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Abstract: This article reflects on the challenges and opportunities associated with community
engaged learning at the graduate level, and challenges higher education to do more to support the
teaching–research–service nexus. The community university partnership involved a graduate student
class, a faculty member, and a community member from a provincial not for profit association. We
examined our principled and collaborative process of critical community engaged scholarship geared
toward addressing violence against women, and more specifically, femicide. Our research resulted in
knowledge mobilization tools that could be used to inform various audiences (e.g., women’s shelter
staff, the public, government, and journalists) about how mainstream media sources report and
portray the issue of femicide. Our work had an explicit social justice focus with aims to generate
a better understanding of the structural causes of violence against women and historically-created
gendered hierarchy and its ongoing impacts. This paper offers insights for others interested in
pursuing community engaged research within a community engaged learning environment.

Keywords: critical community engaged scholarship; community engaged research; community
university partnerships; knowledge mobilization; femicide; gender-based violence; social justice;
graduate student; community partner; faculty; reflection; experiential education

1. Introduction

This article, collaboratively written by graduate students, a faculty member, and a community
partner, outlines our collective experiences conducting community engaged scholarship (CES) within
a graduate sociology course at the University of Guelph. Our CES project falls under the category of
critical community engaged scholarship (CCES) (Gordon da Cruz 2017), which seeks to address public
issues by drawing attention to their structural causes. According to Gordon da Cruz (2017), this type of
collaborative research supports university and community partnerships in producing knowledge that
dismantles systemic sources of racial and social injustice. As a community university (CU) partnership,
we collaboratively conducted research to co-create and mobilize knowledge about the prevalence and
seriousness of violence against women in our society in an effort to work toward gender equality and
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social justice. Specifically, our work shed light on femicide1 as the most extreme form of violence
against women and girls (Corradi et al. 2016). In what follows, we position our work within the
CES, CCES, and community engaged learning (CEL) literature to demonstrate how this aligns with
work on community wellbeing (Hall 2009) and resilience from a social justice perspective. We provide
a summary of our project within a graduate sociology course and highlight common benefits and
challenges of CES and CEL from student, faculty, and community partner perspectives. We hope that
these perspectives will assist others in their efforts to work toward social justice by employing a critical
community engaged research framework within higher education.

2. Community Engaged Learning and Community Engaged Research in Higher Education

There is widespread agreement that the challenge for higher education is to engage with society in
an integral way that improves research, teaching and learning, and collaborates in social transformation
(Cortez Ruiz 2014). The nomenclature to describe such engagement and literature about how to
collaborate has received much attention within higher education (Barker 2004; Wenger et al. 2012;
Bateman 2018; Kantamneni et al. 2019) and outside of it (Barge et al. 2008). This attention increased
with the publication of Boyer’s (1996) foundational discourse, in which he called upon colleges and
universities to “ . . . become a more vigorous partner in the search for answers to our most pressing
social, civic, economic, and moral problems” which he referred to as the “scholarship of engagement”
(p. 18). Based on a scoping review of the literature over the past 20 years, Beaulieu et al. (2018)
conceptualize “engaged scholarship” as building “ . . . mutually beneficial and reciprocal bridges
between university activity and civil society” in service to society rooted in values of social justice
and citizenship (p. 13). There are many ways to refer to and integrate teaching–research–service
that can align with the philosophy of engaged scholarship. For example, frameworks such as Action
Research (AR) (Chandler and Torbert 2003; Greenwood 2007), Community Based Research (CBR)
(Strand 2003; Halseth et al. 2016), Community Based Participatory Research (CBPR) (Coughlin et al.
2017; Tremblay 2009; Minkler and Wallerstein 2008), Service Learning (SL) (Levkoe and Stack-Cutler
2018; Stanton 2000), Community Service Learning (CSL) (Taylor and Kahlke 2017), and Community
Engaged Scholarship (CES) (Gelmon et al. 2013a; Gordon da Cruz 2018) are some of the most common.
The framework we used is Community Engaged Scholarship. While many of the above approaches
have similarities, we focus on CES because the purpose of the course was to introduce graduate
students to the principles and practices of CES specifically. As articulated by Barker, “[T]he language of
engagement suggests an element of reciprocal and collaborative knowledge production that is unique
to these forms of scholarship” (Barker 2004, p. 126).

There is now an abundance of academic literature that identifies common principles and practices
associated with ethical and sustainable CES (see for example: Beaulieu et al. 2018; Baker et al. 1999;
Community-Campus Partnerships for Health 2013; Davis et al. 2017). Of these, some of the most
common principles include:

• Mutually beneficial relationships that are founded on respect, trust, genuine commitment, and
shared goals;

• Community identified need that works toward social justice and the betterment of the community;
• Collaboration that is reciprocal, values mutual learning, recognizes multiple assets of partners,

and values a multi-disciplinary approach;
• Communication that is clear, honest, and respectful in which listening is paramount;
• Balancing power which means shared input, decision making, and sharing resources;

1 Femicide is commonly defined as the intentional murder of women by a man because they are women (Garcia-Moreno et al.
2012; Ferrara et al. 2015).
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• Meaningful outcomes, which requires tangible and relevant goals that focus on social justice and
that promotes diversity, academic, and community facing results.

Common processes and practices associated with CES include the following (see for example:
Janzen et al. 2017; Williamson et al. 2016; Watson-Thompson 2015; Garner 2015):

1. Identify and develop relationships;
2. Establish partnership engagement goals;
3. Engage in ongoing, collaborative partnership activities;
4. Conduct critical scholarly investigation of public issues;
5. Assess outcome and impact.

Despite the common principles and practices, there are various approaches to community
engagement. Such variations are recognized under the larger construct of CES, which encompasses “
. . . intellectual and creative activities that generate, validate, synthesize, and apply knowledge through
partnerships with people and organizations outside of the academy” (Seifer 2012). Although CES
can encompass activities other than “research”, we conducted research and mobilized our findings
within a CES framework. Thus, we refer to our work more specifically as community engaged research
(CEnR) to highlight the research process that was central to developing our knowledge mobilization
tool. Our decision to use the CEnR term is further explained in the student reflections below. CEnR
has been defined as:

. . . a collaborative approach to research that democratically involves community participants
and researchers in one or more phases of the research process. Partners share responsibilities
and leverage their unique strengths to enhance understanding of the target of research (often
a social or cultural dynamic of the community) and integrate the derived knowledge with
action to improve the well-being of community members. (Nation et al. 2011, p. 90)

While our work falls under the umbrella term of CES, and more specifically, CEnR, it can also be
appropriately referred to as community engaged learning (CEL), as it occurred within a graduate course.
CEL is a teaching and learning pedagogy that meaningfully integrates community engagement and
curricular programming with intentional alignment between course learning outcomes and community
identified needs (Morton et al. 2018). CEL involves mutually beneficial collaboration for the purposes
of co-learning and co-creating relevant scholarship or scholarly activity that strengthens academic
inquiry, personal and professional development, and contributes to positive social change/justice
(this draws on definitions from: Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching 2017; Boland
2013; Bringle and Hatcher 1995; Gordon da Cruz 2017; Kleinhesselink et al. 2015; Johnson-Curiskis
and Wolter 2004; Morton 2013; Weigert 1998). We intentionally adopt the term “community engaged
learning” (Delano-Oriaran et al. 2015) to reflect the centrality of the community in both the pedagogy
and the research (Brudney and Russell 2016, p. 278). Thus, the emphasis on community engagement is
an important feature that distinguishes CEL between comparable approaches and nomenclatures. Our
focus on CEL and CES is not meant to exclude researchers accustomed to other related approaches, but
rather increase interest in, and understanding of, the community engagement principles and practices
that we encourage scholars to apply to their work.

There is limited academic literature on CEL. However, the teaching–research–service nexus is
not new and reflections and research focusing on different ways of addressing this continuum is
expanding. For example, there is an abundance of literature on service learning (see Ash et al. 2005;
Levkoe and Stack-Cutler 2018; Jagla et al. 2015) and similar approaches referred to as “Community
Based Service Learning”, and “Community Service Learning” (Taylor et al. 2015) which share some
similarities as well as differences with CEL. One such difference is that service learning emphasizes
a “service” component that students provide outside of the classroom with the associated critical
reflection about how their service connects to the course. CEL, on the other hand, refers to activities
between students, faculty, and community partners that respond to a community identified need and
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result in co-created disseminated knowledge/products. A similarity between the two is the reflective
processes that often make up part of students’ curricular experience and assessment (Ash et al. 2005).
In fact, reflexivity is an important part of any CES (Levkoe et al. 2014; Janzen et al. 2017; D’Enbeau
et al. 2013). It can be used as an evaluative tool to assess the extent to which the CU partnership
accomplished its shared goals and lived the principles of CES necessary for ethical, successful, and
sustainable CES (Sadler et al. 2012; Janzen et al. 2017). Course-embedded reflection is also common
to assessment in higher education and a useful way to assess student learning outcomes related to
knowledge, skills, and values (Holland et al. 2008). Ash and Clayton developed a reflection framework
that includes paragraphs written by students reflecting on a series of questions requiring them to
describe and analyze their experiences of service learning (Ash et al. 2005). In the Methods section
below, we explain the structured critical reflection (Levkoe et al. 2018; Brandenburg and Wilson 2013)
assignment that became the foundation for this paper.

As the faculty member and community engaged scholar, the experiences and reflections from the
students and community partners that make up the partnership are invaluable to me. In keeping with
the principles of CES and other models including Action Research (Salm 2013) and Community Based
Participatory Research (CBPR) (Tremblay 2009; Janzen et al. 2017), I have a responsibility to ensure the
needs of the community partner are addressed to the best of our ability and in line with our common
objective. As the course instructor, and as a CES mentor for graduate students, I have a responsibility
to provide a teaching and learning environment that assists students’ development, and demonstrates
course, program, and university level learning outcomes. Therefore, the practice of communicating
with and listening to all partners is an important mechanism for continual improvement to live the
principles of CES, while also employing best practices in teaching and learning.

3. Community University Partnership Case Study Overview

In the winter semester of 2017, a graduate sociology class at the University of Guelph partnered
with the Ontario Association of Interval and Transition Houses (OAITH) and the College of the North
Atlantic on a research project pertaining to femicide, commonly defined as the intentional murder
of women by a man because they are women (Garcia-Moreno et al. 2012; Ferrara et al. 2015). As a
community engaged scholar, the sociology professor recently designed this course to offer graduate
students from sociology, as well as any other disciplines within our institution, an opportunity to
learn about and practice CES. Graduate training and mentorship on CES is lacking within institutions
of higher education (Levkoe et al. 2014) despite research that identifies the potential benefits for
undergraduate and graduate students (Levkoe et al. 2014; Gelmon et al. 2013b; Dinour et al. 2018). The
associated learning outcomes for this course included: understanding CES, including the underlying
principles that support its ethical and sustainable practice, and the development of skills and values
by applying this knowledge to work collaboratively on a social problem identified by a community
partner. In this case, the community partner knew the faculty member prior to the start of this course.

OAITH and the faculty member developed a mutually beneficial community campus partnership
over several years to work on projects related to violence against women in Ontario. The faculty
member and undergraduate students work with this provincial association to track and record
information for OAITH’s annual Femicide List (elaborated below), which they use as part of their
education and advocacy to address the prevalence and seriousness of violence against women in
Ontario. An important part of OAITH’s mission is to “ . . . advocate for systemic change in order
to end violence against women and their children, through advocacy, collaboration, and education”
(OAITH). As such, the femicide work, which OAITH has been doing since 1995, is a good example of
the ways in which they work toward their mission.

The faculty member and community partner identified this partnership and engaged research
project in the hope that it would be a realistic and appropriate endeavor for students given the time,
skills, and resources available over a 12-week term. Our partnership included six graduate students
from various disciplines (including three Ph.D. students from geography, psychology, and sociology,
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and three MA students from sociology and a criminology criminal justice policy program), a sociology
professor whose research focuses on violence against women, as well as community engaged learning
(CEL), and the community partner, who has extensive knowledge and experience pertaining to violence
against women.

In line with the principles of CES (Beaulieu et al. 2018; Gordon da Cruz 2018; McNall et al. 2009;
Northmore and Hart 2011; Williamson et al. 2016) this project responded to a need identified by
OAITH at the outset. For over 20 years, OAITH has utilized mainstream media sources to identify and
consolidate the names, pictures, and short biographies of victims, which is then added to their femicide
list. OAITH relies on this list to educate the public on the topic of violence against women, and for
their associated advocacy work2. Through ongoing conversations with the faculty member, OAITH
expressed an interest in expanding the Ontario femicide list beyond the descriptive data. Specifically,
they expressed the need to critically examine the ways in which femicides are portrayed throughout
various mainstream newspaper reports, and to determine how this can impact the ways in which
femicide is understood and subsequently addressed by the public, the state, and public policy.

Accordingly, the main goal of the CES project was to create a knowledge mobilization tool
that OAITH could use to inform and educate different audiences (e.g., Ontario women shelter staff,
the public, government, journalists, etc.) about how Ontario media sources report and portray the
issue of femicide. By the end of the course, we achieved this output. See https://www.oaith.ca/
oaith-work/current-initiatives.html for the final knowledge mobilization products co-created by this
CU partnership.

To achieve the project goal, we first conducted a scoping review of the literature pertaining to
media portrayals of femicide. Using the results of this literature review, we created a framing analysis3,
which was then used to critically analyze news reports of the 20 victims of femicide in Ontario between
2015 and 2016. This analysis examined the reporting of femicides across three types of news outlets
(i.e., national newspapers, local newspapers, and national TV news sources). The methodology used
to construct the framing analysis tool reflected previous research on media framing of violence against
women (Easteal et al. 2015; Richards et al. 2014; Comas-d’Argemir 2015; Gillespie et al. 2013).

This CES project is a way to work toward gender equality and social justice given the impact and
influence mainstream media can have on the way a social problem is understood and addressed (Major
2015). The ways in which the news media frame violence against women and femicide influences
how society understands such violence, as well as solutions and public responsibility (Gillespie et al.
2013; Comas-d’Argemir 2015; Taylor 2009). Further, research conducted by Wright and Washington
(2018) highlights the significant role media plays in shaping the public’s awareness of, imagination
about, and attitude toward crime and crime victims. Specifically, we know from previous research that
femicide victims, as well as survivors of gendered violence, tend to be portrayed in mainstream media
in ways that victim blame (Corradi et al. 2016). Further, such portrayals generally fail to acknowledge

2 For example, once the Femicide List for the current year has been created, it is distributed throughout Ontario through its
membership and beyond. Local shelters can use the list as part of their annual December 6th vigils held to commemorate
the Montreal Massacre in 1989, whereby 14 women were murdered because they were women on the last day of classes at
Montreal’s Ecole Polytechnique.

3 The Media Framing Analysis was a multi-step process. The first step involved conducting a scoping review of the research
surrounding media portrayals of femicide cases. We identified studies using a combination of terms (e.g., “femicide”,
“media”, and “representation”). We then uploaded the identified studies to Mendeley, a reference management software,
which was further sorted for relevance. The next step was to summarize each study using a Google Document table that
captured the purpose, methodologies, and findings of each article. We used the summary table and the original academic
articles to write individual literature reviews in order to extract the common frames identified in other research about the
way femicide and violence against women is represented within mainstream media. We then compared and contrasted
the identified frames to determine commonalities and areas of divergence. This included four positive frames (victim
humanized, femicide label, picture of victim, and gendered social problem) and four negative frames (victim blaming, voice
of authority, individualized, and history of violence against women undocumented). Following this synthesis, the team
utilized these eight frames as codes to analyze current media portrayals of femicide. We examined a total of 29 Ontario
femicide cases in 2016–2017 by studying 73 news items from three media sources (i.e., mainstream national newspapers,
local newspapers, and TV news).

https://www.oaith.ca/oaith-work/current-initiatives.html
https://www.oaith.ca/oaith-work/current-initiatives.html
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the history of male violence that preceded the murder, and individualize the problem in ways that are
not connected to or understood as part of a larger problem of gender-based violence, patriarchy, and
gender inequality (Corradi et al. 2016; Comas-d’Argemir 2015).

Accordingly, members of this partnership recognized the need for research on the way in which
Ontario femicide victims are represented in mainstream local and national press, and to disseminate
these findings in a way that engages multiple audiences to function as an agent of positive social change.
We deliberately designed our knowledge mobilization tool to advance the province of Ontario’s
understanding of femicide as a gender-based social problem and move forward on gender equality
initiatives, thereby increasing social justice (Poortinga 2012; McCrea et al. 2014, 2016). Although it
is still too early to assess the full impact of our knowledge mobilization outputs, our community
partner has provided us with feedback and metrics that help to exemplify the immediate outcomes of
our work. Specifically, our online femicide visualization has had over 1700 views which continue to
increase steadily every year, indicating substantial public reach. Moreover, since its online publication,
our partner has been using our femicide research and knowledge mobilization tool in conversations
with their funders and journalists. Our partner has credited our research and tool for helping them
present a stronger case for increased funding for femicide resources, training, and public awareness in
the last two recent years.

4. Understanding Femicide as a Gender-Based Social Problem

Our CEnR on femicide is relevant to the research on community well-being and resilience. Current
research in this area conceptualizes resilience as “ . . . the capacity to intentionally mobilize [ . . . ]
people and resources to respond to, and influence social and economic change . . . ” (Colussi 2000,
pp. 1–5). Other definitions and models of community resilience often include a component of social
solidarity, in which everyone feels respected and heard. For this to be realized, greater social equality
among all members (irrespective of gender, age, or race) is required. Working toward equity requires
an understanding and acknowledgement of the structural causes of violence against women and the
historically created gendered hierarchy (Darychuk and Jackson 2015). Gendered violence, intimate
partner violence, and femicide are inseparable from these contexts from which they derive. As such,
approaches to ending femicide must incorporate structural and ideological changes and not solely rely
on solutions (i.e., services) aimed at the individual and/or family (Burnette and Hefflinger 2017). A
critical feminist conceptualization of this issue means working to challenge explanations of gendered
violence that hold women responsible for their own victimization (Wright and Washington 2018;
Easteal et al. 2015) and one way to do this is to change the way mainstream media portray and
report femicide.

As mentioned above, we characterize our work on this issue as critical CES. We adopt the language
of critical CES to highlight our intention to work on issues in a way that illuminates the structural
causes and attempts to uncover effective solutions (Gordon da Cruz 2017, p. 368). Gordon da Cruz
also uses the word “critical” to refer to a justice-oriented practice of engaging with communities so
that scholarship is more practically relevant and intentionally works with marginalized communities
to impact positive change (Gordon da Cruz 2017, p. 368). In these ways, we acknowledge and identify
the “critical perspectives and commitments to justice” that motivate our work (Gordon da Cruz 2017,
p. 370). Our commitment to social and racial justice, and interrogating the structures that maintain
inequality, aligns with our community partner’s justice aims in theory and practice. OAITH’s mission
identifies their objectives as “ . . . advocat[ing] for systemic change to end violence against women
and their children, through advocacy, collaboration, and education. OAITH is committed to operating
within a feminist, anti-racist, and anti-oppression, intersectional framework” (OAITH 2018).

In addition, we embraced studying social issues from a sociological perspective, referred to as
using a “sociological imagination” to study social problems. Sociologist C. Wright Mills used the term
to suggest that students of sociology should understand and acknowledge the historical, cultural,
environmental, and social processes that directly and indirectly cause social problems in contemporary
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society (e.g., poverty, racism, and sexism) (Hironimus-Wendt and Wallace 2009, p. 77). Mills believed
that the primary lesson of sociology should be that “ . . . humans have the potential to reduce or resolve
most social problems” (Hironimus-Wendt and Wallace 2009, p. 78). This perspective incorporated a
pragmatic role for the discipline, requiring researchers to use their sociological imagination to make
a positive difference in our own lives and in our communities. This disciplinary focus fit well with
our and our community partner’s intention to work on femicide and violence against women from a
critical feminist perspective (Corradi et al. 2016).

5. Student, Faculty, and Community Partner Reflections on Critical Community Engaged
Scholarship

Although we came together in a course format, we refer to our collaborative work as CEnR,
which is a type of scholarly activity that commonly occurs within a CES framework and involves a
collaborative research process to produce shared knowledge. We (the students) attest to the fact that
this research extended beyond a university course and became a research project, a community campus
partnership, and a commitment to work toward community well-being and positive social change.
We saw ourselves as more than students in a traditional graduate course, and rather, as researchers
and emerging community engaged scholars working in collaboration with a community partner on
the relevant social and political issue of femicide. In the following section, we discuss reuniting as a
research team for this paper, and outline the process of determining which content to include from our
individual reflections, as well as how to organize and present this information.

6. Methods

A component of the graduate course, entitled “Principles and Practices of Community Engaged
Scholarship”, included a week of readings on the topic of “Scholarship and Assessing CES”. The
academic literature in this area identified some of the challenges that faculty and emerging scholars
face, including finding a balance between the competing demands of producing both outputs that
are of value/direct use to the community, and more traditional academic outputs (Calleson et al.
2005; Fitzgerald and Primavera 2013; Cavallaro 2016; Gelmon et al. 2013b). After reading about these
challenges, what emerged from a class discussion was an interest in, if not a commitment to, writing
an academic journal article about our unique experience of this CU partnership and our CCES. Almost
a year and a half after the course ended, we were inspired to carry out what we had originally hoped
to do.

A common pedagogical teaching and learning activity and assessment practice in CEL and service
learning courses include critical reflection exercises as a vehicle for learning (Levkoe et al. 2014, p. 70).
As part of this course, 10% of the student evaluation came from a reflection dossier, which included
three written reflections from each student “ . . . in week 3, 8, and 12 to encourage [students] to
think about and capture [their] learning (personal and academic development) about community
engaged scholarship, [their] community engagement activities, experiences, and other course learning
outcomes” (Morton 2017). In so doing, we were asked to respond to specific questions posed by the
instructor, which often required us to reflect on the ways in which our experience of CEnR and CES
aligned or did not align with other students, faculty, and community partners based on course readings.
The information outlined in the section below elaborates salient passages from these reflections.

During the summer of 2018, one of the students from the course emailed the instructor asking
if she was interested in writing an article for this special edition given what he thought was a good
fit. The instructor contacted all the students via email, and with the exception of one student who
was no longer available to participate, the research team expressed a unanimous interest in pursuing
this opportunity. Over the course of the summer, we met in person to discuss how we would initiate
the writing process. Shortly thereafter, we transitioned to communicating online through a Google
Document, which allowed us to communicate more frequently and in real time from our various
locations. During these initial meetings, we referenced our independent student reflection dossiers
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to establish larger, common themes amongst the group. Once identified, we added these themes to
the Google Document, and continued to add relevant information under each theme. This was an
inclusive way to provide all authors with the opportunity to participate in what turned out to be
another interesting collaborative writing endeavor. The faculty member agreed to write a section
that came from reflecting on her experience of the CU partnership and this was also informed by the
student and community partner reflections.

The community partner reflection came from an interview conducted with the community partner
following the completion of the course. This interview was conducted by our community engaged
learning coordinator, who works for a CES brokering unit called the Community Engaged Scholarship
Institute (CESI) at the University of Guelph. The community partner was a research participant
involved in the scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL) research on community engaged learning
that had been conducted by two sociology faculty (including the faculty who is one of the authors of
this paper) and the community engaged learning coordinator mentioned above. This graduate course
served as one of the research sites, and as part of this research, the researchers wanted to hear from
all partners in the CU partnership. With the community partner’s permission, we have the benefit of
including her reflections on our partnership and project.

7. Student Reflections on Community Engaged Scholarship and Community Engaged Research

In this section, we reflect on the common challenges and opportunities that came from our
experience as graduate students, a community partner, and as a faculty member learning about, and
trying to employ, the principles of critical community engaged scholarship within a graduate sociology
course to address a community identified need.

Our intention in this paper was to elaborate our common challenges and identify where we
experienced opportunities. In reflecting on this process, we recognized that it was most appropriate
to address the challenges and benefits under larger themes, as they were often interrelated. The
reflections below address similar issues and tensions identified by previous research on community
engaged scholarship and community engaged learning, which we read throughout this course.

7.1. Iterative Process and Uncertain Outcomes

As is common in CES, CBPR, PAR, and AR, the process of understanding, clarifying, and scoping
our deliverables for this project was ongoing and iterative (Janzen et al. 2017; Morton 2013). Initially,
the purpose of our research and the subsequent deliverables were not clearly defined. Rather, our
community partner communicated a general interest in critically examining Ontario femicide data.
Over the course of the term and with ongoing communication with the community partner, we agreed
to work on two unrelated pieces of research pertaining to femicides in Ontario (see Morton et al. 2017,
p. 5). Although our research questions and methodologies became clearer over time, the exact outputs
that would go to the community partner remained elusive throughout much of the term. Ultimately,
the iterative nature of this process posed common challenges and benefits for the student researchers.

Members of the team predominantly identified the challenges of flexible research at the onset of
the research process. For example, one student stated: “In the beginning, it was hard for our group to
see what the end-goal of our project would be because we had no prior experience working within a
process where there were not fully constructed or foreseeable outcomes”. Upon further consideration
it is likely that this challenge was exacerbated by the fact that many of our academic outputs had,
until this point, taken the form of traditional written papers, and most of us had little to no experience
producing alternative outputs. As such, we initially lacked the skills to adapt to the changing targets
and engage in ongoing negotiation with the partner to ensure their needs would be met. This was a
steep but important learning curve for us, as we were reminded that this process is more reflective of
the conditions in the working world.

In the latter half of the course, our team identified two benefits of conducting iterative research.
First, through consistent communication and negotiation, we developed and modified a series of
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deliverables that transitioned alongside and best reflected the developing needs of our community
partner (Tarantino 2017). As one student stated, this afforded us the opportunity to “continuously gain
feedback and new directions based on changing real-word needs”. Further, this allowed us to utilize
our time and resources in the most appropriate and effective manner.

Second, we recognized that iterative research reflects real world situations, rather than the
often-isolated process of writing a paper (McLaughlin 2010; Hironimus-Wendt and Wallace 2009).
One student summarized this process, stating: “At first, it was difficult for me to adjust to the flexible
nature of this process, as it contrasts with the rigid process that is foundational to traditional research.
However, I have come to appreciate that CES mirrors real-world employment situations rather than
highly structured academic arenas”. Another student elaborated this perceived benefit, stating: “I
believe that adaptability is a skill that is fundamental for all our future careers (whether in academia
or in the “real world”) but often under-looked and even thwarted in many classic university courses”.

Towards the end of the course, some members of our team experienced challenges around sharing
the responsibility for knowledge mobilization, and the ownership of knowledge mobilization (KMb)
products, with our community partner. As one student asked: “Where do my responsibilities end?
Do I hand over the product to our partner, and let them exercise their best judgement about how
to best mobilize it?” We addressed this challenge by recognizing that we can continue to support
our community partner in their knowledge dissemination and advocacy efforts if “our products are
accompanied with a ‘transmittal’ that describes our expectations and outlines recommendations for
how our KMb products might best be used”.

7.2. Consistent Communication

Due to the flexible nature of CES work, designing a project is a negotiation process that develops
over time, and requires constant communication and modification. Specifically, CES relies on a
relationship between the researchers and the community partners that includes both trust and genuine
commitment. Further, it requires clear communication between these parties to design a project that is
both meaningful and mutually beneficial. Our team identified benefits related to the communication
aspect of this research, including improved communication skills with both team members and with
our community partner/future partners.

With respect to the former, our team engaged in consistent direct communication (weekly in-class
meetings), as well as indirect communication (email and online group discussions). This provided
us with greater opportunities to brainstorm, work through ideas, and learn throughout all stages of
the research. We were further encouraged to express our ideas in a clear and concise manner that
was conducive to diverse learning styles, and to address and manage opposing views in a respectful
manner. Moreover, one student suggested that our classroom discussions “offered an opportunity for
formative learning”.

To ensure the negotiation aspect of our partnership, we aimed to communicate with our
community partners in real time, and on a regular basis using online tools such as Google Documents
and Skype, as well as frequent phone calls and emails. This allowed us to continuously gain feedback
regarding our outputs and address outstanding questions. For example, one student highlighted how
such interactions provided clarity, stating: “In our most recent class, we had a video call with our
community partner from OAITH. This was extremely helpful as we were able to ask questions and
find out more about OAITH’s vision”.

7.3. Working as a Team

As the majority of us primarily work independently on our research, members of the team
commonly discussed the benefits and challenges of working with others. With respect to the benefits,
working as a team allowed us to build on each other’s ideas, and to collaboratively explore the
best ways to communicate our findings. One of the most memorable examples of this occurred
when we were designing the visual format of our knowledge mobilization tool. Initially, we wanted
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our work to highlight the negative and positive frames utilized by the media when reporting cases
of femicide. To help with this process, we invited the Knowledge Mobilization Coordinator from
the Community Engaged Scholarship Institute (CESI) to our class to do a presentation on what
knowledge mobilization is and to identify different ways to communicate research findings based on
the audience and community partner needs. We started our creative process by drawing a “poster” on
the chalkboard, and tentatively wrote “positive frames” and “negative frames” on opposing sides. One
student suggested that we use different colors (green and red) to differentiate between the positive
and negative frames, respectively. From there, a student suggested that we call this a “Heat Map” as
we were essentially representing the “hot spots” of these media reports. Ultimately, this collaborative
process allowed us to produce an effective visual element to communicate our research findings in an
engaging and interactive way.

Moreover, some students enjoyed the social aspect of this research, whereby “certain challenges
that come along with research, such as what can commonly be an isolating experience of conducting
rigorous scholarly work, felt entirely different with our class structure and CES framework” (student
reflection). This type of co-creative work provided opportunities to build on each other’s knowledge
and skills.

That said, collaboration was not always easy, and we experienced a number of challenges. In
particular, our team consistently noted difficulties with opposing views, styles of writing, schedules,
or expectations based on personality. Interactions of this nature primarily centered on the deliverables,
including the best way to summarize or present our research. In reflecting on these instances, one
student stated, “I found that we had quite a few strong personalities in our group and that this was a
potential issue. Everyone was so passionate about getting their ideas out that sometimes these ideas
clashed”. This was especially evident throughout our brainstorming sessions, where certain group
members were more vocal about their ideas regarding the visual format of our work come to fruition.

7.4. Diversity of Community University Partners

Further to the collaboration among students, the diversity of the CUP membership posed
significant benefits and challenges to working as a team. As noted earlier, our team comprised
students from various disciplines (including sociology, geography, psychology, criminal justice and
public policy, and political science), and included both Ph.D. and Masters level students.

Throughout our reflections, team members consistently acknowledged the unique skills,
perspectives, and area of expertise brought to the table that might otherwise be overlooked in
single-disciplinary papers or partnerships (Ramaley 2014). For example, one student identified
the team’s diversity as “the most beneficial aspect of this collaboration. Specifically, our diverse
backgrounds allowed us to contribute unique perspectives, and address certain limitations or
shortcomings that we might have otherwise overlooked”. Another student described the diversity of
the team as “a rousing success”, whereby “an interdisciplinary team has given us the space to think on
our feet and pivot to alternative deliverables, processes, methods, goals, and products”.

As mentioned above, working as a team posed challenges, many of which were arguably
exacerbated by our diverse backgrounds. As one student noted, “ . . . because academic disciplines
are all unique and have their own ways of doing things, this was also a challenge that we had to
overcome. For example, there are differences in writing styles and knowledge mobilization tool
preferences between fields like sociology, psychology, and geography”. To further elaborate, one
student explained:

At times, the writing was somewhat disjointed in terms of the content being included
and the style being used to get our message across. It was clear that students from one
discipline valued more tangible/quantifiable evidence (including numbers, graphs, charts,
etc.), whereas students from other disciplines valued more qualitative evidence gathered
from existing literature. Thus, in some instances, there were issues in deciding which
academic and presentation style would be the perfect fit for communicating our experiences.
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Others noted the difficulty of incorporating all or equal contributions from students at the Ph.D.
and MA levels. For example, the MA students did not all share the same research experience as the
Ph.D. students, including searching for, reading, reviewing, and synthesizing academic literature.
Another example of the difficulties in having both Ph.D. and MA level students was the varying levels
of experience in creating knowledge mobilization tools outside the traditional format. As a result,
there were feelings of inexperience that the students ultimately had to overcome, and instances where
they felt they had to compensate in creative ways. For example, one of the MA level students reflected
on having minimal experience in creating outputs that would be useful in non-academic settings. In
reflecting on this perceived limitation, the student stated, “in comparison to some of the Ph.D. students,
there were times where I felt that I had much less to contribute to the development of our knowledge
mobilization tool, especially because I had never created anything in this format. Because of this, I
felt that it was important for me to do some information gathering on the various types of knowledge
mobilization pieces and about other ways of disseminating information so that I could contribute to
the group”.

However, these varying levels of experience were also identified as beneficial, as they led to a
coming together of the group in order to work through each student’s inexperience. For example, one
of the Ph.D. level students noted how “this juxtaposition was ultimately complimentary, as it allowed
us to build on, and address weaknesses or limitations in, each other’s perspectives”. Specifically, it was
through these opposing views that we successfully learned how to enact and embody several of the
principles of CES, including: collaboration, balancing of power, reciprocity, and clear communication.

7.5. Creative Thinking

As previously mentioned, many of our team members typically produce deliverables in the form
of written articles. Therefore, this class introduced us to the concept of knowledge mobilization4.
Accordingly, we were faced with the challenge of thinking outside the box and designing deliverables
that would assist our community partners in educating their target audiences, and in effect, reach large
and diverse audiences. Collectively, our team found this to be a particularly rewarding experience,
whereby one student stated, “One of the most influential aspects of this course was learning how to
communicate information to audiences in a way that is interesting and accessible”. Further, many
members of our team suggested that the knowledge and experience obtained in creating our knowledge
mobilization pieces would be further utilized in future research endeavors (Abraham and Purkayastha
2012). These types of CES learning opportunities are of value across disciplines. In having a class with
students from multiple backgrounds, thinking outside our disciplinary boxes and working in creative
ways provided valuable experience. As one student stated, “I now recognize the value and importance
of thinking outside the box, and presenting information in a way that is interesting and accessible to
multiple audiences. As such, I plan to continue practicing my creative thinking, and incorporating my
new understanding of knowledge mobilization throughout my future research endeavors”.

7.6. Meaningful and Applicable Research

A final benefit identified by each team member is producing meaningful and applicable research
(Gelmon et al. 2013a). The overarching purpose of our research was to produce deliverables that our
community partner could utilize as part of their education and advocacy to address the prevalence
and seriousness of violence against women in Ontario.

One student expressed how pleased she was that we (the students) were able to use the research
to produce a KMb product (see Figure 1) that would be meaningful and useful for the community

4 The purpose of knowledge mobilization is to ensure that all citizens benefit from publicly funded research. It can take many
forms, but the essential objective is to allow research knowledge to flow both within the academic world and between
academic researchers and the wider community. By moving research knowledge into society, knowledge mobilization
increases its intellectual, economic, social and cultural impact (SSHRC 2014) (Cooper et al. 2018, p. 2).
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partner: “ . . . we were able to come up with an idea that is visually appealing and accessible, so that
the general public (as well as other service providers) can become educated on misrepresentations
occurring in mainstream news”.
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Figure 1. A sample screenshot from the knowledge mobilization (KMb) tool produced for the
community partner. The “heat map” outlines positive and negative frames identified in different
media reports for each of the 29 femicide victims in the years 2015–2016. A green or red diamond
represents evidence of positive or negative framing respectively in that particular news report. On the
full interactive version, available on the community partner’s website [See: https://www.oaith.ca/
oaith-work/current-initiatives.html], users can select between local, national and TV media sources
from the drop down menu found in the top left corner of the map. Additionally, clicking on the red or
green diamond takes the user to the original media reports analyzed for this research product.

In contrast to academic papers, many team members enjoyed contributing deliverables with real
world applications and tangible outcomes. One example of the value of this real world application is
identified in the following student’s reflection.

The most rewarding part of this course was getting to participate in [the provincial not
for profit association] Provincial Training Day. It allowed me to have conversations with

https://www.oaith.ca/oaith-work/current-initiatives.html
https://www.oaith.ca/oaith-work/current-initiatives.html
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professionals working in the field, which led to lots of educational moments. In addition,
it gave me the opportunity to practice my presentation skills in a practical (rather than
academic) setting.

The overarching positive experience of the students throughout this process and the enjoyable
experience of creating deliverables outside the traditional academic paper format speaks to the
otherwise mundane and routine experiences of traditional academia. Specifically, it becomes quite
evident that being unable to see real-world applications of our work has negative implications
on students. For example, while producing a research paper may strengthen students’ writing
proficiencies, it arguably overlooks the importance of learning how to communicate in different ways
and to engage audiences outside of academia. In our case we had the opportunity to work on a
broader range of skills that can be of equal importance, such as: learning how to facilitate working
with a community organization outside the academic institution, creating and implementing a ‘Plan
of Action’ for meeting a community need, and creating visually appealing user-friendly research
dissemination tools. Within our student reflections, we continuously outlined the fact that there are not
many opportunities for students to participate in courses where they are able to create deliverables that
have real-world implications. Thus, many students are not adequately prepared with the skill set that
will allow them to excel in venues outside the university. Further, when students are unable to see how
the work they did actually contributes to others in the ‘real world’, it makes the work less meaningful.
Therefore, one of the greatest take away points from this process was that students thoroughly enjoyed
taking part in the type of course that provides real-world benefits to the community. In reflecting on
these outcomes, we propose that these types of courses and this mentorship would be a welcomed
addition to any university institution.

8. Community Partner Reflections on Our Community University Partnership

8.1. Evolution of the Project

One of the benefits of this process was the evolution of the project over time. When the faculty
member and community partner began the collaboration four years ago, the aim of the project was
mainly to create a femicide list to memorialize women who had been murdered by men each year
in Ontario. However over time, the project significantly progressed, and the outputs of the project
began to change. Specifically, the project shifted focus to synthesizing research on media framing
of violence against women and femicide, and examining mainstream media reports of the way the
femicide victims in a given year had been depicted. The purpose was to determine whether such
depictions corresponded with the research on media framing, and to compare the information that
came from mainstream media about femicide cases with more formal sources, including reports from
the coroner’s office. The added components of the research project also resulted in new and unique
knowledge mobilization outputs, and the level of engagement with the students also began to increase.
For example, we were able to work on an analysis on the femicide data and not only identify and
document femicide victims. This required more consultation and collaboration between the students,
the community partner, and the faculty member.

Ultimately, the community partner noted how “the progression has been pretty substantial over
the past 4 years”. As a result of the additional work on femicide conducted by the CUP, there have
been greater opportunities for education and advocacy related to femicide and violence against women
for the partner and their networks throughout the entire year (not just September and November—the
key times where the annual list of women who have been murdered are represented on 6 December).
For example, the community partner noted, “ . . . this year we used other knowledge mobilization
tools that we were able to use throughout the year and were able to release those at different times
throughout the year”. This included releasing some of the significant research findings via Twitter.
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8.2. Diversity of Students Involved

Similar to one of the benefits identified by the students involved in this project, the community
partner also argued that the students’ diverse disciplinary backgrounds had a positive impact on the
research. She stated the following:

[Students] were coming from different disciplines. I think that has been a huge benefit. They
are really able to look at the information from different angles. With this project, having folks
from a geography discipline has been a huge advantage. We were looking at mapping of
femicides and experiences, so having people from that background was certainly beneficial
in ways [ . . . ] we hadn’t had that discipline before. We had psychology and sociology in
there too. They understand some of the impacts—social, emotional impacts and they have a
bit of a contextual understanding.

The community partner found that having students from a variety of disciplines led to diverse
knowledge and experience that benefited the research and the collaboration. If the discipline of
students involved was the same each year, there would not be “space for things to evolve and change.
If we keep it in the standard format every year we would probably come up against a lot of roadblocks.
Students come from different disciplines and different knowledge and experience—all of that really
does have an impact and a role on what we’re asking them to do”.

8.3. Mutual Benefit

The community partner recognized the mutual benefit for all members involved in the partnership,
whereby, “Everyone had an opportunity to contribute their area of expertise and felt valued in that
process. People really focused on what their strengths were and engaged in aspects of the partnership
and the project based on their strengths. Some were great with coming up with graphics, some great at
putting data sets into tables and maps”.

An important component of mutual benefit in CES is related to outcomes and impact. Increasingly,
CES is evaluated in relation to what the CU partnership was able to create together that resulted in
mutual outcomes and meaningful impact. The outcomes of the project were beneficial to each of the
members in the CUP, not only the students, faculty member and community partner, but also the
wider society. Specifically, the community partner identified that because of the students’ awareness of
various ways of conveying the project’s messages for different venues (for example “online spaces that
were used on social media to translate some work they were doing, conferences, other meetings”), the
information was disseminated in a variety of ways, and for diverse audiences, which was one of the
intended outcomes for the CUP.

Furthermore, the community partner identified that there is a social change outcome that is a
benefit to the wider society. She stated this in the following way:

Because the project is ongoing, it doesn’t really have an end. It is unique in that we have to
constantly evaluate how things are going, measure effectiveness because women continue to
be murdered. Every year that continues, and the work to identify those issues will continue.
We have to look at this in a long-term way and understand that social change isn’t going to
be achieved in one semester. Rather, it is contributing to what has already been done and
helps to inform next steps.

8.4. Communication and Miscommunication

In addition to highlighting some of the benefits of the CUP, the community partner was able to
reflect on the overall process and identified that there were some obstacles and challenges along the
way. For example, miscommunication between the partners impacted the progression of the project
at times because we did not have the kind of real time collaboration tools in place for everyone in
the partnership to see what was being worked on or what progress had been made. Moreover, she
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explained that early in the CUP, we did not have as rigorous a methodology as we do now for the
kind of collaborative data collection, coding, and analysis and this limited our ability to document
and communicate to others what we did and why we did it. We also did not have the kind of
communication strategy and tools to use between students, as well as between students, the faculty
member and the community partner. However, throughout this term, there were greater connections
and communications between the community partner and the students. This included “ . . . meetings
over the phone, via Skype, in class with me coming into the classroom and students coming to a
conference organized by our organization [ . . . ] these opportunities are important and they played
a positive role”. The graduate students also created an automated article search engine (Mi Data
Labs(MDL) 2017) that develops a database of articles relevant to femicide by automatically searching
through Ontario and national news websites every day. The database can be examined for further
analysis by student researchers at a future date.

8.5. Partnership Development

The community partner identified that the challenges or obstacles that arose (also including some
organizational issues) were most prevalent throughout the first few years of our partnership. She
indicated that, “There has been so much growth and innovation and really figuring out a way to
understand this information, there’s been a lot of positive. It has taken 5 years to get to this point [
. . . ] but this really shows that this type of partnership evolves and it takes time and you have to give
that time”.

As a result of these obstacles and challenges, the community partner identified some changes she
would make if given the chance to undertake this project again. Specifically, she would like to be able
to include a long-term planning process and schedule. This would involve determining such dates as
when she would be present in the class sessions. Further, she would aim to “look at the project in a
long-term way versus on the short-term. It is a long-term partnership. As long as it’s working, we
hope that it can continue. It is something that’s constantly evolving”.

9. Faculty Reflections as a Community Engaged Scholar

The above reflections mirror and reinforce the academic literature on CES and other experiential
pedagogies as well as my experience with previous CUPs doing CES and community engaged learning
(CEL) projects. Below, I identify and reflect on some of the benefits and challenges that speak to the
principles and practices that we deliberately and intentionally attempted to model.

9.1. Scarcity of Time: Scholarship, Relationships, and Planning

CCES is time consuming (Holland 1999). As a CE scholar working in a traditional academic
institution and department, I find it extremely difficult to generate outcomes and products that
balance community priorities and traditional academic requirements (Murphy and McGrath 2018)
for co-knowledge generation, transmission, and application. “The pressure on faculty members to
produce peer-reviewed journal articles and continually chase grant funding, what Smith (2010) refers
to as academic treadmills, is well documented (McGrail et al. 2006; Smith 2010)” (Cooper et al. 2018,
p. 4).

In this specific case, trying to conduct CES with students within an academic calendar (i.e., 12
weeks) is a challenge (Strier 2014; Klein et al. 2011). While I regard CES principles as a necessary
foundation for ethical, sustainable, and successful CCES, they are nevertheless difficult to fulfill,
especially within an inflexible institutional timeframe. For example, developing genuine and
reciprocal relationships, deciding on partnership roles and responsibilities, and establishing and
using collaborative processes and tools to work together toward shared goals takes time (Morton
2013). Accordingly, one of the most significant challenges includes finding the balance necessary to
complete this work in a principled way and scoped appropriately to deliver on the outcomes the CUP
has agreed to, while remaining flexible to changing circumstances (Metzger 2012).
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It is common for me to engage with a community partner where there is an established relationship.
It is helpful for a number of reasons (Warren et al. 2018), but the challenge still remains for the students
and the community partner to develop a relationship with one another. This has implications for
embracing other CES principles, including: communication, collaboration, balancing power, and
meaningful outcomes. For example, as mentioned above by both the community partner and the
students, communication, and collaboration was challenging. I continue to think about how to provide
more opportunities, in addition to what I normally do, for the students and the community partner to
have direct contact and get to know each other, without overburdening the community partner, and
without taking too much time away from other course requirements and project activities. I look for
ways to work through and negotiate roles and responsibilities, identify each other’s strengths and
capacity, and work toward agreed upon goals while staying open to the possibility and likelihood that
“plans” will change once we get into the work (Northmore and Hart 2011).

9.2. Flexibility, Managing Change, and Knowledge Mobilization

CES best practices speak of the iterative nature of co-creating knowledge (Nichols et al. 2013;
Nichols et al. 2014; Watson-Thompson 2015; Janzen et al. 2017). This requires flexibility, the ability to
make changes as you go, without losing rigor and scholarly processes and to expect the unexpected.
Each time I embark on a CES project with a CU partner that includes students, I am reminded of how
different I experience change and the unknown, compared to my students. This is what I often refer to
as the “muddy, messy, and missing” aspects of CES/CEL (Morton 2013, p. 7). The graduate students
referred to this as “uncertainty” in their reflection. Because I now expect this to be experienced as a
challenge by students, I have developed a specific course learning outcome that requires students to
demonstrate their ability to “Manage individual and collaborative teaching and learning experiences
in changing circumstances”. I added this learning outcome as one way to intentionally and explicitly
alert students to the fact that they will experience this uncertainty and will likely find it stressful.
I find this challenging to teach because I have not found processes and/or teaching and learning
activities that help build this skill appropriately. This tension is normally experienced at two points
in time: at the front end of the project when students are feeling unsure about how the project will
take shape and what will be required, and at the back end of the project with respect to knowledge
mobilization. Part of the tension is that students are often frustrated that I do not lay out, with greater
clarity and specificity exactly what we will be doing, and what it will look like in the end. I have to
remind them that although we have project goals, these goals can be accomplished in myriad ways,
and our job is to use our collective knowledge, skills, and resources to map it out, and carry it out, but
also reflect and adjust as we go. This is usually foreign to students given their previous educational
experiences. They are not used to being asked to do as much collaboration and problem solving and
they are not used to communicating research via non-traditional academic outputs. In our case, it
was not appropriate to write a research paper for the audience we were targeting, and yet, that is the
type of scholarship/output that students were most comfortable producing. I find this both exciting
and discouraging. On the one hand, CES provides students with the opportunity to develop and
hone academic and community facing knowledge, skills, and values to address and solve complex
social justice issues with their communities (Levkoe et al. 2014). Yet, I know that neither I nor the
undergraduate or graduate program offers enough time, resources or support to fully help students
develop the unique knowledge, skills, and values that CES requires and on which they are being
evaluated. This is a problem that will be returned to in a subsequent section.

9.3. Trust, Collaboration, and Power Dynamics

Aligned with the principle of “mutually beneficial relationships”, CES requires trust from all
partners (Davis et al. 2017). It requires trust in a process that is usually foreign, and/or, sometimes
based on previous negative experiences from both the community partner (Blouin and Perry 2009;
Levkoe 2017) and the student perspective. Beyond the pressures of time, students report that they
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have either no experience or negative experiences with “group work” (Pauli et al. 2008). Even for those
that do have some experience, the collaboration is unlikely to include their professor and a community
partner and it may or may not have been formally assessed. The institutional requirement of grading
is a significant power issue that is particularly challenging within a CEL environment. CEL takes
time, trust, support, practice and resources to work collaboratively and authentically. This challenge
embraces issues of power (Davis et al. 2017; Sandmann and Kliewer 2012; Way 2013) between students
and between students and the faculty member and community partner. The reality of conducting
CES within a course, or as part of a student’s program, means that the faculty member and often
student peers are evaluating student knowledge, skills and values. To help lessen undue pressures
that may result from such an evaluative environment, it is important to offer formative assessments
in the form of continuous constructive feedback and not just summative assessment (i.e., ranking
student performance at the end of a learning cycle). This is especially important when we are expecting
students to demonstrate unique learning outcomes or learning outcomes associated with unique
activities or assignments previously foreign to them.

In our course, for example, students were assessed on their teamwork and collaboration skills.
However, most students were unfamiliar with using collaborative tools like work plans or Google
Documents for the purpose of collaborative writing and editing. This unfamiliar territory created
tensions, particularly when students’ efforts and contributions were assessed within a traditional
academic context. Close to 40% of the grades in this course were connected to the students’ ability
to work and write collaboratively toward community partner outputs including unique knowledge
mobilization. There is a lot to be said about the challenges of student assessment in CEL and while
this is beyond the scope of this paper, it is an area about which my colleagues and I have done a lot of
thinking. For example, opportunities for formative assessment (Fluckiger et al. 2010) at the beginning
and not just at the end of a learning cycle (i.e., summative) are important, and scaffolded assignments
help to reduce student stress because each piece of work is worth less and therefore is less risky
given the grade impact. Throughout this course, formative assessments included oral presentations,
critical reflection assignments and group work (Oakley et al. 2004). Summative assessments included a
community partner report and knowledge mobilization tools. See (Koh et al. 2012; Ashford-Rowe et al.
2014; Fluckiger et al. 2010; Hermon et al. 2013) for other relevant literature on assessment. Half of this
course (50% of the grades) required students to apply the content they were learning and skills they
were developing or demonstrating to “meaningful and relevant tasks” (. Litchfield and Dempsey 2015,
p. 69) associated with the femicide project and therefore would be referred to as Authentic Assessment
(Ashford-Rowe et al. 2014; Azim and Kahn 2012).

Other power issues were also present between the CUP and this proved to be challenging to
address. For example, as mentioned above, some students struggled with “handing over” their work
and not knowing how the community partner might use it in the future. I recognized that this was
an area I had not created enough space to talk with the CUP about, nor was it explicitly addressed
at the beginning of the partnership. From my perspective, and in keeping with the principle of
addressing a community identified need, I felt strongly that beyond acknowledging the CUP’s work,
that we were working to develop a knowledge mobilization tool that was for the community partner
to use as needed and that it would have a life of its own once created. However, it was an important
conversation to have had much earlier in the term. The tension points had to do in part with students
wanting to maintain their intellectual property and their concern about their work being used in ways
that they might not agree with in the future.

Despite the challenges that existed for me in this CU partnership specifically, and in CCES in
general, I am a strong advocate of CCES and argue that the potential benefits for all members of the
CU partnership and the larger community can outweigh the challenges. To go further, I argue that
this kind of course and work in higher education is imperative. Korzun et al. argues that “[t]he CES
model encourages an exchange of resources between all members of a CU partnership in an effort to
identify and address solutions to community and societal problems (Davidson et al. 2010; Edelglass
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2009; Showalter 2013; Strand 2000)” (Korzun et al. 2014, p. 110). Effective CES also demands that
scholars produce diverse forms of scholarship in innovative formats (Gelmon et al. 2013a). If done in a
principled way, and using best pedagogical practices, CES can help prepare students and faculty to
work with their communities to address and potentially solve complex social justice issues (Tarantino
2017; Warren et al. 2018; Ramaley 2014; Silka et al. 2013).

10. Lessons Learned

Despite our differing experiences and unique ways of articulating benefits and challenges, we all
agree that the benefits of this project, including the lessons learned and what we produced together
(i.e., a knowledge mobilization tool to be used annually as a way to analyze the way Ontario femicide
victims are portrayed in mainstream news) outweighed the challenges.

As a community partner, we now have a well-developed process, an evidence-based coding
instrument and media framing tool, and meaningful outputs including knowledge mobilization
products (i.e., the interactive Heat Map and aggregate analysis) that are both on our website5 and is an
important part of our ongoing education and advocacy about femicide and violence against women.
This is significant because we know that media portrayals of femicide and femicide victims impact
the way the issue of violence against women is understood and acted upon. Therefore, we wanted
to create a research-based, engaging and impactful analysis accessible to the general public, violence
against women advocates, politicians, and journalists.

As graduate students, this experience changed the way we worked with each other, our
community partners, and the instructor. We moved beyond peers in a graduate sociology class
and instead became emerging community engaged scholars working together on a femicide project
and hoping to create something that would challenge the way femicide victims are portrayed in
mainstream news. We learned how to communicate and collaborate in new and unfamiliar ways and
experienced the challenges and benefits of co-creating knowledge across different disciplines, skills,
and personalities. We learned how to communicate and disseminate co-created knowledge in ways
that required a combination of knowledge and skills that we had previously possessed and had to
develop. Our traditional definition of “scholarship” was challenged, as was our assumptions about the
extent to which CCES is rigorous (Warren et al. 2018). We have a greater appreciation of the complexity
of the processes required to carry out CES and the importance of CCES principles as a foundation for
the work.

As a faculty member, this CU partnership impacted my approach to teaching, learning, and
training graduate students in CCES. Based on this experience and our reflections of this experience, I
am more convinced than ever that higher education has a responsibility to students, to our communities,
and to the planet to train students in active and experiential pedagogies in order to work on real
world social problems. In particular, higher education has a responsibility to train students in CES
and CEL so that they are better positioned to work together as students, community partners, and
faculty to address and attempt to make positive social changes to complex social issues. I have made
significant changes to this graduate course (principles and practices of CCES) based on what I learned.
For example, I now actively invite and encourage students outside of sociology to register for the
course. Although there are important considerations to be aware of and address with diversity in the
classroom (Lyon and Guppy 2016), the benefit of working with students from multiple disciplines
outweighed the challenges it created (Silka et al. 2013). I have also adjusted the learning outcomes, the
teaching and learning activities throughout the term, and the nature of the assessment to better reflect
the collaboration as well as knowledge mobilization skills that are required (Nichols et al. 2013). My
increased awareness of the challenges of collaboration and knowledge mobilization, especially in a

5 Please see the following website to see the live and interactive KMb tool on the community partner’s website: https:
//public.tableau.com/profile/midatalabs#!/vizhome/OntarioFemicideMediaAnalysis2017/Story1.

https://public.tableau.com/profile/midatalabs#!/vizhome/OntarioFemicideMediaAnalysis2017/Story1
https://public.tableau.com/profile/midatalabs#!/vizhome/OntarioFemicideMediaAnalysis2017/Story1
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traditional academic context, have led me to provide more resources, support and be more explicit
and intentional about these challenges. Finally, the work we did in this project has also impacted my
undergraduate teaching and learning. Specifically, for the last three years, I have used the femicide
media framing and analysis process, heat map knowledge mobilization tool, and aggregate analysis
visual developed in this CU partnership as the basis for a community engaged learning project in a
4th year undergraduate sociology class. This means that the partnership between the University of
Guelph and OAITH continues to provide mutual benefit and meaningful outcomes for all members.

11. Insights and Offerings for Others Interested in Pursuing Critical Community
Engaged Scholarship

In reflecting upon both the challenges and benefits associated with undertaking CCES, there are
several insights and offerings we have for future projects, and for students, faculty members, and
community partners who are emerging community engaged scholars, or considering this approach
for the first time. These insights are also relevant for higher education administrators. While we all
agree that conducting CEnR in this partnership was worth the struggles we experienced, we highlight
three main recommendations for others considering participating in and/or designing and supporting
CEnR, especially within an academic course. These include: (1) a commitment to foundational
community engaged principles as a guide for practice; (2) advocating for institutional support in the
form of material, personal, and other awards and rewards; and finally (3) we recommend making
visible and explicitly demonstrating ways in which CES and CEL satisfy the criteria required for
quality scholarship. Any kind of CES should be guided by common foundational principles outlined
above. Furthermore, CES should be conducted in a way that critically reflects on how its processes
and outcomes support equity and aim to dismantle systemic sources of injustice at the classroom,
institutional, and community level. Recent research has identified reciprocity, community-identified
needs, and high-quality scholarly investigation of real-life social problems as the most common and
important principles for effective community–academic research partnerships (Beaulieu et al. 2018;
Gordon da Cruz 2018; Dave et al. 2018). There is now an abundance of research, tools and resources
available to support faculty and higher education institutions interested in designing and offering
courses and other pedagogical activities which engage students, faculty, and community partners.
(See resources such as Community Campus Partnership for Health, https://www.ccphealth.org/;
Community Based Research Canada’s Community Based Research Excellence Tool (CBRET) https://
communityresearchcanada.ca/cbret/, University of Victoria https://www.uvic.ca/cue/) One simple
piece of practical advice for working toward these principles includes co-creating a work plan using a
Google Document so that all members have access to draft, edit, comment, and collaborate toward the
development of a set of goals, activities, and timelines in real time.

Our next recommendation is related to the issue of risk and reward. Given the amount of risk and
uncertainty that students, faculty, and community partners often experience in engaging in community
university partnerships, especially when embedded in courses, institutional structures supporting
and rewarding such engagement are important for these efforts to be successful and sustainable.
Institutional support must include leadership and support from deans, provosts, and presidents, both
for institutional change and for individual faculty (Cavallaro 2016). Further, institutional support
means framing faculty work within the context of the institution’s mission which often includes a
commitment to “serving society” and assessing the actual work in which faculty are engaged and
committed (Calleson et al. 2005, p. 318; Franz 2009). This requires changes to tenure and promotion
policies that redefine definitions of “scholarship” and recognize and reward CES scholars for a
spectrum of scholarship beyond traditional measures of impact such as academic journal articles and
books (Calleson et al. 2005; Gelmon et al. 2013a). It also means valuing and rewarding time spent
in community partnership formation which is important for building relationships and trust. When
possible, we encourage future CES scholars to seek out and use the institutional infrastructure and
support that is available within higher education institutions to support principled engagement. For

https://www.ccphealth.org/
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example, this can include seeking out research services assistance in applying for community engaged
research and training funding. This can include working with administrators to access classroom
space that is more conducive to the pedagogy (e.g., adequate and accessible meeting space for CU
partnerships and for weekly student collaborative group work). It can mean taking the time to work
with librarians, and knowledge mobilization experts to provide specialized knowledge and skills
training that neither students nor faculty have, in order to produce scholarship that is more engaging
and likely to have greater impact. It can include working with teaching and learning experts in
institutional teaching and learning centers and in particular experts in community engaged learning
for support via resources such as rubrics, assessment examples, teaching and learning activities as well
as being invited to participate in communities of practice with others who are doing CEL. And if such
support is not available, we need to ask for it and encourage institutions to learn from those who are
leaders in supporting and rewarding CES.

A third offering is to be prepared for critiques that suggest that using CES to support social justice
agendas and to work with communities to advocate for change is less rigorous than more “traditional”
scholarship (Warren et al. 2018). Although this was not directly addressed in the above reflections, it
was something that the students and the faculty member encountered and continue to face. During our
class discussions, several students shared examples of past experiences with faculty undermining CES
and other “applied” research endeavors. We found it helpful to encourage each other to stay motivated
to continue conducting and improving the rigor of our CES work by discussing responses to such
criticisms from the CES literature. Specifically, we think Warren et al. (2018) provided an important
response to this critique and we refer to Jordan et al. (2009) who identify the eight characteristics that
are used to evaluate quality CES. We agree with Jordan et al. (2009) and Warren et al. (2018) that
rigor can be strengthened through substantive community collaboration. In fact, following processes
and practices within a CES framework provides clear guidelines for demonstrating and documenting
quality and rigor while simultaneously co-creating and mobilizing knowledge that helps to advance
social justice.

12. Conclusions

Our critical community engaged scholarship and the reflections on community engaged learning
with our community university partnership contribute to the research-teaching-service nexus via
CCES. Since Boyer’s (Boyer 1990, 1996) call for a broader view of scholarship as an integration of
research, teaching and service, CES has the potential to unite and integrate these three core missions
(Stanton 2000). Gelmon, Jordan, and Seifer suggest that applying institutional resources to solve
problems facing communities through direct collaboration with those communities using accepted
standards of scholarship “ . . . educates students for democratic citizenship, mobilizes multiple
forms of knowledge, and leverages the capacities of all the participants to improve community
well-being” (Gelmon et al. 2013a, p. 59). Still, despite the potential benefits that exist for students,
community partners, the larger community, faculty, and higher education institutions (Olberding and
Hacker 2016; Bruning et al. 2006), this work is not without its challenges, limitations and critiques.
In order to be aware of and intentionally address both the obstacles and the opportunities within
the research-teaching-service continuum, the well-known and documented principles and practices
aligned with CCES must now be embraced in a reflexive way. Doing so offers the best hope for
successful, ethical, and sustainable CU partnerships to use a CCES framework to produce meaningful
outcomes for the purpose of social justice. In our CCES example, we addressed the local and global
social justice issues of violence against women and gender equality more generally. Such critical issues
require the kind of community engaged research and action our collaboration reflected on from our
positions as students, community partners, and faculty.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, M.M.; Data curation, M.M., A.S., C.S., and A.W., E.P.; Formal analysis,
M.M. and A.S.; Methodology, M.M.; Project administration, M.M.; Writing—original draft, M.M., A.S., C.S., A.W.,
and M.H.; Writing—review and editing, M.M., A.S., E.P., A.W. and C.S.



Soc. Sci. 2019, 8, 71 21 of 26

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Acknowledgments: Special thanks to Abhilash Kantamneni and Alexa Mackenzie-Cooper who were students in
the course but unable to participate in writing this paper.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

Abraham, Margaret, and Bandana Purkayastha. 2012. Making a Difference: Linking Research and Action in
Practice, Pedagogy, and Policy for Social Justice: Introduction. (Report). Current Sociology 60: 123–41.
[CrossRef]

Ash, Sarah L., Patti H. Clayton, and Maxine P. Atkinson. 2005. Integrating Reflection and Assessment to Capture
and Improve Student Learning. Michigan Journal of Community Service Learning 11: 44–60.

Ashford-Rowe, Kevin, Janice Herrington, and Christine Brown. 2014. Establishing the Critical Elements That
Determine Authentic Assessment. Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education 39: 205–22. [CrossRef]

Azim, Sher, and Mohammad Kahn. 2012. Authentic assessment: An Instructional Tool to Enhance Students’
Learning. Academic Research International 2: 314–20.

Baker, Elizabeth A., Sharon Homan, Rita Schonhoff, and Mathew Kreuter. 1999. Principles of Practice for
Academic/ Practice/Community Research Partnerships. American Journal of Preventive Medicine 16: 86–93.
[CrossRef]

Barge, J. Kevin, Jennifer Jones, Michael Kensler, Nina Polok, Richard Rianoshek, Jennifer Lyn Simpson, and
Pamela Shockley-Zalabak. 2008. A Practitioner View toward Engaged Scholarship. Journal of Applied
Communication Research 36: 245–50. [CrossRef]

Barker, Derek. 2004. The Scholarship of Engagement: A Taxonomy of Five Emerging Practices. Journal of Higher
Education Outreach and Engagement 9: 123–37.

Bateman, Nicoleta. 2018. A Linguist’s Journey toward Community Engaged Scholarship: Insights on Definitions,
Practice and Evaluation Policies. Gateways: International Journal of Community Research and Engagement 11:
56–72. [CrossRef]

Beaulieu, Arianne, Mylaine Breton, and Astrid Brousselle. 2018. Conceptualizing 20 Years of Engaged Scholarship:
A scoping review. PLoS ONE 13: e0193201. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Blouin, David, and Evelyn Perry. 2009. Whom Does Service Learning Really Serve? Community-Based
Organizations’ Perspectives on Service Learning. Teaching Sociology 37: 120–35. [CrossRef]

Boland, Josephine. 2013. Curriculum Development for Sustainable Civic Engagement. In Emerging Issues in Higher
Education III: From Capacity Building to Sustainability. Edited by Ciara O’Farrell and Alison Farrell. Dublin:
Educational Developers of Ireland Network.

Boyer, Ernest L. 1990. Scholarship Reconsidered: Priorities of the Professoriate. Princeton: The Carnegie Foundation for
the Advancement of Teaching.

Boyer, Ernest L. 1996. The Scholarship of Engagement. Bulletin of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences 49:
18–33. [CrossRef]

Brandenburg, Robyn, and Jacqueline Z. Wilson. 2013. When Their Experience Meets Ours: Learning about
Teaching Through Reflection and Student Voice. In Pedagogies for the Future Leading Quality Learning and
Teaching in Higher Education. Edited by Robyn Brandenburg and Jacqueline Z. Wilson. Rotterdam and Boston:
Sense Publishers.

Bringle, Robert G., and Julie A. Hatcher. 1995. A Service-Learning Curriculum for Faculty. Michigan Journal of
Community Service Learning 2: 112–22.

Brudney, Jeffrey L., and Allison R. Russell. 2016. Hours Aren’t enough: New Methodologies for the Valuation of
Community-Engaged Learning. Nonprofit Management and Leadership 26: 277–93. [CrossRef]

Bruning, Stephen D., Shea McGrew, and Mark Cooper. 2006. Town-Gown Relationships: Exploring
University-Community Engagement from the Perspective of Community Members. Public Relations Review
32: 125–30. [CrossRef]

Burnette, Catherine E., and Timothy S. Hefflinger. 2017. Identifying Community Risk Factors for Violence against
Indigenous Women: A Framework of Historical Oppression and Resilience. Journal of Community Psychology
45: 587–600. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0011392111429215
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2013.819566
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0749-3797(98)00149-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00909880802172319
http://dx.doi.org/10.5130/ijcre.v11i1.5579
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0193201
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29489870
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0092055X0903700201
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3824459
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/nml.21193
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2006.02.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jcop.21879


Soc. Sci. 2019, 8, 71 22 of 26

Calleson, Diane C., Catharine Jordan, and Serena D. Seifer. 2005. Community-engaged Scholarship: Is Faculty
Work in Communities a True Academic Enterprise? Academic Medicine: Journal of the Association of American
Medical Colleges 80: 317–21. [CrossRef]

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. 2017. How Is ‘Community-Engagement’ Defined? The
Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Learning. Available online: http://carnegieclassifications.
iu.edu/ (accessed on 7 December 2017).

Cavallaro, Claire. 2016. Recognizing Engaged Scholarship in Faculty Reward Structures: Challenges and Progress.
Metropolitan Universities 27: 2–6. [CrossRef]

Chandler, Dawn, and Bill Torbert. 2003. Transforming Inquiry and Action: Interweaving 27 Flavors of Action
Research. Action Research 1: 133–52. [CrossRef]

Colussi, Michelle. 2000. The Community Resilience Manual. Port Alberni: Centre for Community Enterprise.
Comas-d’Argemir, Dolors. 2015. News of Partner Femicides: The Shift from Private Issue to Public Problem.

European Journal of Communication 30: 121–36. [CrossRef]
Community-Campus Partnerships for Health. 2013. Defining Community-Engaged Scholarship. CCPH Resource

Library. Available online: https://www.ccphealth.org/resources/ (accessed on 6 December 2018).
Cooper, Amanda, Joelle Rodway, and Robyn Read. 2018. Knowledge Mobilization Practices of Educational

Researchers across Canada. The Canadian Journal of Higher Education 48: 1–21. [CrossRef]
Corradi, Consuelo, Chaime Marcuello-Servós, Santiago Boira, and Shalva Weil. 2016. Theories of Femicide and

their Significance for Social Research. Current Sociology 64: 975–95. [CrossRef]
Cortez Ruiz, Carlos. 2014. Engagement and Partnership of Higher Institutions with Society: Experiences, Learning

and Worries. University Network for Innovation (GUNI). In Higher Education in the World 5. Knowledge
Engagement and Higher Education: Contributing to Social Change. Basingstoke: Palgrave MacMillan, pp. 44–49.

Coughlin, Steven S., Selina A. Smith, and Maria Eulalia Fernández. 2017. Handbook of Community-Based Participatory
Research. New York: Oxford University Press.

D’Enbeau, Suzy, Elizabeth Munz, Steven R. Wilson, and Mohan J. Dutta. 2013. Reflecting on Evaluation Research:
Intersections of Academy, Community, and Identity. Tamara Journal of Critical Organisation Inquiry 11: 53–66.

Darychuk, Anthea, and Suzanne Jackson. 2015. Understanding Community Resilience through the Accounts of
Women Living in West Bank Refugee Camps. Affilia 30: 447–60. [CrossRef]

Davis, Katherine L., Brandon W. Kliewer, and Aliki Nicolaides. 2017. Power and Reciprocity in Partnerships:
Deliberative Civic Engagement and Transformative Learning in Community-Engaged Scholarship. Journal of
Higher Education Outreach and Engagement 21: 30–54.

Delano-Oriaran, Omobolade, Marguerite W. Penick-Parks, and Suzanne Fondrie, eds. 2015. The SAGE Sourcebook
of Service-Learning and Civic Engagement. Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Dinour, Lauren M., Jacalyn Szaro, Renata Blumberg, and Mousumi Bose. 2018. A Convergent Mixed-Methods
Exploration of the Effects of Community-Engaged Coursework on Graduate Student Learning. Journal of
Nutrition Education and Behavior 50: 598–609. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Easteal, Patricia, Kate Holland, and Keziah Judd. 2015. Enduring Themes and Silences in Media Portrayals of
Violence against Women. Women’s Studies International Forum 48: 103–13. [CrossRef]

Ferrara, Pietro, Olga Caporale, Costanza Cutrona, Annamaria Sbordone, Maria Amato, Giulia Spina,
Francesca Ianniello, Giovanna Carmela Fabrizio, Chiara Guadagno, Maria Cristina Basile, and et al. 2015.
Femicide and Murdered Women’s Children: Which Future for these Children Orphans of a Living Parent?
Italian Journal of Pediatrics 41: 668–73. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Fitzgerald, Hiram E., and Judith Primavera. 2013. The Challenges of Scholarship, in Going Public: Civic and Community
Engagement. East Lansing: Michigan State University Press.

Fluckiger, Jarene, Yvonne Tixier Y. Vigil, Rebecca Pasco, and Kathy Danielson. 2010. Formative Feedback Involving
Students as Partners in Assessment to Enhance Learning. College Teaching 58: 136–40. [CrossRef]

Franz, Nancy. 2009. A Holistic Model of Engaged Scholarship: Telling the Story across Higher Education’s
Missions. Journal of Higher Education Outreach and Engagement 13: 31–50.

Garcia-Moreno, Claudia, Alessandra Guedes, and Wendy Knerr. 2012. World Health Organization and Pan
American Health Organization. Understanding and Addressing Violence against Women Overview. World
Health Organization. Available online: http://www.who.int/iris/handle/10665/77433 (accessed on 1
December 2018).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00001888-200504000-00002
http://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/
http://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/
http://dx.doi.org/10.18060/21122
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/14767503030012002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0267323114544865
https://www.ccphealth.org/resources/
http://dx.doi.org/10.7202/1050839ar
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0011392115622256
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0886109915572845
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jneb.2018.01.019
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29523486
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2014.10.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13052-015-0173-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26416660
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/87567555.2010.484031
http://www.who.int/iris/handle/10665/77433


Soc. Sci. 2019, 8, 71 23 of 26

Garner, Johny T. 2015. Different Ways to Disagree: A Study of Organizational Dissent to Explore Connections
between Mixed Methods Research and Engaged Scholarship. Journal of Mixed Methods Research 9: 178–95.
[CrossRef]

Dave, Gaurav, Leah Frerichs, Jennifer Jones, Mimi Kim, Jennifer Schaal, Stefanie Vassar, Deepthi Varma,
Catherine Striley, Corrine Ruktanonchai, Adina Black, and et al. 2018. Conceptualizing Trust in
Community-Academic Research Partnerships Using Concept Mapping Approach: A Multi-CTSA study.
Evaluation and Program Planning 66: 70–77. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Gelmon, Sherril B., Catherine Jordan, and Sarena D. Seifer. 2013a. Community-Engaged Scholarship in the
Academy: An Action Agenda. Change: The Magazine of Higher Learning 45: 58–66. [CrossRef]

Gelmon, Sherril B., Catherine Jordan, and Sarena D. Seifer. 2013b. Rethinking Peer Review: Expanding the
Boundaries for Community-Engaged Scholarship. International Journal of Research on Service-Learning and
Community Engagement 1: 1–10.

Gillespie, Lane Kirkland, Tara N. Richards, Eugena M. Givens, and M. Dwayne Smith. 2013. Framing Deadly
Domestic Violence: Why the Media’s Spin Matters in Newspaper Coverage of Femicide. Violence against
Women 19: 222–45. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Gordon da Cruz, Cynthia. 2017. Critical Community-Engaged Scholarship: Communities and Universities
Striving for Racial Justice. Peabody Journal of Education 92: 363–84. [CrossRef]

Gordon da Cruz, Cynthia. 2018. Community-Engaged Scholarship: Toward a Shared Understanding of Practice.
The Review of Higher Education 41: 147–67. [CrossRef]

Greenwood, Davydd J. 2007. Teaching/Learning Action Research Requires Fundamental Reforms in Public
Higher Education. Action Research 5: 249–64. [CrossRef]

Hall, Budd L. 2009. Higher Education, Community Engagement, and the Public Good: Building the Future of
Continuing Education in Canada. Forum/Tribune. Canadian Journal of University Continuing Education 35:
11–23. [CrossRef]

Halseth, Greg, Sean Patrick Markey, Don Manson, and Laura Ryser. 2016. Doing Community-based Research:
Perspectives from the Field. Montreal, Kingston, London and Chicago: McGill-Queen’s UP.

Hironimus-Wendt, Robert J., and Lora Ebert Wallace. 2009. The Sociological Imagination and Social Responsibility.
Teaching Sociology 37: 76–88. [CrossRef]

Holland, Barbara A. 1999. Factors and Strategies that Influence Faculty Involvement in Public Service. Journal of
Public Service and Outreach 4: 37–43.

Holland, Barbara A., Shelley Billig, and Melody A. Bowdon. 2008. Scholarship for Sustaining Service-Learning and
Civic Engagement. Charlotte: Information Age Publishing.

Jagla, Virginia M., Andrew Furco, and Jean R. Strait, eds. 2015. Service-Learning Pedagogy: How Does It Measure Up?
(Advances in Service-Learning Research). Charlotte: Information Age Publishing.

Janzen, Rich, Joanna Ochocka, and Alethea Stobbe. 2017. Towards a Theory of Change for Community-based
Research Projects. Engaged Scholar Journal: Community-Engaged Research, Teaching, and Learning 2: 44–64.
[CrossRef]

Johnson-Curiskis, Nanette, and Elizabeth Wolter. 2004. Service Learning and the Effective Listening Classroom.
International Journal of Listening 18: 3–20. [CrossRef]

Jordan, Catherine M., Kristine A. Wong, Paul W. Jungnickel, Yvonne A. Joosten, Rebecca C. Leugers, and Sharon
L. Shields. 2009. The Community-Engaged Scholarship Review, Promotion, and Tenure Package: A Guide
for Faculty and Committee Members. Metropolitan Universities 20: 66–86.

Kantamneni, Abhilash, Richelle Winkler, and Kirby Calvert. 2019. Incorporating Community: Opportunities
and Challenges in Community-Engaged Research. In A Research Agenda for Environmental Management.
Edited by Kathleen E. Halorsen, Chelsea Schelly, Robert Handler and Jessie L. Knowlton. Cheltenham and
Northampton: Edward Elgar Publishing.

Klein, Phil, Munazza Fatima, Lindsey McEwen, Susanne C. Moser, Deanna Schmidt, and Sandra Zupan. 2011.
Dismantling the Ivory Tower: Engaging Geographers in University-Community Partnerships. Journal of
Geography in Higher Education 35: 425–44. [CrossRef]

Kleinhesselink, Katie, Stephanie Schooley, Suzanne Cashman, Alan Richmond, Elaine Ikeda, and Piper McGinley,
eds. 2015. Engaged Faculty Institute Curriculum. Seattle: Community-Campus Partnerships for Health.

Koh, Kim H., Charlene Tan, and Pak Tee Ng. 2012. Creating Thinking Schools through Authentic Assessment:
The Case in Singapore. Educational Assessment, Evaluation and Accountability 24: 135–49. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1558689813515333
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2017.10.007
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29053983
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00091383.2013.806202
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1077801213476457
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23420837
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0161956X.2017.1324661
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/rhe.2018.0000
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1476750307081016
http://dx.doi.org/10.21225/D5BC7N
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0092055X0903700107
http://dx.doi.org/10.15402/esj.v2i2.165
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10904018.2004.10499059
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03098265.2011.576337
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11092-011-9138-y


Soc. Sci. 2019, 8, 71 24 of 26

Korzun, Monika, Corey Alexander, Lee-Jay Cluskey-Belanger, Danielle Fudger, Lisa Needham, Kate Vsetula,
Danny Williamson, and Daniel Gillis. 2014. The Farm to Fork Project: Community-engaged Scholarship
from Community Partners’ Perspective. Gateways: International Journal of Community Research and Engagement
7: 101–15. [CrossRef]

Levkoe, Charles Z. 2017. Communities of Food Practice: Regional Networks as Strategic Tools for Food Systems
Transformation. In Nourishing Communities. Edited by Irena Knezevic, Alison Blay-Palmer, Charles Z. Levkoe,
Phil Mount and Erin Nelson. Cham: Springer.

Levkoe, Charles Z., and Holly Stack-Cutler. 2018. Brokering Community-campus Partnerships: An Analytical
Framework. Gateways: International Journal of Community Research and Engagement 11: 18–36. [CrossRef]

Levkoe, Charles Z., Shauna Brail, and Amrita Daniere. 2014. Engaged Pedagogy and Transformative Learning in
Graduate Education: A Service-Learning Case Study. The Canadian Journal of Higher Education 44: 68–85.

Levkoe, Charles Z., Abigail Friendly, and Amrita Daniere. 2018. Community Service-Learning in Graduate
Planning Education. Journal of Planning Education and Research. [CrossRef]

. Litchfield, Brenda C., and John V. Dempsey. 2015. Authentic Assessment of Knowledge, Skills, and Attitudes.
New Directions for Teaching and Learning 142: 65–80. [CrossRef]

Lyon, Katherine A., and Neil Guppy. 2016. Enhancing Student Compositional Diversity in the Sociology Classroom.
Teaching Sociology 44: 106–17. [CrossRef]

Major, Mark. 2015. Conservative Consciousness and the Press: The Institutional Contribution to the Idea of the
‘Liberal Media’ in Right-Wing Discourse. Critical Sociology 4: 483–91. [CrossRef]

McCrea, Rod, Andrea Walton, and Rosemary Leonard. 2014. A Conceptual Framework for Investigating
Community Wellbeing and Resilience. Rural Society 23: 270–82. [CrossRef]

McCrea, Rod, Andrea Walton, and Rosemary Leonard. 2016. Developing a Model of Community Wellbeing and
Resilience in Response to Change. Social Indicators Research 129: 195–214. [CrossRef]

McLaughlin, Erin. 2010. The “Real-World” Experience: Students’ Perspectives on Service-Learning Projects.
American Journal of Business Education 3: 109–18. [CrossRef]

McNall, Miles, Celeste Sturdevant Reed, Robert Brown, and Angela Allen. 2009. Brokering Community-University
Engagement. Innovative Higher Education 33: 317–31. [CrossRef]

Mi Data Labs (MDL). 2017. Mi Data Labs News Peek. Available online: http://midatalabs.org/NewsPeek
(accessed on 6 December 2018).

Metzger, Jed. 2012. Teaching Civic Engagement: Evaluating an Integrative Service-Learning Program. Gateways:
International Journal of Community Research and Engagement 5: 98–114. [CrossRef]

Minkler, Merideth, and Nina Wallerstein. 2008. Community-Based Participatory Research for Health: From Process to
Outcomes, 2nd ed. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Morton, Mavis A. 2013. Practicing Principles of Community Engaged Scholarship in a fourth-year seminar.
Teaching and Learning Innovations 16: 1–20.

Morton, Mavis A. 2017. SOC*6550: Principles and Practices of Community Engaged Scholarship. Syllabus.
Guelph, ON, Canada: Department of Sociology and Anthropology, University of Guelph.

Morton, Mavis A., Annie Simpson, Ekaterina Pogrebtsova, Alexa Mackenzie-Cooper, Carleigh Smith,
Abhilash Kantamneni, Ann Westbere, and Marlene Ham. 2017. A Community Engaged Ontario Femicide Project
Report. Under review. Available online: http://www.ces4health.info (accessed on 22 February 2019).

Morton, Mavis A., Jeji Varghese, and Lindsey Thomson. 2018. Assessing Student Learning Outcomes via
Community Engaged Learning. Unpublished Manuscript.

Murphy, Daniel, and Dianne McGrath. 2018. A Success/Failure Paradox: Reflection on a University-Community
Engagement in Australia. Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management 40: 321–41. [CrossRef]

Nation, Maury, Kimberly Bess, Adam Voight, Douglas D. Perkins, and Paul Juarez. 2011. Levels of
Community Engagement in Youth Violence Prevention: The Role of Power in Sustaining Successful
University-Community Partnerships. American Journal of Community Psychology 48: 89–96. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

Nichols, Naomi, David Phipps, Allyson Hewitt, and Johanne Provencal. 2013. Knowledge Mobilization,
Collaboration, and Social Innovation: Leveraging Investments in Higher Education. Canadian Journal
of Nonprofit and Social Economy Research 4: 25–42. [CrossRef]

Nichols, Naomi Elizabeth, David Phipps, Stephen Gaetz, Alison L. Fisher, and Nancy Tanguay. 2014. Revealing
the Complexity of Community-Campus Interactions. Canadian Journal of Higher Education 44: 69–94.

http://dx.doi.org/10.5130/ijcre.v7i1.3397
http://dx.doi.org/10.5130/ijcre.v11i1.5527
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0739456X18754318
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/tl.20130
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0092055X15626227
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0896920514528816
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10371656.2014.11082070
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11205-015-1099-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.19030/ajbe.v3i7.463
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10755-008-9086-8
http://midatalabs.org/NewsPeek
http://dx.doi.org/10.5130/ijcre.v5i0.2399
http://www.ces4health.info
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2018.1482102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10464-010-9414-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21203827
http://dx.doi.org/10.22230/cjnser.2013v4n1a126


Soc. Sci. 2019, 8, 71 25 of 26

Northmore, Simon, and Angie Hart. 2011. Sustaining Community-University Partnerships. Gateways: International
Journal of Community Research and Engagement 4: 1–11. [CrossRef]

OAITH. 2018. OAITH Mission. Available online: http://www.oaith.ca/about-oaith/oaith-mission.html (accessed
on 6 December 2018).

Oakley, Barbara, Richard M. Felder, Rebecca Brent, and Imad Elhajj. 2004. Turning Student Groups into Effective
Teams. Journal of Student Centered Learning 2: 9–34.

Olberding, Julie C., and Whitney Hacker. 2016. Does the “Service” in Service Learning Go Beyond the Academic
Session? Assessing Longer Term Impacts of Nonprofit Classes on Community Partners. Journal of Nonprofit
Education and Leadership 6: 25–46.

Pauli, Regina, Changiz Mohiyeddini, Diane Bray, Fran Michie, and Becky Street. 2008. Individual Differences
in Negative Group Work Experiences in Collaborative Student Learning. Educational Psychology 28: 47–58.
[CrossRef]

Poortinga, Wouter. 2012. Community Resilience and Health: The Role of Bonding, Bridging, and Linking Aspects
of Social Capital. Health and Place 18: 286–95. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Ramaley, Judith A. 2014. The Changing Role of Higher Education: Learning to Deal with Wicked Problems.
Journal of Higher Education Outreach and Engagement 18: 7–22.

Richards, Tara N., Lane Kirkland Gillespie, and M. Dwayne Smith. 2014. An Examination of the Media Portrayal
of Femicide–Suicides: An Exploratory Frame Analysis. Feminist Criminology 9: 24–44. [CrossRef]

Sadler, Lois S., Jean Larson, Susan Bouregy, Donna LaPaglia, Laurie Bridger, Catherine McCaslin, and
Sara Rockwell. 2012. Community-University Partnerships in Community-Based Research. Progress in
Community Health Partnerships: Research, Education, and Action 6: 463–69. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Salm, Twyla. 2013. Action Research to Improve Collaboration among Student Support Services Teams. Educational
Action Research 22: 1–16. [CrossRef]

Sandmann, Lorilee R., and Brandon W. Kliewer. 2012. Theoretical and Applied Perspectives on Power:
Recognizing Processes that Undermine Effective Community-University Partnerships. Journal of Community
Engagement and Scholarship 5: 20–28.

Seifer, Sarena D. 2012. Strategies for Faculty for Including Community-Engaged Scholarship in Your Dossier. Guelph:
University of Guelph.

Silka, Linda, Robert Glover, Karen Hutchins, Laura Lindenfeld, Amy Blackstone, Catherine Elliott,
Melissa Ladenheim, and Claire Sullivan. 2013. Moving Beyond the Single Discipline: Building a Scholarship
of Engagement that Permeates Higher Education. Tamara Journal of Critical Organisation Inquiry 11: 41–52.

Stanton, Timothy K. 2000. Bringing reciprocity to service-learning research and practice (Special Issue: Strategic
Directions for Service-Learning Research). Michigan Journal of Community Service Learning 7: 119–23.

Strand, Kerri J. 2003. Community-Based Research and Higher Education: Principles and Practices, 1st ed. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Strier, Roni. 2014. Fields of Paradox: University–Community Partnerships. Higher Education 68: 155–65. [CrossRef]
Tarantino, Kristen L. 2017. Undergraduate Learning through Engaged Scholarship and University-Community

Partnerships. Journal of Higher Education Outreach and Engagement 21: 103–30.
Taylor, Rae. 2009. Slain and Slandered: A Content Analysis of the Portrayal of Femicide in Crime News. Homicide

Studies 13: 21–49. [CrossRef]
Taylor, Alison, and Renate Kahlke. 2017. Institutional Logics and Community Service-Learning in Higher

Education. Canadian Journal of Higher Education 479: 137–52.
Taylor, Alison, Shauna J. Butterwick, Milosh Raykov, Stephanie Glick, Nasim Peikazadi, and Shadi Mehrabi. 2015.

Community Service Learning in Canadian Higher Education. Ottawa: SSHRC Knowledge Synthesis Grant.
Tremblay, Crystal. 2009. Community-Based Participatory Research (CBPR) as a Tool for Empowerment and Public Policy.

Victoria: Office of Community-Based Research, University of Victoria.
Warren, Mark R., José Calderón, Luke Aubry Kupscznk, Gregory Squires, and Celina Su. 2018. Is Collaborative,

Community-Engaged Scholarship More Rigorous than Traditional Scholarship? On Advocacy, Bias, and
Social Science Research. Urban Education 53: 445–72. [CrossRef]

Watson-Thompson, Jomella. 2015. Exploring Community-Engaged Scholarship as an Intervention to Change and
Improve Communities. Metropolitan Universities 26: 11–34.

Way, Amy K. 2013. Organizing Girls’ Empowerment: Negotiating Tensions through Community Engaged
Research. Tamara Journal of Critical Organisation Inquiry 11: 79–92.

http://dx.doi.org/10.5130/ijcre.v4i0.2356
http://www.oaith.ca/about-oaith/oaith-mission.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01443410701413746
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.09.017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22037322
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1557085113501221
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/cpr.2012.0053
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23221292
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2013.854173
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10734-013-9698-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1088767908326679
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0042085918763511


Soc. Sci. 2019, 8, 71 26 of 26

Weigert, Kathleen. 1998. Academic Service Learning: Its Meaning and Relevance. New Directions for Teaching and
Learning 73: 3–10. [CrossRef]

Wenger, Lisa, Linda Hawkins, and Sarena D. Seifer. 2012. Community-Engaged Scholarship: Critical Junctures in
Research, Practice, and Policy. Journal of Higher Education Outreach and Engagement 16: 171–81.

Williamson, Heather J., Belinda-Rose Young, Nichole Murray, Donna L. Burton, Bruce Lubotsky Levin, Oliver
Tom Massey, and Julie A. Baldwin. 2016. Community–University Partnerships for Research and Practice:
Application of an Interactive and Contextual Model of Collaboration. Journal of Higher Education Outreach
and Engagement 20: 55–84. [PubMed]

Wright, Valerie, and Heather M. Washington. 2018. The Blame Game: News, Blame, and Young Homicide Victims.
Sociological Focus 51: 350–64. [CrossRef]

© 2019 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/tl.7301
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28184179
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00380237.2018.1457934
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Community Engaged Learning and Community Engaged Research in Higher Education 
	Community University Partnership Case Study Overview 
	Understanding Femicide as a Gender-Based Social Problem 
	Student, Faculty, and Community Partner Reflections on Critical Community Engaged Scholarship 
	Methods 
	Student Reflections on Community Engaged Scholarship and Community Engaged Research 
	Iterative Process and Uncertain Outcomes 
	Consistent Communication 
	Working as a Team 
	Diversity of Community University Partners 
	Creative Thinking 
	Meaningful and Applicable Research 

	Community Partner Reflections on Our Community University Partnership 
	Evolution of the Project 
	Diversity of Students Involved 
	Mutual Benefit 
	Communication and Miscommunication 
	Partnership Development 

	Faculty Reflections as a Community Engaged Scholar 
	Scarcity of Time: Scholarship, Relationships, and Planning 
	Flexibility, Managing Change, and Knowledge Mobilization 
	Trust, Collaboration, and Power Dynamics 

	Lessons Learned 
	Insights and Offerings for Others Interested in Pursuing Critical Community Engaged Scholarship 
	Conclusions 
	References

