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Abstract

Academic Community Engagement (ACE) is defined ssaahing pedagogy that

combines community engagement with academic instruc This research is a

work in process for developing a uniform assessnsmatle to measure the

Benefits of Academic Community Engagement (BACH).two rounds of pilot

research, we were able to assess the face valibtytent validity, construct

validity, and reliability of the BACE scale. Theade seems to show initial

promise and further refinement will only improve épplicability.

Introduction

Community engagement has been around for centuriesreasingly, both high school and
college students are becoming more engaged witlh doenmunity (Toncar et. al. 2006).
Ehrlich (2000) definescommunity engagemerds “...working to make a difference in
communities through individual or collective actsodesigned to improve the quality of life.”
Ehrlich (2000) further goes on to state that comitguengagement “...requires collaborative,
reciprocal processes that recognize, respect, atdey the knowledge, perspective, and
resources shared among partners.” While the allefirition has its merits, its generic nature
limits its applicability within academic instituts. Therefore, we propose that the term
Academic Community Engagement (ACE) be adopted when referring to community
engagement within an academic setting and be dkehsée'A teaching pedagogy that combines

community engagemewith academic instruction

While most of the original ACE pedagogy (sometimmeterred to as experiential learning,
service learning, live case study, and communilvement) was initiated by the government,
its broader use in the classroom began in the $9@@ndall 1990; Kennedy et. al. 2001; Kolb
2004; Putkus 2000; Gujarathi et. al. 2002). Kdb&g4) believes that for some students (those
that learn through active experimentation), allsstaom pedagogy must include some type of
experiential-based learning. That is, listeningdctures and reading textbooks is inadequate
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(Madsen et. al., 2006). In fact, Dallimore (20@2jues that students of today are not adequately
prepared for the global competitive environment.

There are numerous types of courses that incog&@E pedagogy. For examplaternships
(paid or unpaid; working for-profit or not-for-piibforganizations) andlass projects/activities
(field work; consulting projects for actual cliehtsAs universities (in their accreditation progess
struggle with teaching students personal respditgjbisocial responsibility, ethics, and
leadership skills, ACE pedagogy can be considergalale methodology to instill these core

values.

Proponents of the ACE pedagogy argue that therseweral benefits of the ACE pedagogy to
student’'sacademic developmefEyler et. al. 2001; Razzouk et. al. 2003; Madseral. 2006;
Tucker et. al. 1998; Astin et. al. 2000; Michaelgnal. 2000; Munter 2002; Gujarathi et. al.
2002; Smith et. al. 2004; Godfrey 1999). ACE pexdpghelps student’s master course material
(content), it gives students the ability to trateslaourse material to real world (application),
helps students learn problem solving and decisiakimg skills, helps them develop critical
thinking and cognitive development skills, makes tiourse seems more relevant to a student’s
career, interaction with the community partner rpayvide future job prospects, students learn
presentation skills, and it creates an environnoémictive (versus passive) learning. Similarly,
the pedagogy helps student’s personal development This includes improved one’s self
efficacy, developing leadership and communicatidillss students learn small group
collaboration skills, teamwork dynamics, time magragnt skills, networking skills, synthesis
and analysis skills, conflict resolution skills,itnrg skills, etc. Most important, a student learn
how to learn, thereby preparing them for a lifetiofdearning. Research shows that students

tend to be more motivated in ACE courses than nB& &ourses (Klink et. al. 2004).

While each of the above stated benefits has bedh deeumented (Eyler et. al. 2001),
unfortunately, there are very few assessment thalsfaculties across all disciplines can use to
measure their student’s perceptions of the benefitthe ACE pedagogy. After extensive
research of the literature, we found the SErvicearbihg Benefit (SELEB) scale that was

developed, refined, and used to evaluate the lWermficommunity engagement (Toncar et. al.
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2006). While developing the SELEB scale, the arghook great care to assess the scales
reliability and validity. The scale was developesing Churchill (1979) methodology, where the
original 27 items were factor analyzed and reduoel? items. The final scale consisted of four

factors (practical skills, citizenship, personapensibility, and interpersonal skills).

This paper will attempt to develop tBenefits of Academic Community EngagementBACE)
scale. The BACE scale will be similar to the SBLEcale (e.g., it will be based on students
perception of the benefits of community engagemgat)it will be different (e.g., it will be
developed so as to be utilized across multipleiplises). This was critical for us, since the
institution had gone through great lengths to stadide the process and determine what
constitutes (qualifies) as an ACE pedagogy courdeor example, ACE courses includes
classroom instruction (where students are taugkbrth ideas, concepts, etc.); students
participate in a minimum number of documented hof&g., nine hours per semester) of
community engagement; the engagement is tiedv@etg to classroom instruction (what is
being taught in class); the instructor receivedii@ek from the community partner(s); the
instructor includes three statements in the syladtobout community engagement (i.e., the value
of community engagement, how it is linked to a seunbjective and part of a grade, a guidelines

of a written reflection about the experience).

For an academic institution to develop their owalsdor their own purpose is an important
academic exercise. Developing the BACE scaleudgmt, since the institution wanted the scale
to be used campus wide, so that assessment coultbre in all courses that used ACE
pedagogy. The original SELEB scale’s validity wested using a small sample (42) of students
in two business courses. Second, since the ACEgogy had been institutionalized (i.e., it is in
the faculty evaluation system, it is on studensngcripts, there is a prestigious award for
community engagement, etc.), we received input ffaculties across multiple disciplines who
wanted to include specific items on the universiigle instrument (i.e., faculties in the arts,
education, science, and social sciences had ditfeezommendations). Third, while the term
service learning and academic community engagemearged interchangeably in the literature,
we believed that developing a customized scalegusia language that the faculty is familiar

with make give the scale greater legitimacy. Hguthe SELEB scale had not undergone
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extensive re-validation and not received widesprgadtiny (i.e., using different samples from
different academic institutions) since developmeftterefore, we did not feel comfortable using

it exclusively and without modification.

Scale Development
We started the process of scale development bydimd all the original twelve items from the
SELEB scale. Using Churchill’'s (1979) recommeraiative added several additional items that
were recommended by other faculties across multeiplines. Next, the wordings of the
items were changed to reflect ACE pedagogy (rétreer service learning). The original SELEB
scale used an “important scale” (from 1-7) and vemted to use a “Likert scale” (1-5 point) with

a “N/A” option. Therefore, all items had to be nifeel to fit the “new” Likert scale.

Pilot Study One

The primary purpose of the first pilot study wasiggermine théace validity of the BACE scale
(i.e., the degree to which the items measure tineftie of community engagement). This was
critical, since the BACE scale was significantlyfelient than the SELEB scale. Both students
and instructors were asked to critique the woraihgach of the items. Two hundred and twenty
one students participated in this initial pilotdgun fall 2011. A convenient sample of nine
courses was requested to participate. These iedlwdurses in Mass Communication (4),
Education (4), and Sociology (1). The nine counsese taught by nine different instructors.
The classes were a mix, that is, working with bfathprofit and non-profits. All irrelevant,

badly worded items, etc. were either reworded ionirhted from further consideration.

Since several demographic questions were include¢de new instrument, we conducted some
basic descriptive analysis to identify what studethibught about their ACE course. Students
like the fact that the courgeakes a differenc@.39). Students like the fact that they can apply
the subject matter toeal world situation(4.36). Students say that they woudtommendhe
ACE course to a friend (4.33). Students beliexa &CE coursebenefit the communiti.24).
Students found ACE course to be vemgluable (4.23). In addition, we wanted to identify
student’s views about community engagement. Theggdeed with the statement that they

“probably won't volunteer in the community aftekitlag the ACE course” (1.77). A low mean
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indicated that they probably will volunteer. Thiapught they would have learned less from the
course if more time was spent in the classrooneatstof doing community service. That is,
community service helped them learn the course maatieetter. Approximately, 50% of the
students indicated that they had not been voluimigen their community (prior to taking the
ACE course).

The secondary purpose of the first pilot study wedetermine theontent validity of the BACE
scale (i.e., do the items adequately represent’dbreecontent of construct). Since this was the
first pilot study, we deemed it necessary to letrdspondent describe the benefits of community
engagement in their own words. Students were a@kexh open-ended format) to indicate their
perception of the benefits they received from the@E course (without the use of a Likert
scale). Here are some of the responses providethonstrated caring and/or compassion; the
cause — helping and serving others is importantpeeence was life changing; provided
networking opportunity; taught me how to be resjgadas taught me leadership skills; found
the experience to be fun. Next, students werengthe opportunity to indicate in their own
words what challenges they had in their ACE co@nsthout the use of a Likert scale). Here are
some of the responses provided: took more timelean as to what was being accomplished,;

interfered with work; commitment took away from edtion

Field Study two

The primary purpose of the second pilot study wadetermine the reliability and validity of the
BACE scale using a larger disparate sample of esursThe secondary purpose of the second
pilot study was to determine if any differencess&d across the various demographics
guestions. Sixteen courses participated in thergkgilot study. While this was a more
representative sample of courses offered at theetsity, it was still a convenient sample. It
included courses in Education (6), and Sociology &griculture (2), Library Science (2),
Marketing (1), Management (1), Honors program &by Internship (1). A total of 350 students

completed the survey in spring 2012.

While we used some modified items from the origilBBLEB scale (with four factors - practical

skills, citizenship, personal responsibility, anterpersonal skills), many of the items within the
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BACE scale were significantly different (due togpistudy one), thereby anticipating an entirely
different factor solution than the SELEB scale. ¥¢sessed thenstruct validity of the BACE
scale by looking at the factor loadings (using éigenvalue > 1 criteria) on a rotated factor
matrix using maximum likelihood extraction methodthwvarimax rotation. All items with
factor scores above 0.5 were analyzed. As indicateTable 1, we found two underlining
factors (not four as in the original SELEB scal&geveral raters were requested to label the two
factors. The raters recommended that they beddbiaternal and external factorgnternal
factor consisted of items that benefited the stugemsonally. They included 10 items (e.g.,
ACE course enhanced their leadership, communicapiosblem solving, organization, critical
thinking, workplace skills, etc.)Externalfactors had 5 items that students believed bekfite
community (e.g., ACE course made me more awar@mwitunity needs, that difference exist in
the community, feeling of personal responsibiltgurse made a difference in the community,
etc.).

Table 1: BACE Scale

Items Internal | External

Participating in the community helped enhanceleadershij skills. 0.741
The community service | did in this course helpestoranalyze problen and 0.72(
think critically.
The community service in this course helped mest@tbpworkplace skill. 0.71¢
The community service in this course has madimore employab. 0.712
The community service in this course assisted nuefiming thetype of worl| 0.70¢
want to do in the future.
Participation in the community helped enhancecommunicatio skills. 0.701
The community service in this course helped mestetbporganizational 0.68¢
skills.
The community service in this course helped nconnect theory wit 0.61-
practice
Working in the community helped me to define personal strengths ar 0.60¢
weaknesses
The community service in this course helped mepfiyathe subject matter 0.572
a “real world” situation
Conbach’s alpha 0.936
This cours helped me understand responsibilit to serve the communit 0.77¢
and develop myitizenship skills
This course helped me understand that | make a difference in n 0.74C
communityby being involved.
The community service aspect of this course shomedhow | can becorr 0.72¢
more involvedn my community.
This course helped me understanddifference (i.e., cultural, racial 0.66¢
economic, etc.) that exist in our community.
The community serce aspect of this course helped me to becmore aware 0.661
of the needs in my community
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| Conbach’s alpha | | 0.895 |

Next, reliability was assessed on each of the two factors usinga€lranalpha (see Table 1).
The reliability measures were 0.94 and 0.90 respaygt The high reliability of the BACE scale
could be due to several reasons. First, BACE sgakbased on a previously validated SELEB
scale. Second, face validity and content valitidygl been assessed in pilot study one, thereby
eliminating ambiguity in the items. Third, a larg@ore robust sample was utilized for the

second pilot study.

Results
Several of the faculties were also interested iovkng what students thought about the course
itself (rather than the benefits of the ACE pedagogSimilar to previous studies, Table 2
demonstrates that students taking ACE coursesthiadcourses extremely valuable (the mean
difference is significant; p-value=0.000). Nexte wanted to determine what makes an ACE
course “valuable”. While value, in general, isedatined by the ratio of benefits to sacrifice, we
wanted to determine how students determine theevaitan ACE course. We used a stepwise
regression model to determine the most criticah&en predicting “course value.” Value of an
ACE course is based on the course teaching stugesttdem solving and critical thinking skills
(p-value=0.000) and the course teaching them ttydpp subject to real world (p-value=0.000).

Therefore, faculties must make sure their ACE a®isgloing this (at a minimum).

Table 2: Paired t-test

Items Mean

At the beginninc of the semester | was uneasy about the commumiticescomponent of th| 2.82

course.

At the enc of the semester | thought that the community ser@spect of this course w| 4.37%
valuable.

t-vale = 16.919;  degrees of freedom = 347; p-value = 0.000

While the BACE scale is designed to assess thefitermd ACE pedagogy to students, we
wanted to determine student’s perception aboub#refits of ACE courses to the community.
Students believe that the relational exchange @iveemmunity partners and the student are
mutual beneficial (see Table 3). Itis clear fréable 3, that students rated the entire experience

of working with a community as excellent (means8041 on a 10 point scale) and would
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recommend other students take courses that adoptpedagogy (4.22). Finally, it is believed
that ACE pedagogy tends to help students be muoiealy minded (4.23). Itis clear (see Table
3) that students intend to be community orientetl wio the future (4.22). Thereby, supporting
the notion that ACE course can make a student mocelly responsible (which is one of the

core values for many academic institutions today).

Table 3: Benefit to Community

ltems Mean | St. Dev.
The community service | did through this coubenefited the commun. 4.23 0.912
| probably will continue to serve the commui after this cours 4.22 0.982
| would recommend this cour to a friend 4.22 1.06¢
On a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 ibad experience and 10 is iexcellen experience| 8.41 1.78¢
| would rate my community service learning expecein this class/course as a

Finally, we wanted to determine if there were aiffetences in responses across the various
demographic questions. What we found was that Eemaspondents were higher on all
responses when compared to male respondents. ¢lggeT observation, we believe this is due
to the fact that the sample was skewed (80% o$#émeple was females). We also compared the
responses based on their commuting status and fimahechon-commuters tend to rate the items
significantly higher than commuters. This coulddee to the fact that commuters experience
poverty of time and tend to have difficulty meetithgir obligations to the community partners;
thereby reporting less benefit. While we did gk any question on income (which could be an
extraneous, intervening, or a moderating variabke)xould be that commuters have lower
income and appreciate the instructor’'s motivationteaching an ACE course and realize the
benefits of the ACE pedagogy. Next, we lookedhat éthnicity of respondents and found that
non-whites tend to consistently rate higher onBA€E scale than whites. This could be due to
the fact that 75% of the sample was white (biadimg results). Another reason for this
difference could be that, in general, non-whitesltéo be lower on the socio-economic scale;
therefore they tend to appreciate the needs otdhemunity better. Hence, they tend to value

the benefits of ACE pedagogy more.

Conclusion
This difference in number of factors (2 vs. 4)he BACE scale could be due to the fact that the

original SELEB scale was developed using only bessnstudents and our sample included
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courses from disparate colleges (thereby produdingysity in instruction, instructors, projects,
community partners, course content, etc.). Basedhese preliminary analyses of two pilot
studies, we can conclude that ACE courses providieeal laboratory for students to engage in
experiential learning. It is obvious that many is®s$ and disciplines are suitable for ACE
pedagogy, because the sample included courses ucatoh, Business, Sociology, Mass
Communication, Library Science, Agriculture, efOur research has demonstrated that the ACE
pedagogy can be very beneficial to students. Mmpecifically, students indicated that they
learnt problem solving, decision making, criticahinking, leadership, communication,

teamwork, time management, social responsibilitizenship, understanding diversity, etc.

Based on this research and feedback we have recéarecdotally) from colleagues that
currently teach ACE course, we can also make saowedlrecommendations. First, to maintain
complete control of the course, ACE pedagogy caursest have “structure”. That is, the
instructor should have thought about the assignsnenoject, due dates, etc. Second, on the first
class meeting, the faculty must orient the studentthe benefits of ACE pedagogy; otherwise
students will be critical on the end of semesteulfiy evaluation. Third, students must be given
the opportunity to self select participation in tR€EE courses. This can be done by offering
multiple sections of the same course (some thaA@t designated and some that are not ACE
designated). Alternatively, the professor coultlude an opt-out option in his/her syllabus (e.g.,
write a research paper in lieu of community engag@in Fourth, students must be given the
opportunity to reflect on their community engagetexperience. Since reflection is a function
of one’s experience, it can be positive and/or tiega To get an reflection, faculty must grade

the reflection on a “completion” scale.

Future Research
Asses the benefit of ACE pedagogy to students aweldping a scale that could be used by all
faculties is an important academic exercise (MdGat. al. 1999). It is clear from our
preliminary research that we are on track in adhgpthis goal. It is also obvious that we still
have some work to be done on refining the instrunfierther. First, there are a couple of
double-barrel items on the BACE scale; we woule lik split the item into two independent

items next time. Second, we would like to get moepresentative sample (by using a
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probability sampling methodology) of the entire plgtion of students during the next pilot

study. Since this was a preliminary study (usingoavenient sample) we did not assess the
validity of the sample. Sample validation can leéedmined by comparing the demographic of
the sample with the demographics of the populatismg a chi-square goodness of fit test.
Third, we would like to include the “income” questi This may help us in developing a better
predictive model and it may also help us deterniireny differences exist across the various

income levels.

Besides the benefits of the ACE pedagogy to stsdémé¢ pedagogy is valuable to both faculty
and institution (Mcintyre et. al. 2005). It helfsculty establish contacts, improves public
relations within the community, increases studeatention, provides possible funding
opportunities, etc. To assess these benefitsettvib additional stakeholders, a future research
endeavor should include an assessment tool to meedbese benefits. These additional
instruments may help us measure benefits of comyerigagement in a dyadic or triadic
setting. Our initial databases search did nottileany scales or studies that have developed

such assessment tools.

Previous research has recommended that facultydsynsumerous issues (Klink et. al. 2004;
Madsen et. al. 2006; Smith et. al. 2005; McCarthyaé 1999) when designing their ACE
course. For example, should the engagement gchigidone in groups or individual; should the
community partner be a small, medium, or large woigion; is the ACE pedagogy more
suitable for undergraduate or graduate coursest lgkal of involvement should the instructor
maintain with the community partner (high vs. low)jould the community partner be a for-
profit or not-for profit organization; should theC& pedagogy be used in a core or an elective
course; what percentage of the final grade shduddcommunity engagement component be;
should the ACE pedagogy be used in small or laize dasses. While these issues have been
discussed extensively in the literature, no resetoadate has looked at the benefits of each of
these issues. Assessing the benefits of thesesissauld be of tremendous value to faculties,
especially those teaching ACE course for the firse, when designing their ACE pedagogy

courses.
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