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The topic of a conceptual framework for community engagement by universities inescapably situates one in some complex debates regarding each of these terms: what is a university, what is engagement, what (or who) is ‘the community’? Each of these debates harbours pitfalls and, even, rather sterile contrapositionings of views and interpretations. It can be a never-ending debate.
Nevertheless, any university or university sector that embarks upon a serious discourse on community engagement, must deal with these issues in some way and make some choices – not the least because any university policy document on community engagement will have to get through Senate and past the critical scrutiny of academics!  
More importantly, though: inappropriate choices may lead to conceptualisations and implementation of community engagement programmes that continue to get stuck in old academic debates and polarities, experience resistance from academics or the community, involve only a peripheral group of staff and students, make only limited difference to the conditions of its surrounding society – and contribute little to the transformation of the university.
I will try to provide some thoughts and conceptual distinctions that could steer the discourse away from unproductive dead-ends and provide a basis for the consideration and implementation of community engagement initiatives by universities in South Africa (and perhaps other developing countries in Africa and elsewhere). 
What follows conveys the understanding, interpretations and choices of one institution, the University of the Free State (UFS). It does not pretend to be the first or the last word on the topic – even at the UFS these are provisional choices, subject to ongoing discourse, analysis and growth of insight (as befits a university). But it may be a useful case study of a conceptual road travelled with some implementation success: a 2005 CHESP survey found that the UFS, with 2233 students participating in 42 service-learning courses supported by JET, comprised a sizeable chunk (32%) of the national total of 6930 students in 182 service-learning courses. And the UFS Senate recently approved our second (and second-generation) Community Service Policy, with the first policy having been approved in 2002.
1. The foundation of engagement: The intrinsic nature of the university amidst chang​ing demands (i.e. continuity amidst change) 
A key issue in many a campus debate on community engagement and community service, is whether it belongs at a university, or whether it distracts a university from its ‘core business’. The begs the questions: What is a university? What is proper, or not, for a university?
The contemporary university has a very prominent position in society. Central to the complex process of scientific knowledge creation and distribution, universities are key providers of general higher education as well as professional education and training in an ever-growing number of specializations. The university not only serves as home to most of the basic and applied sciences but also to the complex system of journals, books, and databases that communicate and scrutinise scientific knowledge worldwide. This is in addition to the broader intellectual role of universities in society, developing new generations of intellectual and societal leaders. 
The largest centre of learning in the ancient world, the Alexandria Museum and Library – established in Egypt in the third century B.C. – had African roots. In the 15th century, Timbuktu in Mali was a centre of scholarship where thousands of students were taught and large private libraries kept, with “Sankore University” an important institution of learning. Nevertheless, the world’s universities today mostly follow institutional patterns that developed in Western countries. The first universities of Bologna, Paris, Oxford and Cambridge were established to transmit knowledge and provide training for a few key professions. In the nineteenth century, following the lead of the Humboldtian model, universi​ties became creators of new knowledge through basic research and scientific inquiry. 
Today institutions of higher learning with a variety of institutional forms and purposes exist. Universities are shaped by their societies and historical context. Yet, their basic functioning, organization, patterns of governance and ethos remain remarkably similar. 
Moreover, the mere fact that we intuitively recognise them all as universities, must be based on an intuitive identification of sufficient commonality to make such recognition possible. 
The crux of the historical analysis centres around the question: amidst the changes and relative vari​ability in appearance and organisational form (despite some fuzziness created by the evolution of higher education institutions like polytechnics, ‘new universities’, technikons, universities of technology and ‘com​prehensive universities’), what is the common thread (continuity) that makes them identifi​able as universities? Is it possible to broadly identify a core of characteristics that capture the es​sence of universities all over the world and the centuries, in different cultures, continents and countries?

Identifying this continuity, this underlying or intrinsic nature amidst considerable variation and change in form and organisational appearance, may be the key to explaining the robustness of these institutions – and providing a strong guide to identifying and upholding the main idea of a uni​versity. 
Certain key words and phrases stand out in the literature, for example: 

-  Instruction of the young, 
-  transmitting knowledge and providing training 

-  cultivation, training and exercise of the intellect

-  intellect and intellectual culture

-  scholars and scholarship

-  enthusiastic study of subjects without ulterior motive

-  conjectural (abstract) probing … of a ‘vast imaginative realm’

-  the creation of new knowledge through basic research 

-  critical inquiry

and so forth.

Taken together these terms give sufficient indication of a core of elements that characterise universi​ties as such. If these have to be framed in a single statement or phrase, the following is a possible and provisional formulation (adopted by the UFS in its definition of ‘academic work’ (University of the Free State 2004)):

The essence of the university is the generation, transfer and application of analytical-scientific knowledge, methods and competencies.

This formulation encompasses most of the elements of higher education and training, including gen​erally formative education as well as career-oriented (or professionally-oriented) education, basic as well as applied research, and ‘Mode 1’ as well as ‘Mode 2’ knowledge (while, as we know, all of these concepts and distinctions potentially are embroiled in complex debates). 
The university’s most distinctive and essential crux lies in the term ‘science ’ or scientific inquiry. 

· This can be interpreted as a leitmotiv that decisively determines and shapes, or should determine and govern, typical university functions, tasks and work, be it research, education  or community engagement.

· It can also be understood as a decisive indication of the way things must be done – to do it “the univer​sity way”, i.e. being founded in scholarship and scientific know-how. 
The way we at the UFS have chosen to see this, is that the intrinsic nature of the university imposes a most fundamental requirement on all teaching and research and community engagement: to be scholarly and scholarship-based.
The concept of scholarship is quite robust amidst many refinements and sub-distinctions that have been made – such as those by the late Ernest Boyer, who proposed one of the most influential reformulations of academic work in 1990. He argued that academic work should be structured around four types of scholarship.
 

· The scholarship of discovery encompassed the traditional view of research in uncovering new knowledge, although Boyer emphasized the process of discovery as much as the results. 

· The scholarship of teaching was about transforming and extending knowledge through the interaction of the teacher's understanding and student learning.

· The scholarship of application (engagement) covered 'community service' but also included broader application of knowledge between the academy and the 'real world'.

· The scholarship of integration, the linking and synthesis of knowledge across the different disciplines, was viewed by Boyer as equally important but the most neglected of the four.

As Ramsden has pointed out, this reformulation represented “…a change from dichotomous models of university work (teaching versus research, practice versus theory) to continuous ones. The model integrates the different things academics do” (Ramsden 1998: 357). However: …even if one accepts the identification of the four Boyerian scholarships as activities, the role (and requirement) of scholarship as a "way of doing" typical to universities and academic work remains vital.
 
2. New demands, new challenges, new concepts, new formats?

Having identified this continuous core of what a university is, and recognising the importance of this core for academe, one must enquire as to the ways in which this is being manifested in contemporary society. Universities today are surrounded by many tensions. This is what makes a university so complex, but also so exciting. 
Tensions exist between the ancient traditions of the university and the search for ‘relevance’.  Kogan (1992:47) points out that “at any one time there will also be tension and accommodation between social norms as voiced, or at least interpreted most directly, by central government, and academic values, as represented by self-determining institutions, basic units, and individuals.” Tension also exists between basic science/knowledge/research and applied knowledge/research; between academic research and ‘relevant’, socially useful or utilitarian research; between those who see Mode 2 knowledge as replacing Mode 1 knowledge, as against those who see these modes as complementary with Mode 1 as the basis for Mode 2 (Muller & Subotzky 2001: 170); or between generally-formative education and professional education. Universities must not be torn apart by these tensions. They are creative tensions and give us the intellectual stimulation that is so typical and so valuable to a university.  We should actually cherish them.

On the one hand, we (at the UFS) say we must cherish our continuity as a good university with its centuries-old traditions.  At the same time we must embrace our role in this society, this country, this continent. The Minister of Education has expressed a clear view that higher education has a central role to play in achieving our national development goals: “Universities are too valuable to be constantly battered by the demands of disruptive policy, but transformation also demands engaged, responsive institutions. It would be peculiar, indeed, for our universities to be unaffected by the changing and changed priorities of our country” (Pandor 2004). 
It seems then that the issue is all about universities serving the needs of South Africa and Africa and the aspirations of all the people of the continent. I would argue that a constructive way to think about this is to be found in the concept of an engaged university  - or of university engagement, or engagement by a university. The concept of engagement can address any gap that may (be perceived to) exist between itself and the surrounding community (appropriately defined; see below). This could happen in several areas of the "scholarship of engagement". As a first step towards “unpacking” this concept, the following elements can be noted:
· Engagement in teaching and learning: this means curricula that reflect local South African and African history, context, circumstances and problems; opportunities for life-long learning, professional development; and civic development. It also means mutual and reciprocal learning opportunities where students interact with community members in analysing and addressing community problems.
· Engagement in research: this means development-oriented research, community service research, and social transformation research, which could and should involve social as well as natural sciences. It involves new methods and styles of research that involve community members in addressing the problems of communities.

Note: A proposed more comprehensive set of distinctions regarding engaged and non-engaged scientific activities is provided in Appendix A.

This engaged university model has a further benefit, notably in our context. It can truly "reconcile the idea of a university, which is perceived to be universal, with the specific demands of being African … and involves championing 'Africanness' to the wider world while continuing to educate and develop scholars who are critical (and) analytic"  (to quote Prof William Makgoba's “dream”). It produces a different kind of scholarly knowledge that does "reflect an African reality" and “the African condition”, that does promote and establish an "African consciousness" in our universities and scientific work, that does flow from "Africa as a primary source of inspiration" and displays a clear "African-rootedness" in our scientific and scholarly work. In short: it also helps us give content to the concept of the African university.
Thus the engaged university can be a constructive way of contextualizing South African universities (inter alia as African universities). Whereas a university can only provide its core functions because it has a base of scholarship, an intellectual base of independently asking hard questions to gain knowledge and insight, it must at the same time be an engaged university that uses its academic capacities and functions to make a significant difference to the condition of its region, country and continent, helping – in this case – to eradicate the legacies of underdevelopment, poverty, colonialism and apartheid. (See Appendix A for further distinctions.)
· It should be clear that such community engagement also is an important part of the transformation of society – and of the true transformation of a university. This can be denoted by the term “transformative engagement”. 

Generally, I believe that in a developing society – because there are so many needs and so few institutional and other resources – many institutions do indeed (need to) broaden their scope and focus in order to add to the development of a society. These responsibilities should not necessarily be seen as something separate from the intrinsic core business, or as a-typical to the university, but they demand a particular orientation and focus and commitment of your core business, your typical tasks (see Appendix A). This commitment is to make a direct contribution towards a solution for the most pressing problems of that society.  But, I must add, always on the basis of the scientific knowledge and scholarship of the university.  (In Appendix A a second category of “supplemental” development-oriented activities, which indeed is separate from the core and not integrated into the core, is distinguished.)
Put differently: the extraordinary ‘usefulness’ of the university in helping to address development problems through engagement, lies in its foundation of scholarship. Meaningful university engagement indeed presupposes scholarly knowledge, and the continued generation of new scholarly knowledge and insight to be applied to new societal and development problems of communities. There need be no tension between scholarship and properly-conceived university engagement.
3.
From add-on to integration

Since the UFS became one of the first tertiary institutions in SA to adopt a comprehensive community service policy in 2002, we have gained more insight into ways of focusing and committing our core business to addressing the problems and challenges of our society. One such insight has been that a false tension, or contra-positioning existed between the concepts of community service and academic work. To overcome this we adopted the concept of “integrated community service”. 
· A key principle of integration is that whatever we do in terms of community service must be entrenched in the unique and intrinsic nature of a university as a place of scholarship, and be an integral part of learning and research activities of staff and students.  

Such activities relating to community service should, therefore, not be seen as separate from or unrelated to the university’s core activities, but as a particular orientation and focus regarding many of your core activities, a commitment to make a contribution towards resolving the most pressing problems of that society. 

While integrated community service can clearly be contemplated in a first-world, developed society, it finds a deeper significance in a developing society. In a developing society – where there are so many needs and so few institutional and other resources – institutions such as universities do have a responsibility to broaden their scope and their focus in order to support the development of society.  

In this process of integration a breakthrough has been one of integrating community service directly into certain curricula – where students learn to address real societal problems by using scientific knowledge gained in their courses, as an integral and credit-bearing part of these courses or modules. For this the term ‘community service learning’ truly applies. The same could be done in terms of ‘community service research’.

These concepts of integrated community service learning and integrated community research are richer than any add-on bit of welfarism could ever be and, being rooted in scholarship and critical inquiry, and are not in any way in contradiction to the intrinsic nature of a university as a place of scholarship. They should, indeed always be founded on the idea of independent critical inquiry and independent scientific knowledge:  as a university we must do these things.

The old concept of community service as a form of welfare, or something separate from the University, has been replaced by a concept of integrated community service that is clearly based on what a university is and should be (without necessarily excluding the possibility of ‘separate’ and non-integrated forms of service to society; see Appendix A). This was the great breakthrough for us (also in overcoming the resistance of academics to this initiative).

This concept has enabled me to clarify many of the issues in my own mind and to overcome my earlier cynicism about community service at universities. With community service being integrated with and based on scholarship it becomes part of that scholarship. Hence it remains true, as I have stated in public, that the biggest service to society of a university is to be a place of excellent scholarship (BUT with such scholarship conceptualised, contextualised and implemented in the enriched sense expounded above; also see Appendix A).

This new concept enables community service activities to take place in each and every discipline at a university, even in fields like physics and chemistry.  For example, it is about issues like clean water.  At the University of the Free State, we have strong expertise in water, notably groundwater and surface water, and in techniques to make clean water available to people. This is an important part of our community service, coming from very ‘hard’ sciences, but also with many social, economic and political dimensions and problems. For many years we didn’t see research into that kind of issue as a form of community service – our thinking simply had not evolved to that point, and was stuck in simplistic ‘polar’ or ‘either-or’ models. Today the UFS is couching this expertise in an academic ‘strategic cluster’ devoted to water as a resource in arid areas.
The challenge is to ‘liberate’ all disciplines and sciences into a world of integrated community service, in other words a situation where one need NOT choose between doing science or doing community service. 

· It is about orientation. 

· It is about which problems you choose to address.  

· It is about how you involve people from the community in identifying the problems and in implementing appropriate solutions (though and in a process of mutual learning). 

· Ultimately, you do things differently; but it’s not a choice between science and community service.  

· And there is no reason for such learning and/or research not to be world class.
Of course, the distinctions made here (and in Appendix A), do not imply that every discipline, or each and every academic staff member, will be involved in engagement in the same way – nor that any discipline or staff member will be confined to certain categories of academic work.

4.
Interrogating the concepts and the terms of engagement

This conference provides a platform for robust debate on the concept of community engagement and its implications for higher education.  This debate requires some clarity on definitions. I shall propose some definitions that we have adopted at the University of the Free State, fully realising that they may be controversial.
When we talk of ‘community service’ or ‘community engagement’, who is our community?  In the South African political context, “the” community has become a rather amorphous concept - often understood to be equivalent to “the local township” or “the black community”, however defined (which is rarely done). But of course this is too narrow and also too vague, and of limited analytical use in designing community service programmes. 
In principle, many communities can be identified such as: the various business, industrial or agricultural communities; the public sector and policy-making community; the education, health and social welfare communities; language and cultural communities; sports communities; the community of higher education institutions; the student community, parent community and alumni community; professional communities; scientific and scholarly communities; and so forth.  
But, going this broadly, whilst analytically proper, is to render the term community almost useless or even undefined for the purposes of considering community engagement of universities in South Africa.
A more specific and context-specific definition is required for community engagement and community service by a university. In this context we (the UFS) have chosen to define "communities" to refer to:

 (a) specific interest groups informally constituted, delineated or defined by their sharing of, and search for solutions to, one or more related development problems/challenges; that furthermore
(b) participate or could potentially participate as partners in the community service activities of the UFS, 
(c) contributing to the mutual search for sustainable solutions to the jointly identified problems and needs, through the utilisation of the full range of knowledge, know-how, skills, resources and assets at the disposal of both the members of that community and the involved university participants. 
It is clear that this definition of ‘community’ is shaped by the historical context of our society, by the development context of South Africa and Africa. In a developing society such as ours, ‘development’ and the needs and challenges of the impoverished and marginalised people should play a pivotal role in the engagement between universities and communities. (In Silicon Valley, “the community” may be the high-tech IT industrial community, and community engagement of a Silicon Valley university is likely to be defined accordingly.)
Interacting or engaging with these communities takes place within a broad, overarching partnership framework for the pursuit of relevance and responsiveness. The term "community engagement" could therefore refer to collaborations and partnerships between the university and the appropriately constituted communities that it serves, aimed at building and exchanging – in a two-way engagement – the knowledge, skills, expertise and resources required to develop and sustain a developing society. 
While development as a concept also is shrouded in debate, we can acknowledge an important aspect of development-oriented university work: that it requires a dynamically interactive, reciprocal learning process between its partners (communities, service sector etc.) and its staff and students. The process represents a concerted effort to improve positive human development outcomes within communities and to improve the quality of life of those involved. This takes place in an enabling environment of mutuality and reciprocity, ensuring that collective growth and development of all partners take place and that contributions by communities are valued and duly recognised. (For the UFS, the emphasis on reciprocal teaching and learning is very important.)
Thus, "community service", for the UFS, refers to the academic integration of the core functions of a university in an applied, developmental context, i.e. teaching, learning and research aimed at rendering mutually beneficial services to appropriately defined communities within a collaborative partnership context. 
· It means connecting the rich resources of the University to our pressing social, moral, and ethical problems, to our children, to our schools, to our teachers, and to our cities. 
· It means empowering communities and community structures, transferring knowledge, insight and skills – but also being empowered an enlightened by the knowledge and wisdom of communities. 

Universities should be viewed by both students and professors not as ivory towers for “pure science” (which it must do, of course), but rather as staging grounds for responsive actions and science-based engagement with a multiplicity of communities. This also means creating a special climate in which the academic and civic cultures can communicate more continuously and more creatively with each other.

There is an important caveat, though. Community expectations regarding the role and contributions of universities often are not based on the core competencies of universities. They may tend to see universities as these huge, limitless resource pools that can do almost anything, can solve almost any problem – and, moreover, that almost any stakeholder has a right to command these resources. This is a delicate issue that has to be handled with great sensitivity and care – perhaps as part of the mutual learning process. One must also be aware of the asymmetry of (knowledge-)power and influence in these relationships. However, if an understanding is not reached between a university and the various surrounding communities regarding the appropriate (and thus ultimately constrained) role of a university, even of an engaged university, excessive expectations will continue to cause community frustration and/or stretch universities beyond their competencies. This distortion will be to the detriment of its core activities, and to the detriment of society as a whole: a huge disservice to the community.
More formally: at the UFS we define community service-learning as curriculum-based, credit-bearing educational experiences in which students (a) participate in contextualised, well-structured and organised service learning activities aimed at meeting identified development and service needs in a community, and (b) reflect on the service activities in order to gain a deeper understanding of curriculum content and community life, as well as achieve personal growth and a sense of social responsibility. It takes place in a collaborative partnership context that enhances mutual, reciprocal teaching and learning among all members of the partnership (lecturers, students and members of the communities).

All of this, of course, raises significant conceptual and operational questions. Some of these questions focus on what community service is, what the characteristics of community service orientated institutions are, how higher education deepens community convictions and collaboration in educational meaningful ways, and what the roles of students and staff in an engaged institution are.  The often asymmetric power relations inherent in the relationship between university and community also needs careful thought.
It is evident that partnerships are a fundamental requirement for effective service-learning and community engagement to take place. In the context of community service learning, a partnership entails knowledge-based collaborations between a university and an identified community, where all partners contribute to the mutual search for sustainable solutions to challenges and service needs, implementing a mutually agreed upon modus operandi whilst maintaining their respective identities and core agendas. Successful partnerships are often identified by the following indicators:

· shared philosophy, vision and values;

· a high priority on trust, mutual accountability and responsibility;

· communication, evaluation and feedback;

· reciprocity;

· equality and equity; and

· sustainability. 

Community service learning is still a relatively new and evolving practice. If service learning is to survive and thrive in the long run, service learning must be central rather than marginal, institutionalised rather than fragmented, and strong rather than vulnerable. The challenge remains.
5.
Implementation challenges and pitfalls
The above definitions highlight the complexities of community engagement, community service and service learning, and we should never underestimate the difficulty of implementation and of making this a reality.  Many academics still have to discover the possibilities contained in their own disciplines, because their thinking would have been influenced by traditional ‘oppositional thinking’ where science and community service are seen as opposites. As long as they are seen in this way, science and community service compete for the limited amount of time in a day. Therefore, we must work hard to develop methods to unlock the potential initial resistance we are likely to find. 
Change management in this context will take time and be quite a challenge, but it must be dealt with in order to unlock the potential to serve communities that reside in all university disciplines. And it is a typical change management process, with all the normal reactions of denial (“we already do it”), resistance and anger (“I just want to get on with my job”), reluctant acceptance, and so forth. The challenge will be to find ways to facilitate the acceptance and implementation of integrated community service. 
One way to help the process is to start incorporating these activities into our formal assessment of staff and to create incentives for doing them at the University.  At the UFS this has been adopted in principle. To do it and to make it work, however, is still quite a challenge.  

We also need feedback from role players outside the University to help us evaluate the road we have taken in various disciplines and faculties (within the context of a proper community understanding of the appropriate role of a university in a developing society). We need to know and monitor how successful we are with this process of integration, and whether we really empower communities, really impact positively. We need to monitor the quality of this impact.  Having community service as a concept is one thing, but having it really work is something completely different.

I am convinced that more and more academics will realise the satisfaction of opening up their discipline to a development context and a community orientation, having started this practice on campus and having the full support from senior management. I hope that they will also experience the satisfaction of making a direct, observable difference and of having their efforts recognised (and enriched) by the community. 

I still firmly believe in the principle of universities being places of scholarship and the pursuit of science.  We must be a good university within the community of the Free State – or wherever you are situated.  It’s all about a unwavering but broader, understanding of scholarship, the pursuit of science, the meaning of transferring knowledge, and of what constitutes good science and research. But it is also about pushing the frontiers of science in a different way. Innovative, brave approaches to pursuing the positive nexus of teaching-learning, research and community engagement/service are required.

It is very important, though, to clarify the conceptual framework of the discourse on a campus. Improper choices of terms and distinctions may lead to conceptualisations and implementation of community engagement programmes that continue to get stuck in old ruts, involve only a peripheral group of staff, and/or make little difference to the conditions of its surrounding society.

Digression: The compelling role of flagship sites

A particularly noteworthy strategy that the UFS has adopted is the establishment of "flagship" or key delivery sites for community engagement. The main purpose is to create empowering, collaborative "spaces" where staff, students and external participants can meet in order to engage in productive, multi-disciplinary and multi-sectoral interaction, within an environment where there at least some of the "terms of engagement" have already been negotiated and a high level of mutual trust has been achieved.

One such key delivery site or “flagship” is the MUCPP, or Mangaung University of the Free State Partnership Programme. It was launched in 1991, during the difficult last years of apartheid, years filled with mistrust, anger and pain. Established through the diligent work and commitment of several pioneering individuals, it involved several partners: the UFS, the Free State Provincial government (notably the Department of Health), the Bloemfontein/Mangaung Municipality, and representatives of the Mangaung community. It received substantial funding from the Kellogg Foundation for several years. Despite suffering from many of the governance, implementation and funding challenges so typical of community service partnerships, it continues to this day, and is regarded by the Kellogg Foundation as one of its must successful projects internationally. It has changed the lives of large numbers of members of the Mangaung Community and of the University.

Another “flagship” is the Free State Rural Development Partnership Programme (FSRDPP) which during 2006 spawned the Khula Xhariep Partnership, as "an independent entity, participating with the UFS in developing the communities of the three towns of Trompsburg, Philippolis and Springfontein and surroundings as a partner on the basis of equality and equity". This constitutes the most recent example of the ever increasing focus on the formation of collaborative partnerships as an enabling environment for meaningful engagement, specifically with regard to forming alliances with local and district municipalities, provincial government, the business sector and community structures.

There is a considerable number of well-established CS partnerships within each of the faculties of the UFS, inter alia:

· Lengau Agri Centre (Faculty of Natural and Agricultural Sciences, in collaboration with the and district municipalities, the SA Farmers' Union and the business sector);

· Boyden Observatory and Science Centre (a partnership between the Faculty of Natural and Agricultural Sciences and the Free State Department of Education);

· a longstanding partnership between the Centre for Accounting, Free State Development Corporation and Maluti-a-Phofung Municipality in the Qwaqwa district;

· the Law Clinic (Faculty of Law in collaboration with the Attorneys' Fidelity Fund);

· the Faculty of Theology works closely with KANSA, Hospice (Free State) and other organisations;

· various forms of collaboration between the Free State Department of Health, local municipalities and the three Schools of the Faculty of Health Sciences (Medicine, Nursing and Allied Health Sciences); and

· the National KhoiSan Consultative Conference (whose secretariat is situated within the Faculty of the Humanities).

6.
Conclusion: The UFS’s road of community engagement and transformation 
We have already made great strides in the implementation of community service as an integral part of the academic core of the UFS.  Since 2002, if not actually since 1991 with the launch of the MUCPP, the University has committed itself to making tangible progress in community service objectives.  We face many challenges, such as mobilising all the UFS campuses and facilitating even greater participation by other role players, such as, the support services, the various communities, the private sector and other service providers. But we have thousands of students participating in community service learning. And many academics involved in community service research. 
We have a long, but exciting road ahead of us.  One thing is certain; the University of the Free State has embarked on an adventure, where community service learning is based on scholarship and critical enquiry, without fear or expectation of favour. It is not for gain or foreseeable, tangible reward, nor because of research contracts from well-endowed companies, but because it is our task as a university in South Africa and in Africa. 
It is part of our transformation – a very important part.
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APPENDIX A:  A POSSIBLE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR SITUATING COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT WITHIN A UNIVERSITY CONTEXT
Two broad categories of university tasks can be distinguished (see diagram below).

I. CORE (or typical) tasks of the university: The core functions of teaching/learning and research, embodying, and based on, scholarship and analytical-scientific inquiry. 
Within the typical tasks of the university, it is standard practice to distinguish between:

1. Basic research and knowledge creation (Mode 1): 

2. Applied research and career-oriented education and research (Mode 2).

A slightly different formulation is suggested, i.e. that the latter category be described, in the context of the engagement debate, as engaged science or engaged scientific activities. 

On the other hand, basic research or Mode 1 knowledge would, by definition, be non-engaged (not unengaged) scientific activity – but of course it provides the continuity of disciplinary knowledge and the ongoing scientific foundation for engaged scientific activities. It is relevant for any place on earth where a particular phenomenon or object of study occurs, but it has not yet been specifically focused on, or applied to, that phenomenon or a related problem in a specific situation or context (which would then transform it into Mode 2 knowledge or engaged scientific knowledge).

In the category of engaged science one can distinguish sub-categories of engagement:

2a.
Engagement with context: Curricula and research that reflect the history, conditions and context of a particular society in a particular period, is informed and shaped by interactions with various institutions and sectors in society (which convey non-scientific, non-abstract, everyday, and/or indigenous knowledge and perspectives), and which includes contemporary career-related and professional content.

 Within this category, one can identify a sub-category:

2b.
Engagement with community (yellow box): Learning activities and research that are focused on particular needs and problems of particular groups or ‘communities’ (appropriately defined) and attempt to address those problems in processes of mutual, reciprocal learning and research, combining everyday knowledge and scientific knowledge. Integrated community service learning and research would be situated in this element of engagement:

These probably comprise a continuum of forms of engagement, not rigid subdivisions. Community engagement/service activities can also have varying degrees and intensities of involvement, and different degrees of integration. 

Notes:

1. Community engagement/service is, in this categorisation, not listed as a third distinct core function of a university, since it is assumed to be subsumed in some teaching-learning and research activities as integrated community engagement or service (against the background of a broader meaning of engage​ment implied by the category of “engaged science”, as well as the intrinsic relevance of basic research for the occurrence of phenomena or objects of study any place in the cosmos).

2. Other forms of  community interaction, e.g. entrepreneurial or contract research interaction with business and industry, will also be situated within the upper blue box. However, for the purposes of this discourse and in a developing country context, it is not depicted as community engagement – except perhaps in areas where business and industry still is very embryonic and directly part of the development and poverty challenge. (Of course, this is a contextual choice, not a fundamental distinction.)
3. The distinctions do not imply that every discipline, or each and every academic staff member, will be involved in engagement in the same way – nor that any discipline or staff member will be confined to certain categories of scientific work.

4. Most generally-formative learning programmes would span the engaged-nonengaged distinction.
II. SUPPLEMENTAL (or a-typical) tasks of the university (green box). This is a second major category, alongside and outside the core tasks of the university. In extra-ordinary times (of which wars and major societal transformations are examples), universities (like the State and other institutions) may be called upon to participate or initiate a-typical activities that are not directly derivative of its scholarly foundations and core competencies, but does utilise its general organisational and resource capacity. An example is a State that would, alongside its typical role to establish a public order of justice, establish an iron and steel industry in the early years of an economy, only later to allow it to go into private hands when the economy has matured sufficiently. For a university, an example would be to establish and run a school, literacy centre or social welfare centre in a city where insufficient public or NGO capacity exists. (Of course these can then double as community engagement or community service sites, which activity would then fall within the engaged category of typical university tasks.) Projects characterised by staff and student volunteerism, philantropy and outreach typically would be examples in this category. 
Obviously this can also be seen as a (second) form of community engagement. However, it clearly is of a different character and on a different foundation (i.e. not the scientific knowledge or scholarship of the university, but e.g. its general organisational capacity and the general skills of its staff), and is not integrated into the academic core. It should, for the purposes of the discourse on community engagement, be distinguished and separated expressly from community engagement that is situated within the core (or typical) tasks of a university. Failure to make this distinction (even separation), can lead to severe distortion of the debate on community engagement – and significant resistance from academic staff.

Of course a university can choose to undertake both kinds of community engagement. However, almost in all respects – conceptualisation, planning, strategy, logistics, implementation, staffing, funding, partnerships – it will be different from the first type of community engagement, which is embedded in the core tasks of the university.

A key choice will the mix and balance between the various ‘boxes’ in the diagram: between the lower blue box and the upper blue box, between the yellow box and the rest of the upper blue box – and between the entire blue box and the green box. Most academics will be active in more than one box or sub-box.

Note:

1. 
The diagram below is a conceptual framework and categorisation, not an organisa​tional chart.
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�	The Boyer scholarships have been incorporated into the policies of several universities (for example, the University of Ballarat and RMIT in Australia) in an effort to reflect more effectively the nature of academic work.


� 	There are also related key issues on which authentic universities have never compromised without a fight. 


It needs to respect and preserve scholarship and learning for their own intrinsic value, and to provide scholars and researchers with an environment where free and critical inquiry may thrive, independently of out�come or application. 


It needs to nurture and uphold on behalf of all its staff and students the intellectual freedom to be able without fear or favour to advance unconventional critiques of established social, political or scientific paradigms. 


A university needs sufficient autonomy to discharge its long-term educational and scholarly responsi�bilities effectively. In practice, however, autonomy is always relative, and what universities should seek is reasonable, not absolute autonomy.  Albornoz (1991: 205) argues that autonomy requires “striking a delicate balance between the need to respond to the requirements of society, while at the same time satisfying the needs specific to the institution itself.”  For some academics, autonomy may appear to be sacrificed as social engagement increases.  However, it is possible for responsiveness and institutional autonomy not to stand in a trade-off relationship to each other, particularly if the true nature of what makes a university a university is kept in mind, however contextualised by the society and public sphere within which it operates.  
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