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Abstract The original mission of the state and land-grant university was to engage with
communities to solve problems and improve the quality of life for the citizenry. Today most
state and land-grant universities have moved far away from their original mission and are
struggling to become engaged with the communities they serve. In this case study, we
highlight some of the steady progress toward engagement that has recently occurred at The
Pennsylvania State University. We catalogue how strong vision and leadership; infrastruc-
ture reorganization; and the active involvement of faculty, students, and community
partners have revitalized the land-grant mission at Penn State.
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The idea of the state and land-grant college and university, which was formed in the last
half of the nineteenth century, was largely a response to the industrializing society’s
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increasingly complex problems (Bonnen, 1998; Herren & Edwards, 2002; Thelin, 2004).
State universities were “conceived in the Jeffersonian populist tradition of education for
democratic citizenship” (Bloustein, 1985, p. 2) and were chartered to serve local needs. The
Morrill Act of 1862 founded the land-grant system with the purpose of educating and
serving large segments of society, particularly those who were not in the “elite” class
(Thelin, 2004). The land-grant college and university was to serve society by educating and
training professionals, providing educational access to many, and working to improve the
well-being and social status of farmers and industrial workers. At their best, state and land-
grant institutions, working with their community constituents, delivered tangible and
intellectual resources that made a difference in the lives of the citizenry.

It is important to note that both the idea of the state and land-grant institutions of higher
education and the research (or German) university were introduced in the United States in
the nineteenth century. This confluence of events created a “tension between knowledge
creation and its use in society and between the intellectually elitist values of a scholarly life
and the egalitarian values of a democratic society” (Bonnen, 1998, p. 33). This tension still
exists and is evidenced by (a) an increasing emphasis on the disinterested pursuit of truth
through scholarly research in a manner unconstrained by the needs of communities
(Bonnen, 1986, 1992, 1998; Lynton & Elman, 1987); (b) college, department, and faculty
isolation and “turf ” battles (Bonnen, 1986, 1992; Lerner & Simon, 1998); and (c) the
segregation of “basic” and “applied” research (Bonnen, 1998; Lerner & Fisher, 1994).
Adding to the isolation is the fact that outreach and extension in land grant institutions, key
conduits to communities, have often been marginalized by faculty, while outreach and
extension professionals often view faculty as being out of touch with the real world
(Bonnen, 1998; Henderson, 1988; Holt, 1989; Lerner & Simon, 1998; Swanson, Farner, &
Bahal, 1990). Moreover, some faculty and administrators operate on the mistaken belief
that reliable and valid research can only be conducted in well controlled environments (i.e.,
laboratories) and not in communities (Aronson & Bierman, 2002) and so eschew the need
for community connection. Clearly, state and land-grant institutions are struggling with
conflicting roles and changing values.

Over time, state and land-grant schools have increasingly moved away from their
original mission to serve their constituents. It was against this backdrop that the Kellogg
Commission on the Future of State and Land-Grant Universities (Kellogg Commission)
formed. Recognizing the need to “return to their roots,” 25 presidents of state and land-
grant universities began meeting in the mid-1990s to discuss challenges and develop new
strategies, best practices, and reforms. The Kellogg Commission (1999, 2000) called on
state and land-grant universities and colleges to build mutually beneficial relationships with
the communities they serve by using their knowledge, science, and scholarship to respond
to today’s social and economic concerns. The state and land-grant educational and research
missions are enhanced and enriched by community partnerships, while communities have
access to university resources providing knowledge, expertise, and manpower (Boyte &
Hollander, 1999; Checkoway, 2001; Council on Public Engagement, 2002; Peters, 2003). A
university that reciprocally engages with the communities it serves in a way that also
prepares students to respond to the complex problems of society, promotes social
responsibility, and creates good citizens is an “engaged university” (Kellogg Commission,
1999, 2000).

While the Kellogg Commission did yeoman’s work in defining the engaged university,
they provided little direction or guidance in the way of development and implementation.
Not surprisingly, land-grant colleges are struggling with the “how to” of meaningfully
integrating engagement into their fabric (Fear, Doberneck, & Robinson, 2003; McDowell,
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2003; Peters, 2003). Indeed, a recent survey found that university presidents believe their
universities are making more progress in adopting engagement than do other university
administrators while faculty are particularly negative about the state of engagement reforms
(Byrne, 2002).

Despite these challenges, state and land-grant institutions are attempting to redefine
themselves. At The Pennsylvania State University, efforts are underway at both the
institutional (top-down) and grass roots (bottom-up) level to become a more fully engaged
land-grant university. In this article, we describe an emerging model which has driven many
of the efforts at Penn State to re-awaken its land-grant mission. We characterize these
efforts as “Penn State’s Engagement Ladder.” We hope that our conceptualization of Penn
State’s efforts will assist other institutions in developing their own path to engagement.

Penn State’s Roadmap for Engagement

In order to contextualize our understanding of engagement at Penn State, we used a
participatory approach for data collection (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000). We interviewed key
leaders from central administration, faculty, and student groups to gather their opinions and
hear about their experiences. In addition, we triangulated our data with websites from
organizations that are charged with developing and executing Penn State’s engagement
mission. As we reviewed the materials gathered, we realized that Penn State was slowly, but
steadily “climbing a ladder toward full engagement.” By full engagement, we refer to a
situation in which all university stakeholders, both internal and external, come to strongly
value the land-grant mission and to seek to implement the mission in all that they do. Below
we describe each rung of the engagement ladder in more detail.

Strategic Vision

Any good roadmap for change requires broad, but more importantly astute vision. Graham
Spanier, Penn State’s President, chaired the Kellogg Commission on the Future of State and
Land-Grant Universities. He has been at the forefront of efforts to help revitalize the land-
grant to serve their communities (Spanier, 1999; Spanier & Crowe, 1998). For nearly
10 years, Penn State has pursued Spanier’s vigorous vision of engagement. The vision
consists of three key elements which serve as the first rung of Penn State’s “Engagement
Ladder” (see Table I). President Spanier is attempting to integrate teaching, research, and
outreach by breaking down barriers and creating support structures so that University
resources more fully and reciprocally support and respond to society and promote human
development (Spanier & Crowe, 1998). He sees the land-grant college as an institution
where a scholarship of relevance (Small, 1995; Takanishi, 1993) is fostered and developed.
By uniting the teaching, research, and service missions to inform and invigorate one
another, existing gaps among research, practices, and policies can be bridged. Once these
gaps are bridged, all the constituents of the state and land-grant university can be better
served in both the short and long term.

Organizing for Engagement

Once Penn State’s strategic vision was set, significant reorganization efforts were
undertaken to increase the University’s capacity to implement more fully its land-grant
mission (the second rung of the engagement ladder). Underlying all of the reorganization
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efforts has been an attempt to bring the University closer to its constituents (see Table II).
The reorganizing efforts have included:

& The joining of Cooperative Extension with Continuing Education, Distance
Education, and Public Broadcasting to create the largest unified outreach
organization in American higher education (called Penn State Outreach). Through
this system, more than 800 faculty and staff and 50,000 volunteers reach
constituents in all 67 counties of the state. One in every two Pennsylvania
households has a person participating in Penn State programs.

& The restructuring of Penn State’s 24-campus system to be responsive to the
communities served by those campuses, offering more opportunities for location-
bound students through degree programs. This restructuring has included
expanding academic offerings, including the granting of four-year degrees (versus
two-year associate degrees). Having more students stay in their communities has
allowed for partnering opportunities with business and community leaders to
address local issues.

& The creation of the Penn State World Campus to break down barriers to learning
through on-line education. Penn State’s world class education is now available to
many non-traditional, location-bound community members.

& The establishment of five interdisciplinary initiatives (i.e., life sciences; materials
science; information science and technology; social science; and children, youth,
and families) to promote academic integration and outreach in these areas. Faculty

Table I The Ladder to Engagement at Penn State

Steps

Step 1: Strategic vision
Integration of teaching, research, & outreach to inform each other and maximize the use of scarce
University resources
Develop a scholarship of relevance
Bridge gaps between, research, practices, and policies

Step 2: Organize for engagement
Increase physical presence of the University in communities
Create reciprocal connectivity to communities
Establish institutes, consortia, and relevant centers
Reward inter-disciplinary activity with communities
Share credit on extramural funding

Step 3: Faculty buy-in
Institutes, consortia, centers
Public scholars
Community based learning & teaching (service-learning)

Step 4: Student empowerment
Seeking outlets for engagement
Activists for socially relevant education
Civil disobedience
Seeing tangible responses from the University

Step 5: Community partnering
Flexibly adopting appropriate/needed role with community
Capitalizing on pre-existing community relationships of Penn State Outreach
Collaborative relationship between faculty and Outreach
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members are encouraged and supported via financial investment, consultation, and
service provision to engage with communities. Moreover, Penn State institutes and
consortia share in the cost of new faculty hires who have a demonstrated track
record of teaching, research, and outreach integration. Thus, a cadre of faculty
members who embody the land-grant mission are being actively recruited and
hired.

& Creating a research accounting system that allows all collaborating investigators
(and their respective units) to receive a portion of the credit (and financial
incentive) for attained external support, thus decreasing faculty members’
unwillingness to work more collaboratively.

& An expanded focus on service-learning opportunities for students to prepare them
to engage as citizens and in a future of community/university collaboration,
including the designation of Penn State as an America’s Promise University.
America’s Promise is an organization which incorporates the strengths of young
people in better serving their neighborhoods and communities through service and
action. Penn State was the first university in the nation to implement a branch of
America’s Promise on its campus. In keeping with the steps toward engagement,
Penn State partnered with AT&T to create the Center for Service Leadership. The
Center promotes community engagement opportunities for researchers and
students.

& Significant investment in creating a new digital environment at Penn State that
brings people together in new and revolutionary ways. Technology now makes it
possible to create virtual communities of interest and practice, to use content in
multiple ways in different contexts, and to access the vast range of existing
information resources. For example, the new capacity for services afforded by the
digital conversion of television is leading Penn State Public Broadcasting to work
more closely and interactively with community members, schools, and other public
service media including libraries and museums. Penn State World Campus,
Cooperative Extension, and Continuing Education also are innovating in the digital
environment to engage in new ways with a broad range of constituents. Penn
State’s leadership in technology is a powerful stimulus for two-way communica-
tion and collaboration.

& Supporting the development of new delivery models that fully integrate the major
Penn State outreach and delivery systems (Cooperative Extension, Public

Table II Key Organizing for Engagement at Penn State

Goals

1. Merger of cooperative extension with continuing education, distance education, and public broadcasting
to create Penn State Outreach.

2. Restructuring Penn State’s 24-campus system so that local communities are better served.
3. Creation of Penn State’s World Campus which brings many University offerings to communities.
4. Establishment of interdisciplinary initiatives that promote interdisciplinary efforts in teaching, research,

and outreach.
5. Expanded opportunities for service-learning and community engagement experiences for faculty and

students.
6. Creation of a digital environment, where “virtual” communities can be easily formed and maintained.
7. Developing new ways to deliver University resources to communities.
8. Targeting Penn State strengths to solve real world problems.
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Broadcasting, World Campus, and Continuing Education) and maximizing the use
of new enabling technologies to expand engagement with communities.

& Supporting the application of Penn State’s multidisciplinary strengths, as well as
the strengths of our community stakeholders, to address major societal challenges
facing our communities.

Much of the reorganization described above brings Penn State closer to the citizenry
whether person-to-person, or via technology. Sensitivity to and communication with
stakeholders are the keys to fulfilling the promise of the engaged university (Bringle,
Games, & Malloy, 1999; Rothman, Lourie, Dyer & Gass, 2000). Moreover, these changes
have reduced impediments to interdisciplinary work and encouraged faculty and student
connections to communities.

Faculty Buy-in

Little happens in the way of university-community engagement without the hard work,
dedication, and expertise of faculty members (Bringle & Hatcher, 1996; Colby, Erlich,
Beaumont & Stephens, 2003). Indeed, there is evidence that the best predictor of the
institutionalization of engagement principles comes from faculty involvement and support
(Bell, Furco, Ammon, Muller, & Sorgen, 2000). However, faculty members must feel that
their engagement efforts are not viewed negatively by peers or administrators (Colby et al.,
2003), but are in fact consonant with their own professional image (Zlotkowski &
Williams, 2003). Therefore, while faculty member buy-in is critical for the institutional-
ization of university engagement, the faculty also provides its greatest challenge (Byrne,
2002; Ward, 1998).

To help address the need for faculty members to see engagement as serving their own
self-interest and professional identity and to demonstrate to faculty the support of the
administration, Penn State has established an institute and consortia system that rewards
faculty for their efforts at integrating research and teaching with outreach and extension, as
well as placing a premium of support on “public work” (Boyte & Kari, 1996) that has
community impact. Penn State now has a total of six institutes/consortia spanning the arts
and humanities; environment; life sciences; materials; social science; and children, youth,
and families. Each of these are virtual units (i.e., not housed in an academic department)
which act as consultative partners who share a mission of promoting and supporting
interdisciplinary research addressing critical societal needs. Insularity and segmentation of
faculty members are discouraged and not rewarded while collaboration is rewarded in
various ways (e.g., financial support, provision of consultation, availability of services, and
assistance with faculty development).

Faculty members are also beginning to coalesce around a newly formed organization
designed to increase engagement. The Public Scholars Associates is a grass roots faculty
organization that is committed to engagement, academic discovery, creative endeavor, and
interdisciplinary growth. Participants have moved the agenda of engagement forward
within the University through classroom instruction, field experiences, and community
partnering. The group convenes regularly to discuss engagement efforts at all levels of the
University’s structures, to support and inform each other’s engagement efforts, and to
provide peer consultation. The central administration also maintains internal grant funds to
support the development of new teaching strategies that incorporate university-community
partnering (e.g., service-learning), convene seminars and conferences on engagement, and

270 Innov High Educ (2007) 31:265–277



provide impetus and motivation for faculty members to extend the sphere of their teaching
to include community development.

The Public Scholars Associates are also working to bring greater visibility to engagement.
Recently, the group held a two-day conference and discussed engagement, public
scholarship, service-learning, participatory democracy, connecting with communities, and
community-based research. The conference proceedings (Cohen & Yapa, 2003) have been
disseminated across Penn State and appear to have increased faculty and student interest in
expanding their pedagogical and research horizons to include community connections.

In sum, faculty buy-in is critical for engagement. Faculty members, however, need to see
that engagement is a worthy endeavor for them (e.g., professionally rewarding, recognized
for promotion and tenure). At Penn State, a somewhat vibrant group of faculty is emerging
with interests in public scholarship, service-learning, and social involvement. The availability
of support for faculty members willing to work collaboratively on relevant social issues via
research institutes, consortia, and centers has increased tremendously at Penn State, making
this kind of work more appealing and accessible. The issue of crediting interdisciplinary work
and outreach to promotion and tenure consideration, which is currently under review at Penn
State, remains a thorny one. The challenge for Penn State, and most universities, is to promote
research and outreach and to promote relevant scholarship without diluting the importance of
maintaining high-quality science and research endeavors. The University Faculty Senate has
created a standing Committee on Outreach that is responsible for identifying Penn State
outreach, establishing evaluation methodologies to ensure quality, and creating recognition
measures to award outstanding performance. As this challenge is successfully addressed,
more faculty members will become engaged.

Student Empowerment

Students are coming to public universities with a good deal of civic experience (Center for
Postsecondary Research, 2004; National Center for Education Statistics, 1999). There is
also evidence that a large number of students stay engaged while in college, believe there
are positive personal and societal outcomes associated with engagement, and want to take
classes in which engagement takes place (Flanagan & Faison, 2001). Therefore, institutions
have a significant pool of willing students who want to stay engaged throughout their
college years and beyond. On the other hand, less than half of high school students who
participate in community service continue to do so once in college (Bok, 2006), further
suggesting that state and land-grant institutions have moved away from their engagement
mission. Clearly, however, students are helping universities become more engaged in their
communities despite institutional barriers such as budget constraints and different priorities
(Chambers & Phelps, 1994; Lake, Snell, Perry, & Associates, 2002).

At Penn State, students have played one of the most significant roles in supporting and
shaping President Spanier’s vision for engagement. For example, students provided
significant momentum in sparking the idea for the development of a more engaged
curriculum at Penn State. Students, particularly those from underrepresented groups,
expressed strong concerns that they were not being prepared to return to their communities
of origin to make valuable contributions post-graduation. Specifically, students wanted a
greater number of “real world” engagement experiences tied to their curricular and
volunteer activities. Moreover, they expressed concern about their own feelings of apathy
and the belief that engagement opportunities in the communities they cared about would
increase their motivation to learn and contribute to society.
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Much to their credit, students mobilized faculty allies and then approached the central
administration and the Faculty Senate with a recommendation to create an African and
African American Studies minor and a research center devoted to empirical studies of the
African Diaspora. At the end of 2000 and the beginning of 2001, as progress toward the
development of a more culturally sensitive academic climate stalled, students resorted to
protest, sit-ins, and other forms of civil disobedience to challenge the administration and
faculty to respond more quickly to their needs (JBHE, 2001; Penn State University, 2001).
Student efforts paid off when Penn State approved an African and African-American
Studies minor and created the Africana Research Center. In addition, Penn State committed
to increase the size of the faculty within the Department of African and African-American
Studies (AAAS) and created five scholarships for students who are dual majors in AAAS
and another major, particularly those in AAAS and Education. After graduation,
scholarship recipients agree to work for 3 years in disadvantaged areas of Pennsylvania.
These achievements have improved the intellectual climate at Penn State and opened new
relationships with various communities.

The responsiveness of the University to students following the tumultuous events in late
2000 to early 2001 led other students to challenge faculty and administrators to provide
additional engagement opportunities. For example, students pushed for the creation of a
new civic engagement minor area of study. Recently, the minor was approved by the Penn
State Faculty Senate. The minor has the potential to have a long-lasting lasting impact on
engagement throughout the University system (Maloney, 2005). The minor, housed in the
College of Agriculture, should serve as an important addition to the already existing
resources available at Penn State (e.g., AT&T Center for Service Leadership). Moreover, in
the wake of student demands, the University has been working on strengthening the current
diversity requirement and in Fall 2001 implemented a Pre-Freshman Seminar experience
designed to acquaint incoming students with issues related to racism and diversity.

Student empowerment in the process of engagement is critical because, as students build
and strengthen the connection with university and community partners, they also enhance
leadership skills, build civic responsibility, and broaden their world view (Bringle &
Hatcher, 1996). Student leadership and involvement in engagement also provide new
opportunities for faculty members to engage, thereby developing their own teaching and
research (Checkoway, 2001). There is no doubt that students have moved the Penn State
engagement agenda forward with alacrity.

Community Partnership

The establishment and maintenance of university-community partnerships is complex and
time consuming, primarily because these relationships occur on a variety of levels and/or
within various systems (Todd, Ebata, & Hughes, 1998); and both organizational and
process factors must be managed (Bergstrom, Clark, Hogue, Perkins, & Slinski, 1995; C. B.
Flora & J. L. Flora, 1993, Todd et al., 1998). From the university perspective, ad-
ministrative support (e.g., responsive reward structure, mentoring, creating an encouraging
climate) and institutional infrastructure (e.g., facilities in or near targeted communities,
technological capacity to connect with communities) are key requirements for connection to
communities (Todd et al., 1998). At Penn State, the creation of Penn State Outreach (i.e.,
the unit combining Cooperative Extension, Continuing Education, Distance Education,
Public Broadcasting), the responsive branch campus structure (e.g., 90% of the population
of Pennsylvania is within 30 miles of at least one Penn State campus), technological
advancement and infrastructure development (e.g., on-line access to programs and courses,
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digital technology), and the increasingly supportive climate for engagement (e.g., institute
and consortia development, enhancement in the number and quality of research/outreach
centers, shared credit) have positioned Penn State well to improve its ability to engage.
From the community vantage point, community-level variables such as resources (e.g.,
human, financial, technical), cohesion (i.e., ability to link resources and cooperate), and the
organizational climate of community agencies and government bodies all must be managed
in a spirit of collaboration (C.B. Flora & J.L. Flora, 1993; Staudt & Brenner, 2000; Todd et
al., 1998).

There are also important process variables to be managed to promote the agenda (Todd
et al., 1998). The key process variable centers on faculty roles in participation. Faculty
members tend to work with communities as consultants (or experts), partners, or learners.
Most typically, they are seen by communities as experts. The faculty as expert engagement
model tends to work well in meeting specific local needs and developing good will toward
the university. Focused community experiences can also lay the groundwork for more
comprehensive and widespread relationships. The power of this approach was recently
evidenced when Penn State received a large grant for the “Promoting School-Community-
University Partnerships to Enhance Resilience” (PROSPER) project. The project is
developing community partnerships that strengthen families and help young people avoid
substance abuse and problematic behaviors. Faculty members and outreach and extension
professionals are working together to build sustainability via an on-going relationship. The
Kellogg Foundation has also recently funded Penn State to refine cutting-edge engagement
techniques using faculty, outreach/extension, and community leaders to develop programs
to enhance school readiness.

When faculty members act as partners, there tends to be a more egalitarian sharing of
information and expertise between institutions and communities (Small, 1995). In these
situations, faculty members bring scholarly expertise while local community members
provide invaluable insights and information about the community context. The Expanded
Food and Nutrition Education Program (EFNEP) operated by Penn State Cooperative
Extension brings together faculty expertise, an extensive network of community-based
educators, and community organizations to enhance the nutrition of low-income families
(Spanier & Crowe, 1998). Over the years, EFNEP has given rise to a number of other
programs such as The Supercupboard, which involves public, private, and nonprofit groups
working together with communities to enhance the nutritional health of Pennsylvania
families.

In cases where the scholarly literature is inadequate and the problem and its context
particularly complex, faculty members have much to learn from communities. At Penn
State, two studies have used ethnographic techniques with community stakeholders to learn
about rural (Family Life Project) and urban poverty (Tri-City Study) and its effect on
children and families. In these studies, community members were seen as the experts and
have increased the understanding of poverty in new and surprising ways. Researchers will
use the information gleaned from these studies to design intervention and prevention
programs in economically challenged communities.

When university and community resources and process relationships are strategically
aligned and managed appropriately, the tremendous power of engagement is realized. Key
to Penn State’s recent success in building community partnerships has been the
collaborative relationships developed among faculty members and outreach and extension
professionals. Increasingly, faculty members are collaborating with outreach and extension
in the early stages of project development so that mutual ownership develops. Outreach and
extension have provided faculty members and students with the benefit of their incredibly
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close connections to communities. Indeed, at any one time, one in six Pennsylvania
residents is connected to PSU Outreach thus providing extensive community expertise to
faculty. The collaboration and the use of outreach in the delivery of empirically supported
programs have resulted in several large external grant awards for Penn State. These awards
are supporting strong community-based studies that are benefiting many Pennsylvania
citizens.

Conclusion

In many respects, state and land-grant institutions have lost their way. Over the years they
have moved away from the communities they serve and have focused all too often on the
decontextualized accretion of knowledge. Recent calls for a renewal of the state and land-
grant mission (Kellogg Commission, 1999) should be heeded. This is particularly important
because most of today’s “real world” problems (e.g., poverty, health disparities,
environmental decay) are complex and will be ameliorated only when substantial partnering
occurs across university units and between universities and the communities they serve.
Everyone stands to win as state and land-grant institutions become more engaged. Faculty
members will benefit from new research and teaching opportunities, which in turn support
promotion and tenure. Outreach and extension professionals will once again be seen as
equal partners and will themselves have new professional development opportunities as
they align more closely with the faculty. Communities will benefit by receiving useful
resources. Students will win because they will have more opportunities to learn in real
world contexts, particularly within the communities about which they care so much. The
university gains in terms of increased extramural funding, enhanced visibility and impact,
and improved recruiting of talented faculty and students.

The renewal of the state and land-grant mission is a top priority and driving force behind
much of the activity at Penn State. In our estimation, Penn State is making slow but steady
progress toward engagement. Key to the progress has been President Spanier’s vision of
integrating research, teaching, and outreach. This vision requires that each part of the
tripartite mission of the state and land-grant college and university must be organized to
serve the other two missions. Faculty must see engagement as part of their professional
development and must be rewarded for their efforts. Students bring incredible vitality to
engagement activities and have taken ownership of their own educational opportunities in a
way that could not be ignored by the faculty and administration. Finally, Penn State faculty
members have flexibly engaged with communities; and faculty members have been the
experts and at other times the learners. Most importantly, however, faculty and outreach and
extension professionals are beginning to see how their combined efforts yield tangible
results.

Tremendous challenges lay ahead at Penn State and other land-grant institutions. State
and land-grant schools will need to grapple with difficult questions, particularly at a time
when funding issues are becoming more dire (Kellogg Commission, 1999, 2000). Models
and best practices need to be developed and tweaked to work at different institutions
(Furco, 2001). Moreover, structures and rewards must exist to encourage faculty to bring
their research and teaching to communities. Without such rewards, the status quo will
remain entrenched (Faia, 1980; Fairweather & Rhoads, 1995; Kastan, 1984).

Thankfully, societal and intellectual forces are challenging the traditional decontextual-
ized view of knowledge accretion. Indeed, the “impetus for the emergence of a university
system wherein knowledge integration - across disciplines, across professions, and across
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the borders that may divide the university from the diverse communities it serves may
become both intellectually and ethically normative” (Lerner & Simon, 1998, p. 8). State
and land-grant colleges and universities, therefore, should seek to organize themselves so
that useable knowledge develops and is applied to the needs of real communities (Boyer,
1990). The engagement ladder model at Penn State suggests that with vision, planning, and
buy-in, universities and communities can form dynamic and mutually beneficial relation-
ships, much in keeping with recent calls for such reciprocity (Bonnen, 1998; Boyer 1990;
Kellogg Commission 1999; Lerner & Simon, 1998; Spanier & Crowe, 1998).
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