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Introduction

I have been a faculty member at the Graduate School of Social Work (GSSW) at the University of Utah since August, 1993.  The personal narrative that follows describes my journey to this point in my academic career, as well as my plans for the future.  As suggested below, these plans have been 20 years in the making.  I have chosen to present myself here as a “civically engaged scholar,” an identity which I believe is not only reflected in my research, teaching, and service but which, importantly, allows me to integrate my scholarly activities in these three critical areas.

Civically Engaged Scholarship and the Engaged Institution

During the academic year just completed (2001-02), I participated in a small discussion group on campus called the Civically Engaged Scholars (CES) group.  Comprised of about a dozen faculty members and several doctoral students, the group met every other week for two hours.  Our “host” was Marshall Welch, Ph.D., a professor in the Department of Special Education and Director of the Lowell Bennion Community Service Center on campus.  The CES group immersed itself in the growing  literature on what the late Ernest Boyer (1990) termed the “scholarship of engagement” and what more recently (Fear, Rosaen, Foster-Fishman, & Bawden, 2001) has been called “outreach as scholarly expression” (see also Boyer, 1994; Bringle, Games, & Malloy, 1999; Checkoway, 2001; Ehrlich, 2000; Glassick, Huber, & Maeroff, 1997).


The CES group ended its first year with a firm commitment to continue meeting in the 2002-03 academic year.  Each member also proposed a project he or she will undertake in the coming year to advance a personal agenda for civically engaged scholarship.  Utilizing concepts and terms from the literature, each member also wrote a definition of “civically engaged scholarship.”  From these individual definitions, the group developed a collective definition:

Civically engaged scholarship is a dynamic and collaborative participatory process in which the rich resources of the university and community are combined to integrate research, learning, and service in identifying and addressing community-based issues and needs while promoting socially responsible knowledge.  Faculty, staff, students, and members of the community forge relationships as meaningful partners in exploring those practices that produce tangible outcomes to benefit the partners and their communities and that disseminate new knowledge in a variety of ways.


In the summer of 2002, I was appointed Chair of the Bennion Center’s Futures Committee, which for the past five years has been working to institutionalize service-learning courses within specific colleges and departments on campus, by providing modest seed grants and technical assistance.  In the coming months (and, most likely, years, given the pace of change in academe), I intend to use the Futures Committee as a platform and catalyst–a “bully pulpit,” if you will–to move the University of Utah farther down the road to becoming a truly engaged institution, where civically engaged scholarship is considered the norm, rather than the exception.

The Journey

I discuss civically engaged scholarship at some length here for it gives form, structure, and purpose to an academic journey that began 20 years ago when I entered the University of California at Berkeley as a first-year MSW student in May, 1983.  I came to Berkeley with a strong record of community service and the passion to help others that drives so many into the social work profession.  I did not begin this journey with the intent of getting a Ph.D., let alone undertaking an academic career.  The plan, such as it was, was to get a master’s degree and become a clinician, a goal that drives so many students as they eagerly begin their graduate social work education.  But the realization that adopting a new career (I worked 12 years in the field of marketing and public relations after graduating from Stanford University) likely would take more than two years of graduate study, propelled me into Berkeley’s combined MSW/Ph.D. program after my first semester.  That decision also moved me away from my initial goal of becoming a social work clinician, for Berkeley’s Ph.D. program, like many social work doctoral programs, is focused on research and preparing its graduates for careers in academe.


Did I have a firm plan for the future when I graduated from Berkeley in 1990?  Not really.  During job interviews at the Council on Social Work Education (CSWE) Annual Program Meeting in Reno, Nevada that same year, I was told I needed at least two years post-master’s social work experience to better my chances at landing an academic position.  So I went to work as a social work case manager in San Rafael, California, serving individuals with disabilities and their families.  Three years later, in August, 1993, I was an assistant professor at the University of Utah.

Administrative Leave of Absence

Did I have a firm plan for the future when I arrived at Utah?  Not really.  I threw myself into teaching, student advising, and service and enjoyed every minute of it.  But a focused research agenda was lacking, a point made quite clear to me by external reviewers during my third-year formal retention review in 1995, one of whom wrote: “...by achieving first or sole author on a number of the publications, [Dr. Liese] can more fully demonstrate his ability to exercise leadership in an area and contribute to the field.”  Said another reviewer: “...as [Dr. Liese] moves towards tenure, I would encourage him to assume the lead role in his scholarly activities.”  As indicated by three of the four articles I have had accepted in peer-reviewed journals since 1999, as well as by my articles currently under review and in preparation, I have moved in this direction.


Partly because I was unclear about my research agenda, and partly because of the opportunity to utilize another skill set in service to the GSSW, I stepped off the tenure track to take an administrative assignment within the School.  As the GSSW’s Director of Development and Alumni Relations from July, 1996 to July, 2000, I coordinated the School’s comprehensive fundraising campaign, Generations in Common Unity, which raised approximately $1.8 million on a goal of $2 million.  I also edited the School’s semi-annual newsletter, Person to Person, and served as liaison to the GSSW’s Alumni Association.


Throughout my four-year administrative leave of absence, my research agenda remained essentially “on hold,” while my teaching load was reduced to approximately one course per year.   I was more comfortable in my new role.  There was structure.  There was purpose; in fundraising, your goal is clear.  There was also time to think about my academic future, to envision how I might bring coherence to the three areas on which I would ultimately be judged by my peers: research, teaching, and service.  At last, a plan began to emerge, fueled in large measure by my continued involvement with the University’s Bennion Center and its support of community-based research, its reputation as a national leader in implementing service-learning as a teaching pedagogy, and its ongoing service to the larger community.

Scholarly Expression and the RPT Review Process

While more and more universities are beginning to address the scholarship of engagement in the RPT review process (Gelmon & Agre-Keppenhan, 2002), at most institutions of higher learning there remains an emphasis on the more traditional, and narrow, conceptualizations of research, teaching, and service.  Boyer (1990) recast these three legs of the academic mission into four forms of scholarship–discovery, integration, application, and teaching–and argued that the academy needs to recognize all four categories of scholarship.  Fear et al. (2001) view Boyer’s four domains heuristically, “as conceptualizations that help us better understand and appreciate the full range of scholarly expression” (p. 24).


Glassick et al. (1997) present a nice summary of Boyer’s schema.  The scholarship of  discovery comes closest to what academics mean when they speak of research.  The scholarship of integration involves faculty members making connections within and between the disciplines. According to Glasser et al., these first two kinds of scholarship–the discovery and integration of knowledge–reflect the investigative and synthesizing traditions of academic life.  The third element, the scholarship of application, moves toward engagement as the scholar asks, “How can knowledge be responsibly applied to consequential problems?”  Finally, the scholarship of teaching “initiates students into the best values of the academy, enabling them to comprehend better and participate more fully in the larger culture” (p. 9).


For the civically engaged scholar, the scholarship of application moves front and center, not to the exclusion of discovery, integration, and teaching, but as the next logical step once knowledge has been generated.  If this is what we know and what we teach, how do we apply that knowledge, both within and outside of the classroom, to community-based issues in real-life settings?   The scholarship of application can also serve as a mechanism for the integration of one’s research, teaching, and service.


I have organized my academic accomplishments below under these three traditional categories of research, teaching, and service, since this follows the GSSW’s current RPT guidelines.  The GSSW’s criteria for promotion (to associate professor) and tenure are stated at the beginning of each section.  I have further divided each section into three sub-sections: (1) “the past,” covering 1993 to 2000, from the time I arrived at the University of Utah through my administrative leave of absence; (2) “the present,” covering 2000-2002, these past two years since returning full-time to my faculty position; and (3) “the future,” covering my plans for the next several years.  This format is meant to capture the evolution of my work and thinking over the past nine years and to illustrate how I intend to approach my research, teaching, and service as an engaged scholar. 

Research 
RPT Criteria
G 
Develops and carries out research, scholarship and other creative work.

G 
Establishes a focus of inquiry evidenced by scholarly work.

G 
Makes contributions to social work and related fields through publications, presentation, grant proposals, or working papers.

The Past

As a student at UC Berkeley, I initiated a research agenda that focused primarily on two populations: (1) the chronic mentally ill and (2) immigrants and refugees.  Work with the first of these populations grew out of my doctoral dissertation, "Physical Health Status and Medical Care Utilization Patterns of a Mentally Ill Sheltered Care Population," while work with the second stemmed from a long-standing interest in immigrant and refugee adaptation and mental health.  Between 1990 and 1996, I was co-author on six peer-reviewed journal articles in these two areas.  Half of these articles were published before I arrived at the University of Utah, the other half after I arrived.  (My first peer-reviewed publication [first author] that appeared in Family Relations in 1989 dealt with social support and psychological adjustment during pregnancy.)


During my administrative leave of absence (1996-2000), my areas of research interest shifted as I took stock of where I had been, where I wanted to go, and why.  A new research agenda coalesced, in large measure, from both professional and community service activities in three areas: (1) child welfare, (2) disabilities, and (3) community building.  The first, interestingly enough, was my focus in the MSW program at UC Berkeley in the 1980s.  My interest in child welfare has been strengthened by my ongoing involvement in Rose Park Together, an extended-service, or community, school at Rose Park Elementary School in Salt Lake City; my research project with Salt Lake County’s Christmas Box House, a centralized intake, assessment, and residential facility for abused and neglected children; and my continuing service as Chair of the Out-of-Home Care Advisory Council for the Utah State Division of Child and Family Services (DCFS).


My longstanding interest in disabilities reflects my social work practice experience, as well as  my volunteer activities in disability organizations, both locally and nationally.  Finally, as I move my teaching into the community practice arena (see below), I am becoming increasingly interested in community building in general, and asset-based community development in particular.  As articulated by Kretzmann and McKnight (1993), asset-based community development builds on a community's assets, strengths, and resources, as opposed to taking a deficit approach, e.g., conducting needs assessments that tend to “problemize” communities.


While serving in my administrative role, I began to advance my new scholarly agenda.  I had one disability-related article published in a peer-reviewed journal in 1999 and made three presentations at CSWE’s refereed Disability Issues Symposium, in 1996, 1997, and 1998.  In addition, I was assigned to manage the GSSW’s involvement in the Rose Park community school project referenced above, a collaboration that the School began before I arrived at the University of Utah.  I wrote two major grants for the Rose Park Together project, in 1996 and 1997, both of which were funded at a total of approximately $350,000 by the Wallace-Reader’s Digest Funds, a private foundation in New York City. 

The Present

During the summer of 2002, I had three articles accepted by peer-reviewed journals.  Two are disabilities-related, and one is child welfare-related:

Liese, L.H., MacLeod, L.M., & Drews, J.R.  (2002).  Barriers to employment experienced by individuals with mobility impairments.  SCI Psychosocial Process, 15(3), 151-157.

Liese, L.H., Andersen, J.L., & Evans, R.P.  (accepted for publication).  The Christmas Box House: Developing a best practice model for emergency shelter care and assessment.  Family Social Work.  

Brandi, J., Kelley-Gillespie, N., Liese, L.H., & Farley, O.W. (in press).  Nursing home vs. assisted living: The environmental effect on quality of life.  Journal of Housing for the Elderly, 18(1,2).  June, 2003.


I have another article currently under review, related to my community-building research emphasis:

Holley, L.C., & Liese, L.H.  Emerging ethnic agencies: Building capacity to build community.  Journal of Community Practice.  Submitted September, 2002.


I have eight manuscripts in various stages of conceptualization and preparation that I would like to submit during the current and next academic years (2002-03 and 2003-04).  Again, they reflect my three areas of research interest:

Child Welfare:

Liese, L.H., & Baker, R.  Project LINK: An innovative case management program for schools.  Children & Schools (formerly Social Work in Education).

Maramaldi, P., & Liese, L.H.  Adoption support groups: A model for practice.  Social Work with Groups.

Disabilities:

Lozano, A., Liese, L.H., & Drews, J.R.  Parents with mental retardation: Vulnerability and abuse.  Mental Retardation.

Chambless, C.E., & Liese, L.H.  The relationship between natural supports and social integration in supported employment.  Journal to be determined.

Community Building:

Liese, L.H., & Holley, L.C.  Ethnic agencies and grantmakers: Strengthening alliances, building community.  Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly.

Liese, L.H., & Kelen, L.  The power of the documentary arts in building community.  Journal of Community Practice.

Liese, L.H., & Crim, B.  Poverty and asset-based community development: Lessons learned from three Utah experiments.  Journal of Community Practice.

Bergstrom, A., Liese, L.H., Welch, M., & Stephenson, M.  A qualitative investigation of faculty and administrators’ perspectives of service-learning.  Michigan Journal of Community Service Learning.


In February, 2002, I co-presented, with Lynne MacLeod, a juried paper at CSWE’s Disability Issues Symposium (“Barriers to Competitive Employment Experienced by Utahns with Disabilities.”)   Two more abstracts are currently under peer review for presentation at the 2003 Disability Issues Symposium:

Liese, L.H., & Cruz, V.K.  “Parents with Developmental Disabilities: Social Work’s Role in Service and Systems change.”

Lundell, M.O., & Liese, L.H.  “Distance Learning and Students with Disabilities: Lessons for Social Work.”


I have been asked by John T. Pardeck, Professor of Social Work at Southwest Missouri State University and editor of the new journal Social Work in Disability & Rehabilitation, to serve as guest editor for an upcoming special issue of the journal.  Dr. Pardeck has targeted either Volume 2 (2003) or Volume 4 (2004) for the special issue, which will feature selected papers presented at the Disability Issues Symposium, which I currently chair.  The Chair of CSWE’s Commission on Disability and Persons with Disabilities, which sponsors the symposium and of which I am a member, will write an editorial for the special issue.


I am also collaborating with Dr. Welch and others at the Bennion Center on a qualitative study of the University of Utah’s service-learning program.  We are currently analyzing focus group transcripts that present both faculty and administration perspectives on service-learning.  This research will lead to presentations at service-learning conferences and publications in refereed journals.


Since leaving my administrative position in 2000, I have become more actively involved in research activities through the GSSW’s Social Research Institute (SRI).  This involvement more directly supports my research agenda than was the case prior to my taking my leave of absence in 1996.  In 2000-01, I served as Principal Investigator for the Choose To Work Implementation Study, a $46,266 contract with the Utah State Office of Rehabilitation to evaluate USOR’s Choose To Work Utah Program, which provides individualized job development and placement services to Utahns with disabilities.


I currently serve as Principal Investigator on two other SRI research projects:

G 
The Utah Work Incentives Initiative (UWIN), a $70,000 contract (2001-02) with the Utah Department of Health, Division of Health Care Financing.  Renewed for 2002-03 with an additional $48,000, this project involves the design and implementation of a program evaluation for UWIN, a series of interventions to increase employment for individuals with disabilities in Utah.  The evaluation is utilizing the Participatory Action Research, or PAR, evaluation model (see below).

G 
Evaluation of the Salt Lake County Shelter Care Program at the Christmas Box House, a $25,000 contract (2001-02) with the Christmas Box Foundation to conduct process and outcome evaluations of the Christmas Box House emergency shelter for abused and neglected children.


In 2002, I co-authored the following two research reports, which grew out of my recent SRI contracts:

Liese, L.H., & MacLeod, L.M.  Implementation Evaluation of the Choose To Work Utah Program, Final Report, January, 2002.

Liese, L.H., & MacLeod, L.M., Utah Work Incentive Initiative, PAR Survey Results, September, 2002.

The Future

My research plan for the future is to continue to focus in the three areas discussed above–child welfare, disabilities, and community building.  With my administrative duties behind me, I will have more time to do so.  I also intend to engage more fully in community-building projects and activities.  At the same time, and in support of this decision, I plan to study and become proficient in the methodologies of community-based research, a collaborative approach to research that involves community members, organizational representatives, and researchers as partners in all aspects of the research process.  Community-based research recognizes community as a unit of identity, builds on the strength and resources within the community, and disseminates findings and knowledge to all partners  (Israel, Schulz, Parker, & Becker, 1998).  As such, community-based research is consistent with constructivist and critical theory paradigms and their emphasis on the socially created nature of scientific knowledge (see Denzin & Lincoln, 2000; Guba & Lincoln, 1994).  Consequently, my immersion in community-based research will entail exploration of alternative inquiry paradigms that are especially applicable to this type of research. 


The Participatory Action Research (PAR) model we are currently using on the UWIN project (see above) involves consumers, i.e., individuals with disabilities, directly in the evaluation process.  Based on the success we are having with the PAR process, as well as my growing interest in community-based research, I have made an informal proposal to Dr. Alison Lozano, Executive Director of Utah’s Governor’s Council for People with Disabilities, that she allow me to train individuals with disabilities to conduct the Council’s semi-annual needs assessment, from start to finish.  I would serve as a resource to the consumers, who would design the needs assessment, collect and analyze the data, and prepare a final report and recommendations, which Dr. Lozano would then incorporate into her next five-year strategic plan.  I would also partner with consumers to conduct “asset mapping” in communities throughout the state.  A technique used in asset-based community development (see Kretzmann & McKnight, 1993), asset mapping would identify strengths, skills, and resources available as supports to individuals with disabilities and their families in Utah.  Dr. Lozano agrees that this project would be quite empowering for consumers, and I will formally present my ideas to the Council in November, 2002.


Using the PAR process and conceptualizing this community-based research project for the Governor’s Council is helping me better understand the meaning and importance of engaged scholarship, what Checkoway (2002) calls “public scholarship” and defines as “work which draws upon one’s academic discipline and professional field for the welfare of a civil society.”


It is also becoming clear to me that public or engaged scholarship is rigorous.  Noting that the reluctance of many faculty to involve themselves in public scholarship “reflects a prevailing view among academics that engaged work is less scholarly than traditional research” (p. 36), Finkelstein (2001) asserts  that assessing community-based scholarship is difficult because it does not resemble research as taught by most disciplines: it involves non-academic partners, is often multi-disciplinary, and is usually problem- rather than theory-driven.  As Boyte (2000) observes, academia’s long-standing emphasis on the philosophy of positivism has sustained faculty members’ disengagement from public life.  “The image of the detached and objective scholar and teacher,” writes Boyte, “leads to the expert stance of ‘fixing problems,’ ‘discovering truths,’ and ‘dispensing knowledge’” (p. 48).


Finkelstein calls on universities to articulate a single set of standards applicable to all work and help faculty members document the scholarly value of their activities.  Efforts in this direction have already been made (see, for example, Diamond & Adam, 1995, 2000; Driscoll & Lynton, 1999; Glassick et al., 1997; Lynton, 1995).  Glassick et al. (1997) present six standards which have been refined and adopted as portfolio evaluation criteria by the National Review Board for the Scholarship of Engagement, recently created to review and evaluate the scholarship of engagement of faculty who are preparing for annual review, retention, and promotion.  The board is composed of individuals who represent varied institutions of higher education and a wide range of disciplines, as well as the roles of program director, vice presidents, vice provosts, presidents, and tenured faculty.  These board members have been leaders in the institutionalization of community engagement, service-learning, and professional service.


While I understand that I am being reviewed under the GSSW’s existing RPT guidelines, I nonetheless would like to set forth Glassick et al.’s standards here, for they provide me with a guiding framework as I develop my future agenda as a civically engaged scholar:

G 
Clear Goals.  Does the scholar: (1) state the basic purposes of his or her work clearly, (2) define objectives that are realistic and achievable, and (3) identify important questions in the field?

G 
Adequate preparation.  Does the scholar (1) show an understanding of existing scholarship in the field, (2) bring the necessary skills to his or her work, and (3) bring together the resources necessary to move the project forward?

G 
Appropriate methods.  Does the scholar (1) use methods appropriate to the goals, (2) apply effectively the methods selected, and (3) modify procedures in response to changing circumstances?

G 
Significant results.  Does the scholar achieve the goals and does the scholar’s work (1) add consequentially to the field and (2) open additional areas for further exploration?

G 
Effective presentation.  Does the scholar (1) use a suitable style and effective organization to present his or her work, (2) use appropriate forums for communicating work to its intended audiences, and (3) present his or her message with clarity and integrity?

G 
Reflective critique.  Does the scholar (1) critically evaluate his or her own work, (2) bring an appropriate breadth of evidence to his or her critique, and (3) use evaluation to improve the quality of future work?


This academic year, the Civically Engaged Scholars group (see p. 1) hopes to facilitate a dialogue that will move the University of Utah’s tenure and promotion system in this direction, i.e., towards a more inclusive view of scholarship as well as uniform assessment guidelines.  This has already happened at a number of colleges and universities, e.g., Portland State University and Michigan State University.  At the University of Utah, the Department of Educational Leadership and Policy in the College of Education and the Department of Parks, Recreation, and Tourism in the College of Health have already adopted Boyer’s four forms of scholarship in their RPT guidelines.


I project future publications (2003-04) in two new areas of interest for me, both linked to community-building practice and community-based research.  The first involves the use of the “documentary arts” (e.g., oral history, film, photography) in the service of community building, specifically, building bridges of understanding between previously divided neighborhoods and communities.  I identified the community-building potential of documentary work last year through my association with Utah’s Center for Documentary Arts (CDA), both as a grantwriter and CDA board member.  A quick e-mail survey of members of the Association of Community Organization and Social Administration (ACOSA) revealed a growing interest in linking the documentary arts with community practice.  Apparently, however, little has been published in this area.


The CDA is producing a major documentary exhibit entitled “Crossing the Tracks: The Mapping of Salt Lake City’s West Side,” which seeks to uncover and disclose the causes and consequences of Salt Lake City’s historic separation into “east” and “west.”  Like many cities and towns in America, Salt Lake City is divided in two: a predominantly white, middle-class east side stands in sharp contrast to a more ethnically and racially diverse, lower income west side.  Scheduled to open in 2004, “Crossing the Tracks” will present the contemporary story of the settlement and development of Salt Lake City’s west side, challenging stereotypes of west side residents in the process.  I plan to evaluate the effectiveness of this documentary project in achieving its aims, as well as develop an undergraduate service-learning course focused on the documentary arts and community building (see below).  A review article on documentary arts and community building will be submitted to ACOSA’s Journal of Community Practice.


My second emerging area of research interest is asset-based community development (see Kretzmann & McKnight, 1993), which I have already incorporated into my teaching (see below).  My work in this area will involve a partnership with Utah Issues, an advocacy organization whose professed goal is to eliminate poverty in Utah.  Bill Crim, Executive Director, and I will evaluate three “experiments” in asset-based community development undertaken by Utah Issues in three different communities in the state, with three very different results.  We will likely submit our article to the Journal of Community Practice. 

Teaching
RPT Criteria
G 
Expertise in area(s) of teaching responsibility.

G 
Expertise and independence in developing curriculum, course outlines, and other teaching material.

G 
Guides and supports less experienced faculty in student advisement, academic counseling, and evaluation.

G 
Serves as chairperson or member of student committees for thesis, dissertation, or research projects.

The Past

When I first came to the GSSW, my teaching was focused primarily in micro practice (individuals, groups, couples/families) and Human Behavior and the Social Environment.  From 1993 through my leave of absence in 2000, I taught nine different courses in three areas of the MSW curriculum: Practice, Research, and Human Behavior and the Social Environment.  During that same time, I supervised 36 MSW students for independent study and research projects, which afforded a level of contact and connection with students often not achieved in the classroom.  For the same reason, and because I enjoy the role of “mentor,” I was involved with many Ph.D. students, chairing one doctoral dissertation committee, serving as a member of seven additional doctoral supervisory committees, and supervising seven Ph.D. students for independent study and thesis research.


In 1995, I was one of the first GSSW instructors to teach a course over the Utah Education Network (EDNET) to students in our rural M.S.W. program.  Most class sessions were live broadcasts from an empty EDNET classroom on the main campus in Salt Lake City to students at three different sites in rural Utah.  Although the television broadcasts were interactive, i.e., I could see students (though only at one site at a time) and they could see me, it was a challenging teaching method.  It took more time to prepare class material and to devise ways to promote student interaction and exchange across the different sites.


In my teaching, I value individualized learning and strive to promote, through student-directed assignments, a learning climate that is open, flexible, interactive, and supportive of personal growth and awareness.  My success in this regard has been evident, I think, in comments from students in their course evaluations over the years, as well as by the number of students who have elected to complete independent study projects with me.

The Present

Yet another “secondary gain” from my administrative leave of absence was the opportunity to reflect on my teaching and decide in what areas of the curriculum I could make the greatest contribution, given my interests and social work experience.   I have now “transitioned” to teaching community organization and administration courses, which feels more comfortable and familiar to me, again, given my own practice experience and community work.  Since returning to my faculty position on a full-time basis, I have taught three different community practice courses in the MSW curriculum.  Building on my fundraising experience, I have also developed and taught a second-year MSW elective, “Grantwriting in the Human Services.”  In 2000 and 2001, I again taught courses over EDNET in the rural MSW program.


My individual work with students continues.  From 2000 to the present, I have supervised three MSW students in independent study.  I am chairing three doctoral dissertation committees and serving on three more doctoral supervisory committees.  In addition, in the current academic year, I am faculty advisor for 10 first-year and 13 second-year MSW students.  Finally, I am serving as Practicum Coordinator this academic year for 8 second-year MSW students, an assignment which I hope will draw me closer to community agencies and help me better understand the critical relationship between classroom and field.


My student evaluations continue to be positive.  Students (24) in my Spring, 2002 administration class (second-year MSW) gave me a course composite score of 5.85 on a 6.0 Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree) and an instructor composite score of 5.90.  (The corresponding departmental course composite and instructor composite scores were 5.21 and 5.39, respectively.)  The following are sample open-ended comments from students in that course: “Hank put good effort into teaching about a subject that many in the program do not take as seriously as they should.”   “Liese made the class entertaining while still keeping important content in his lectures.”  “This class was very effective and informative.”   “Excellent class, provided me with valuable information and strategies to implement in the program.”  “Greatest community org./administrator professor the U has to offer.  It was a privilege to learn under your instruction.”  “Hank is a very positive instructor.  A nice person, gentle and wise.” 


In terms of pedagogy, I have begun to incorporate service-learning into my teaching.  My decision to move in this direction follows years of committee work with the Bennion Center, which oversees a nationally-recognized service-learning program; more than 135 courses have been designated service-learning courses at the University of Utah.  Drawing on an extensive literature, the Bennion Center has operationalized service-learning as 

an experience-based form of pedagogy in which students, faculty, and community partners work together to integrate and apply empirically-grounded knowledge in authentic settings to address the needs of the community and meet instructional objectives using action and critical reflection to prepare students to become meaningful members of a just and democratic society.

In a service-learning course, students are not “volunteers” who merely carry out various tasks an agency needs to have completed.  Rather, the activity must be linked in some way to course objectives.  In the fall of 2001, in my second-year MSW course, "Advanced Practice II: Community Practice and Planning," I partnered with Salt Lake City's Weed and Seed program, a federally-funded program that “weeds” out violent crime, gang activity, drug use and other criminal activity in a targeted neighborhood and then “seeds” the area by restoring the neighborhood through social and economic revitalization.  Although the course was not officially designated by the University as a service-learning course, I mirrored the service-learning approach, working with a community partner and having students bring back to the classroom their community experiences for reflection and discussion. 


The target area for the Weed and Seed program is on the city's west side (Glendale, Poplar Grove, and Fairpark).  Working with the Weed and Seed Director, Jacob Brace, I developed a final project which took two sections of my community practice class (about 50 students) out into the Weed and Seed target area to engage in asset-based community development.  Students formed into groups and conducted "asset mapping" in the Weed and Seed target area, then developed recommendations for the Weed and Seed Steering Committee to help it prioritize its agenda for the next five years.  Students chose one of two options to do their asset mapping: (1) “macro-mapping,” which entailed preparing an asset/resource guide of programs and services in the Weed and Seed target area and (2) “micro-mapping,” in which the students conducted focus groups with community residents and service providers to identify a community's strengths and assets.  Jacob Brace attended student presentations on their findings and was given copies of the student papers to share with his Steering Committee.  Irene Fisher of the University’s West Side Initiative (see below) also attended and received copies of student papers as well.  (The syllabus for this advanced community practice course, as well as handouts relating to the Weed and Seed project, are included in the “Course Syllabi” section of my RPT file.)

The Future

With its emphasis on community projects and its structured classroom reflection, service-learning can offer an integrative learning experience to students, as well as curricular coherence to faculty and their departments (Zlotkowski, 2001).  Along these lines, the Bennion Center offers seed money to academic departments to integrate service-learning into their curricula and/or develop interdisciplinary service-learning programs.  The Bennion Center’s Request for Proposal for 2002-2003 offered grants of $2,000 to $8,000 for this purpose and expects to continue the program in 2003-04.  Collaborating with Grafton Hull, BSW Program Director, and GSSW Professor David Derezotes, I will submit a proposal to the Bennion Center in the spring of 2003 to secure funding to initiate a serving-learning initiative within the BSW program.  As part of that proposal, as well as my Civically Engaged Scholars project for the coming year, I will develop a service-learning course focused on the use of the documentary arts to promote community building (see above).  In the course, students will develop individual or group projects that employ a particular documentary medium in the service of community building.  To promote their critical thinking skills, students will have to clearly state their research question(s), then design evaluation strategies to assess project outcomes.  I will aggregate the results of the course for presentation at conferences and publication in refereed journals, e.g., ACOSA’s Journal of Community Practice.

 Service
RPT Criteria
G 
Provides leadership on school, university, or community committees.

G 
Provides leadership or service which contributes to social work practice, education, or administration.

G 
Participates in local or national programs designed to impart social work knowledge.

The Past

I have always taken my service responsibilities seriously, for I believe that the work I do in the community, within as well as outside of the University, can support my research and teaching endeavors.  Indeed, as noted earlier, I have been guided to my current research agenda through interests and experiences in the community.  During my first three years at the University of Utah, until my administrative leave began in 1996, I was heavily involved with a number of GSSW committees, both standing and ad hoc.  I also served on two University-wide committees, Student-Faculty Relations and the Bennion Center’s Faculty Advisory Board.  In 1994-95, I was a Family Support Consultant for the Utah State Division of Services for People with Disabilities.


While my GSSW and University committee assignments were reduced somewhat during my administrative leave, I remained fairly active with my professional and community service, serving as Vice Chair and Chair of the Out-of-Home Care Advisory Council for DCFS, Chairman of the Board of Trustees of Easter Seals Utah, and Chair of the Volunteer Development Committee for Easter Seals National.  In 1997, I was appointed to CSWE’s Commission on Disability and Persons with Disabilities.

The Present

Currently, within the GSSW, I am Chair of the Academic Appeals Committee and a member of the Student Misconduct Committee, the Faculty Search Committee, and the Ad Hoc Task Force on Linking GSSW Structures to Organizational Goals.  Within the larger University, I am a member of the University Academic Senate, the Bennion Center’s Service-Learning Advisory Board, and the University Press Faculty Advisory Committee.  In May 2000, I was honored at the GSSW commencement to receive the Mary Shields McPhee Award for Excellence in Community Service. 


Outside of the University, I am serving my second three-year term as a member of the Commission on Disability and Persons with Disabilities.  I am also Chair, for the third straight year, of the Disability Issues Symposium for CSWE’s Annual Program Meeting.  I now serve as Treasurer on the Board of Easter Seals Utah and continue as Chair of the Out-of-Home Care Advisory Council.  I am a member of the Christmas Box House Community Advisory Council, as well as the Program Planning and Development Committee of Christmas Box House International.  As mentioned earlier, I am also a Board member of the Center for Documentary Arts, and will assume the position of Board Chair this fall.  Professionally, I am a member of the Council on Social Work Education, the National Association of Social Workers, and the Association for Community Organization and Social Administration.

The Future

My service-related plan for the future is to become directly involved in the University of Utah’s West Side Initiative, which presents the University a unique opportunity to join a growing national movement in higher education and become a truly “engaged institution” (Kellogg Commission on the Future of State and Land Grant Universities, 1999).  Begun by University of Utah President Bernie Machen, the West Side Initiative is moving forward under the guidance of Irene Fisher, former Director of the Bennion Center and now Special Assistant to the President for Campus-Community Partnerships.


As Finkelstein (2001) notes, the Kellogg Commission report has sparked a new interest in university-community partnerships, and the West Side Initiative will give structure to, sustain, and expand existing University-west side partnerships.  Particularly exciting for me is the opportunity the West Side Initiative presents to “wed,” under the umbrella of Boyer’s scholarship of application, many of my future plans discussed above: to study and conduct community-based research;  to evaluate the impact of the Center for Documentary Arts’ “Crossing the Tracks” project on the city’s west side;  to engage in asset-based community development, as I have already done on the west side through the Weed and Seed program; and to develop service-learning courses that support the GSSW curriculum.


Irene Fisher’s proposed mission statement for the West Side Initiative dovetails nicely with the definition of civically engaged scholarship presented earlier:

The University of Utah West Side Initiative is a bridging mechanism that enables west side neighbors and the University to come together in reciprocally-beneficial learning and action partnerships to advance a community improvement agenda set by local residents.  All participants share their community and academic knowledge, their research skills, their teaching capabilities, and their personal and professional service to enhance conditions for children, for families, for neighborhoods, and for our shared community.


Four broad program areas have been identified for the West Side Initiative: (1) youth education, development, and leadership; (2) bridge-building across differences; (3) support for resident-led initiatives; and (4) capacity building in the areas of health, environment, income/employment, safety, and housing.  Campus-community working groups with relevant expertise will be formed for each of these four program areas, with a time-limited charge to make recommendations on short- and long-term goals and to provide direction to the initiative.  I have already alerted Irene Fisher to my interest in serving on one, possibly two, of these working groups.  I am especially interested in the bridge-building work group, as it lends itself nicely to my contention that the documentary arts have a role to play in healing divided communities.  The work groups dealing with resident-led initiatives and capacity building fit nicely with the tenets of asset-based community development.

Summary

The University’s West Side Initiative is an example of what Fear et al. (2001, p. 27) call the engagement interface, “the setting where collaborators from the academy and society engage each other.  The interface is a dynamic, evolving, and co-constructed space–a collaborative community of inquiry.”  The West Side Initiative offers me, essentially, a “laboratory” within which to practice my emerging skills as an engaged scholar.  The initiative can serve as my integration interface, where my research (discovery), teaching (learning), and service (engagement) become a coherent whole–greater, more satisfying, and ultimately more effective than any one of its individual parts. 


Finkelstein (2001) argues that the issue of engagement is particularly salient for this country’s public research universities.  She congratulates the Community and Urban Initiatives Task Force at the University of South Florida (USF, 2000) “for recognizing that research and engagement are not competing, or even independent, efforts and that urging our universities to be good citizens does not compromise scholarship but enriches it” (p. 35).  I would add that the same holds true for the individual: urging a faculty member to be a good citizen does not compromise his or her scholarship but enriches it.


The latter is certainly true in my case.  For many years, I have felt that I was a good citizen, a good teacher, a good researcher.  But that was the problem: I felt as if I were three people.  The scholarship of engagement, practiced correctly, brings unity to the academic enterprise, as well as the individual.  The shoe fits.  I have a firm plan for the future.  Let’s engage.
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