SLQAT) (Furco et al., 2017)

❏ Collaborative Relationship Mapping [ColRM] (Price, 2017)

❏ Living Knowledge’s science shops toolkit

Community 

Outcomes 

❏ Cruz & Giles, 2000

❏ Gelmon, Holland, Driscoll, Spring & Kerrigan,

2001

❏ Guijt 2007

❏ Hart, Northmore, & Gerhardt, 2009

❏ Marullo et al., 2003

❏ Olney, Livingston, Fisch, & Talamantes, 2006

❏ Reeb & Folger, 2013

❏ Reeler, 2007

❏ Schmidt & Robby, 2002

❏ Worrall, 2007

❏ Community Capitals Framework (Emery & Flora, 2006; Mattos, 2015)

❏ Typology of Community Outcomes (Gemmel & Clayton, 2009)

❏ Whole Measures (Center for Whole Communities)

❏ Continuum of Impact (Animating Democracy)

❏ Collective Impact Framework (Kania & Kramer, 2011)

❏ Ripple Effect Mapping (Kollock, Flage, Chazdon, Paine, & Higgins, 2012)

❏ Outcomes Harvesting (Wilson-Grau, 2015)

❏ Fidelity criteria monitoring and sustainability checks (Reeb et al., forthcoming)
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